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This report has two ‘major purposeé. Aﬁ?-%%ﬁg?iﬁwﬁ do what
birth cohort studies in this field do Best. That is, to describe
the nature and progress of delinquency and delinquent careers and
the influences on them. With a true birth cohort, it is possible
to determine the real prevalence of crime and delinquency (accord-
ing~to some definition, whether by arrests, self-reports, etc.),
and, further, to specify the prevalence of certain types and
degrees of crime. It is also, of course, possible to describe the
cumulative criminal activity across time with its changes, con-
stancies, patterns, and cessations. Another major advantage of
cohort studies of crime is the possibility of identifying risk
characteristics such as age, social class, IQ, and school success.
All of these topics are uniquely researchable using large birth
cohorts, and we have taken the opportunity to do so in this
volume.

The second major purpose of the book is to exploit the fact
that a similar study was conducted on a cohort born at about the
same time in Philadelphia (Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin, 1972).
Norval Morris wrote, in the Foreword of the Wolfgang et al.
volume, "Delinquency in a Birth Cohort is one of those turning
points in criminological research in the United States--like the
Shaw-McKay'area studies of the 1930s . . . ." Erickson (1973), in
a review of the book, responded, "Whether it will be a turning
point is contingent on a number of important factors, not the

least of which is the feasibility of doing similar studies in the
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future in light of the present crisis in federal fundipg for
social sciences," and later, '"There are questions as to whether
the findings derived from a singie birth cohort are subject to
generalization . . . . In the final'aﬁalysis,'the selection of a
single birth cohort is nothing more than the purposive selection
of a sample from the universe of all possible birth cohorts that
might have been selected, in all cities for any year in the United
States or elsewhere." Also in a review of the book, Farrington
(1973) writes from England, '"One would like to know how far the
careers of English delinquents in the present day share the fea-
tures of those of Philadelphia delinquents born in 1945." The
need for replication and comparison is clear.

The value of an attempt to demonstrate generalization or to
point to theoretically interesting contrasts in delinquent behav-
ior in two cities (countries) is clear and the opportunity to do
it, rare. We must, however, recognize the limits of what can be
said on the basis of essentially two samples representing two cul-
tures. Even after eliminating methodological diff}culties such as
the comparability of records, justice systems, data collections
procedures, and so on, whatever differences are found could be
attributed to any one of a multitude of factors that differ bet-
ween the two countries. This would be a limitation even if all
aspects of data collection were identical in the two projects and
the phenomena to which the data refer were exactly the same. Of
course, neither is the case. The projects were undertaken for
very different purposes in different parts of the world by diffe-

rent investigators who did not know each other at the time. Also,
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different types of data were more or less available in the two
places. It is also true that we cannot necessarily assume equiva-
lence in the functioning of the justice systems or in the laws
defining crime and delinguency. The 1list of éultural features
that may not be equivalent is infinite, but these will serve to
illustrate the point that caution is necessary in making compari-
sons. Each of these points will be considered in some detail .in
the course of the data presentation and interpretation. They will
not all be resolved to everyone's satisfaction. Nevertheless,
certain similarities and differences emerge father clearly from
the data and stimulate thinking about why the differences (in par-
ticular) exist. The exercise is a vaIuablé one, even if questions
cannot be settled definitively in this report.

The organization of the volume is not dissimilar to that of
the Wolfgang et al. book. The first chapters are methodological.
The various measures are described and the differences between
those used in Copenhagen and those in Philadelphia will be indi-
cated and their consequences assessed. Some of the measures were
taken only on a subsample of men; comparisons will be made of the
subsample to the rest of the cohort to reassure ourselves that
using a subsample did not affect the results of the analysis that
were based on it. The crime seriousness measures are different
and require analysis, as is the measure of social class. A
description of the Danish justice system will also be provided so
that the reader can make an assessment of this factor and its
potential for impact on finding;. We have also included a chapter

analyzing the issues in doing cross-cultural research. The issues
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are then abplied to the specific comparison which is the subject .
of this volume.

The question of how to analfze the data from Copenhagen rela-
tive to the analyses carried out by Wolfgang ét al. was a serious
one for us. It was tempting to do analyses in a style coming out
of our own experience. Everyone has his own method of approaching
research questions and data, and one's own methods always contain
some differences from what others would do. In addition, criti-
ques 6f well-known, groundbreaking works such as the Philadelphia
birth cohort study, abound. One can always think of improvements
on what has been done, especially in the light of new statistical
techniques that develop subsequent to the publication. Doubtless,
Wolfgang and his colleagues would do things somewhat differently
themselves, had they to do it over.

In spite of all these reasons to proceed differently, we have
chosen to adhere rather closely, even slavishly to the methods- of
analysis used by Wolfgang et al. (with one exception, yet to be
described). The rationale for this is that, after all, our major
purpose in undertaking this study was to make comparisons between

Philadelphia and Copenhagen with respect to delinquency and asso-

ciated factors. As indicated earlier, there are already factors
that one would wish to be identical in the two studies that, in
fact, one cannot control. It seems to us foolish to add more fac-
tors to this list if we have the power to make them equivalent.
Our goal has been to minimize differences of form and technique to
every extent possible to maximize our ability to attribute sub-

stantive meaning to the differences and similarities that are
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«-end. Thus, we have chosen to remain as close as possible to the
methods used with the Philadelphia cohort.

The first five data chapters will be modelled rather closely
on the Philadelphia book. The issues in thesé chapters will con-
cern the descriﬁtion of the delinquent population and its charac-
teristics. The first three of these chapters form a progression
of analyses starting with a comparison of the general delinquent
population with non-delinquents and proceeding to analysis of more
delinquent groups and their differences from less delinquent
groups. The last chapter in this series is (as was the case with
the Wolfgang et al. book) an analysis of the chronic offender,
followed by an analysis of the violent offender. The last two
chapters describe the relationship between age and delinquency,
also in much the same manner that the Philadelphia delinquents
were described.

While most chapters are closely parallel to the Philadelphia
study, the reader may note some differences. While Wolfgang et
al. meticulously described each table and equally meticulously
avoided interpretation, we will do less of both. That is, we will
do less detailed descriptions of the numbers in the table and more
interpretation. This difference is facilitated greatly by the
fact that this is, quite specifically, a comparison while the Phi-
ladelphia book stood alone. Comparison inspires interpretation,
perhaps even requires it.

The one chapter that does not .closely parallel the Wolfgang
et al. book concerns the issues of specialization in delinquency.

While we address similar issues, we analyze the data differently.
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We considered the Markov chain analysis too restrictive a test of

specialization. For instance with the Markov method contiguous

offenses have to be of the same type in order to be considered

evidence of specialization. 'We take the position that there is an
interesting degree of specialization even if several of the same
type of offense are separated by one or two other types of

offenses. This view, naturally, led to a different type of analy-

sis. The one topic addressed by Wolfgang et al. that we do not
address in this volume is the question of the effect of sanctions

on subsequent delinquency. This will be addressed in a separate

volume.

Finally, the concluding chapter will consist of a detailed
consideration of the major findings from previous chapters. Here
we will consider possible explanaticns for the findings and inves-

tigate the evidence that supports or detracts from them.

A
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Chapter 2
METHODS
This population was originaliy identified to study the issue

of whether men with sex chromosome anomalies,'barticularly the
XYY configuration, were unusually prone to criminally violent
acts. An important goal of the study was to identify all "XYY"
males in a total birth cohort {Witkin, Mednick, Schulsinger, Bak-
kestrom, Christiansen, Goodenough, Hirschhorn, Lundsteem, Owen,
Philip, Rubin and Stocking, 1977). The total cohort was defined
as all males born to women residents of Copenhagen, during 1944,
1945, 1946, and 1947. .All births in Denmark are recorded in
local parish offices. A team of assistants visited each ofA72
parishes in Copenhagen and recorded the names and birth dates of
the population which totalled 31,436 men. By reference to the

Folkeregister {the Danish nationail population register) we

obtained all current addresses for the population and other iden-
tifying information.

Subjects excluded. We wished to exclude from the population

men who had died or left the country before attainirng an age
which would have permitted them to initigte criminal activity.

Of the 31,436 men, 1,791 had died by 1973; 58 could not be traced
(probably because of death at birth, name changes, or address
change at birth) and 703 had emigrated. Of the 703 emigrants
85.2% had léft the country before the age of 18; very likely emi-
gration was the decision of their parents. These exclusions left
28,884 men who lived to their 26th birthday and could be locaged

in Copenhagen.

The tall group. All men in Denmark attend a draft board
physical examination by the age of 26. From the draft board
files we obtained information on the subjects' height, test
intelligence and education. For the XYY studf, blood samples
were needed from each subject for the karyotyping. Since this
process 1is expensivé and time consuming, the number of subjects
to be karyotyped had to be restricted. XYY men tend to be rather
tall {Bartlett, Hurley, Brand and Pook, 1968; Crandall, Carrell
and Sparkes, 1972; Owen, 1972).

In order to maximize chances of locating XYY men, it was
decided to do chromosomal determinations of all men in the top 15
percent of the height distribution for the Danish male popula-
tion. A cutoff point of 184 cm was used in identifying the tall
group. The resulting group consisted of 4,578 tall men.

Tall subjects were seen in their homes for the blood sample
(the team of medical and dental students who went out in the
evening for these samples were dubbed "The Vampires.") The 4,139
men for whom sex chromosbme determinations were made constituted
90.8 percent of the starting group of 4,578 living tall men. Of
the 419 unexaminéd cases, 174 men declined the participate; 138
emigrated in the course of the study or were sailors at'sea; 25
were destitute men without identifiable homes; ahd 82 men, after
repeated visits, were not found at the addresses.listed for them

in the Folkeregister. The tall subjects are of interest to the

*This constitutes 20 more men than were reported in the original
article (Witkin, et al. 1976). This resulted from the fact that
additional subjects became available for blood samples subsequent
to the first report of the data.
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current investigation since at the time bio-samples were gath-
ered, they completed a brief questionnaire inquiring as to their
marital status, occupation, number of children, parent's occupa-

tion and martial status.

Data

Criminality Information. The source of data on conviction

for criminal offenses was penal certificates obtained from penal

registers (strafferegistrene) maintained in the offices of local

police chiefs. These certificates are extracts of court trial
records and cover all violations of the penal code that resulted
in convictions. Offenses in the Danish penal code are very simi-
lar to our own. Where there are small deviations they are noted
in the text. However, the issue is not serious since we gener-
ally deal with broad categories for analytic purposes (see Chap-
ter 3 for fuller discussion). The one difficulty that required
serious adjustment concerned status offenses. They are not
defined as offenses in Denmark but they constitute a substantial
portion of the Philadelphia cohort offenses. This issue is
addressed in detail in Chapter 4.

The penal certificates contain highly reliable information
concerning the section of the penal law violated and the penalty
imposed. In order to identify a man positively among conviction
records, his name, birthdate and birthplace had to be available.

Information on arrests was obtained from the National Police

Register (Rigsregistratur). This register maintains a national

record of poice contacts with the Danish population. For many

minor types of criminality that do not lead to court convictions,
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this register is the only possible source. Delinquent acts
committed before the age of 15, traffic offenses, and a variety
of minor cffenses associated with alcohol can be ascertained only
in this register. It also contains a record éf the more serious
crimes. It was established in 1930; for earlier years it
includes a collection of local registers.

Karl 0. Christiansen has written regarding the Danish law
enforcement process concerning its statutory uniformity in the_
treatment of the offender by police and courts. "Police officers
are legally required to report cases if they have a suspect.

They are not permitted to make judgments in such matters. An
elaborate.court appeals system is aimed at achieving national
uniformity of sentencing. The social status of a Danish police
officer is comparatively high; they are regarded as being incor-
ruptible." (Christiansen, 1977 page 93).

Wolfgang has noted that "the reliability and validity of the
Danish record keeping system are almost beyond criticism. The
criminal registry office in Denmark is probably the most thd—
rough, comprehensive, and accurate in the Western world. (1977
P.v). These issues will be addressed in more detail in Chapter

3.

IQ/Achievement. The measure used for this aspect of the

study is a screening test developed by Borge Prien for the Danish
draft board. (Rasch,1980). It is called the Borge Priens Prover
(BPP) test. As with American-based tests, the scores can be
interpreted as measures of intelligence and/or achievement. The

test includes fewer scales than the typical American IQ test, but
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correlates .85 with WAIS scores.

Socioeconomic status (SES). The parents' SES was classified

primarily according to the father's occupation at the time of the
subject's birth. For those few cases with nc-information on
father's occupation, mother's occupatién was used. The system
for classification was derived by a Danish sociologist, Svalas-
toga (1959). It rates social class according to prestige ranking
of occupations. We utilized a seven-part scale adapted from Sva-
lastoga's scaling procedures. However, in line with our policy
of replicating Wolfgang et al's measures, we have dichotomized
the population on the variable of social class, and all analyses
in this report are dichotomized versions of the variable. This
was done in a manner to yield as close to an even split as possi-
ble between higher and lower classes. The result is 55% categor-
ized as lower and 44% as higher class.

School Completion. This information was obtained only on .

the tall men although it came from draft board records. The
information relevant here is data on the type of schooling
obtained, grades completed, nature of coursework, and year in
which schooling ended. In Denmark there are eight years of com-
pulsory schooling. The first six (primary school) are the same
for everyone. The following two or three years constitute "mid-
die School" and may be taken with or without a final exam. The
last of the three-year middle school years may be taken as a part
of a three-year preparation for the "real'" exam oriented to com-
mercial training. Finally, the middle school "exam" course may

lead to the three-year gymnasium {analogous to our high school,

B

but a little more advanced) which is the route to university
admission. The data set used here includes variables (1) making
each of the distinctionms indicatéd here (2) indicating the abso-
lute number of years of schooling and (3) the‘highest exam
passed. In this report, the major use of this information is as
a measure of number of years of schooling completed. At the com-
pletion of gymnasium, the student will have completed the same
number of years of schooling that an American student has com-
pleted upon graduating from high school. Thus, the number of
years is a meaningful variable to use for comparison.

The Tall Subpopulation

The use of only the tall men in the analysis of a few of the
variables (IQ/Achievement and school completion) raises the ques-
tion of the representativeness of this gfoup relative to the
entire population. In this section we will make this comparison..

We have compared the tall men with the short men on three
variables: social class {of parents), subjects' marital status
and percent of the subpopulation that have been arrested. The
data indicate that 65.5% of the sﬂort men fell into the lower
class category (dichotomized) compared to 50.7% of the tall men.
However, only a few more short mén were married compared to tall
men; 52.0% versus 49.4%:. Short men (as we might expect, given
their overrepresentation in the lower class category) were
arrested more often: 10.8% versus 6.6% for the tall men. The
tall men, then, were slightly less often married by age 26, were
of higher class and less often arrested. How do these facts

affect generalization from the analyses that use only the tall
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men?

We must determine whether the results of the analyses we
will complete on the tall subgroﬁp on these two variables may be
safely generalized to the remainder of the pobulation. For exam-
pPle when we examine the relation between IQ and delinquency for

the tall subgroup can we safely generalize these results to the

shorter subjects?

One way of shedding light on this question is to analyze the

relation between social class and delinquency separately for the

tall and short subgroups. If delinquency varies with social

class in the tall subgroup in the same manner as it does in the
short subgroup this would encourage us to generalize the I1Q/ac-

hievement and school completion findings.

Table 2.1 presents the arrest rates for the short and tall
groups as a function of social class. As we noted earlier, the

tall subgroup has a lower percent of arrests.

For the short subgroup the ratio of lower class/higher class

is 2.69; for the tall subgroup this ratio is 2.70. With respect

to social class it is clear that despite differences in arrest
rate level the effect of social class on arrest rate seems quite

comparable in the two subroups. This will encourge generaliza-

tion of the IQ/achievement and school completion-delinquency

relationships noted for the tall group.
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Table 2.1

Percent arrested before age 18 for nontraffic offenses
by SES and Height Subgroups

Height
Short. Tall
Low 13.7 8.9
SES
High 5.1 3.3 |
ratio=2.69 ratio=2.70
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Chapter 3
ISSUES IN CROSS-CULTURAL RESEARCH

It is quite common for compafative researchers to indicate
that there is a great need for more cross-cultural research since
it increases the generalizability of our theories (Bendix, 1963;
David and Scott, 1973; DeFleur, 1967; Vaz, 1962; Levine, 1970).
This advantage is, indeed, apparent; however, there are other
advantages as well. On the other side of the coin of generaliz-
ability, for instance, is the fact that comparative research
indicates the limits of applicability of our constructs and theo-
ries.

Warwick and Osherson (1973) propose three more benefits.
First, comparative research forces researchers to clarify the
meanings of concepts. Definitional sloppiness can pass unnoticed
in familiar settings, but concepts must be cleaned up to be sure
they are properly applied in another cultﬁre. Second, theories
should cover the full range of the behavior they explain. No one
culture contains the full range of.any behavior, so going to
another culture usually increases the range to be studied.
Third,-when the limits of generalizability are encountered, new
hypotheses emerge as a part of this discovery.

Cross-cultural research does not present only advantages,
however; there are dangers as well. Paradoxically, some of the
very advantéges of cross-cultural research also provide fertile
ground for dangers and pitfalls. The reader will notice a cer-
tain overlap between the above stated advantages and the discus-

sion of the risks offered below.
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Levine (1970) has written a rather comprehensive review of

comparative research in child development and the issues gener-

ated by this research. He concludes that three types of local

information are needed in doing comparative research in this

area, each implying inherent dangers to be guarded against. They

all fall into three categories: 1) distributions on independent

and dependent variables 2) confounding variables and 3) cultural

constants.

Distributions on independent and dependent variables

Literature

It is important to determine that the distributions on the
independent and dependent variables of one's research are ade-

quate. Within this category we have identified three separate

distribution problems worthy of attention.

Truncation. If the distribution of cases on a variable is

severely truncated or restricted, the problems for testing
hypotheses concerning this variable are clear. Equally obvious
is the fact that we cannot assume that because a variable has a
wide distribution in our culture that it will in other cultures
as well. The example used by Levine to demonstrate this problem
is that of Ainsworth's (1967) research in East Africa. In this
area of Africa, ancient custom prescribes that infants be sepa-
rated from their mothers at weaning--a practice believed to be
common, In fact, however, very few families carried out this

separation at weaning. Rather, almost all families adhered to the

B a3
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newer practice of postponing the separation and doing it

gradually. This "truncation" problem caused the research to be

aborted.

Location on the Continuum. Another potential distribution

problem relates to the fact that there may be variation on all
variables of interest but the variation may occur at a point on
the continuum that is different from the analogous point in this
society. For instance it could be that in some third-world coun-
tries family size varies (on the average) between five children
and ten, while in the U.S. variation centers between one and
five. This could well have meaning for the reiationships
observed between family size and delinquency. It may be that the
effect of five versus one child is much larger than the effect of
ten versus five. In other words, we must think specifically
about the applicability of any hypothesis we are testing to all

points in the continua of its constituent variables.

Absence of Variables. Yet another issue that can be thought

of as a distribution problem, and can easily impact the unwary
comparative researcher, is the possibility that some variable
critical to one's theory may simply be absent in the culture
being studied. This problem was faced by DeFleur (1969) in try-
ing to test Cohen's theory of the "reaction subculture” of delin-
quency in Argentina. Central to the notion of '"reaction" in
Cohen's sense, is the concept of individual status striving. The
concept proved to be virtually absent in Argentina, making the
entire theory irrelevant there. Something was still gained from

the research but the value was considerably reduced compared to
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what it could have been with adequate advance knowledge of the

culture.

This Study

The variables used in the present study are quite limited
in number. It is easy, therefore, to discuss them individually
with respect to the issue of distribution. The central variables
of this study are: IQ/Achievement, Number of school years com-
pleted, Social Class (SES), Age, and Delinquency.

IQ/Achievement. IQ was measured with a single instrument

which is different from those used in Philadélphia (where diffe-
rent ones were used, depending on the school) but the were stand-
ardized in similar ways and tapped similar dimensions. It is
impossible to use these specific tests to see if IQ is distri-
buted somewhat differently in Denmark. Studies on Danish popula-
tions with other U.S.-derived IQ teéts have clearly shown almost
equivalent distributions of IQ scores in the two nations.

School. The range of school years to be completed before
university entrance in Denmark is about the same as it is here.
However, within this range there is a considerable difference in
the distribution of cases across the range. This difference inv
distribution is tied up with the difference in the two school
systems and the meanings associated with education. This will be
discussed in some detail in a later section. However, to illus-
trate the difference, we can say here that, while about 75% of
the U.S. population graduates from high school, only 47% graduate
from its rough equivalent in Denmark. Only 14 percent of Danes

graduate from the form of high school (Gymnasium) that leads to
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university entrance while 33% graduate from a lower form of high

school.

Social Class. The specific variable that we use for social

class in this study is a dichotomy which is quite deliberately
divided so as to yield approximately the same proportion in each
category. The underlying distribution of social class in Den-
mark, however, is a different and more complex matter. This too,
will be discussed in a later subsection that is concerned with
the social meanings of the variables considered here.

Delinquency. The distribution of delinquency in the Copen-

hagen population is, to a very large degree, the subject of this
volume. Its overall distribution, its joint distributions with
the other variables, and how it is affected by other variables
are described in some detail. It would not be feasible, there-
fore, to address this issue in any depth here. Wé can say, how-
ever, that there are some differences in distribution for some
offense types and this fact allows us to consider the effects of
the standard variables of age, school, class and IQ/achievement
given a different prevalence and distribution on the dependent

variable of delinquency and its various types.

Confounding Factors

Literature

A factor with powerful (negative) effects on testing
hypotheses in another culture is that of confounding variables

that are unique to the culture being studied. That is, we may
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think we are testing the relationship between variable A and
variable B whens,in.fact, variable C, which is a part of the for-
eign culture, is actually accounting for the relationship (or its
absence). An example of such a problem is related by Bendix
(1963) who discusses some problems with the concept of urbaniza-
tion. It is generally thought that urbanization results in iso-
lation, alienation, and freedom from constraints for individuals.
This relationship, however, has been challenged by the situation
in India where ties to family members living in the village
remain strong even with residents of urban areas. This fact has
far-reaching implications for the effects of urbanization as we
have traditionally conceived of it (Shelley, 1981; Clinard,
1973). The strength of the family ties in India represents a
confounding variable which, if unknown, would muddy the waters of
any hypothesis testing concerning urbanization in India.

Another example that illustrates the point well, and gives
the criminologist pause, is pointed out by the work of David and
Scott (1973). They compare the rates of certain types of
offenses in Argentina with those in the U.S. They point out that
some offenses that are frequent here are not there, and vice
versa. For instance, there is less shoplifting in Argentina than
here. They point out that this is because there is less self
service in Argentina stores, and, therefore, less opportunity for
shoplifting; Similarly, their auto theft rate for juveniles is
much lower than ours. This is directly attributable to the fact
that there is less focus on youth culture in Argentina, and

therefore, less use of automobiles by youth there. This leads to
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less need or desire for such thefts. In both cases, then, there
were variables (opportunity and need, respectively) associated
with the culture that alter the nature of relationships to which
we are accustomed. Any test of hypotheses reléting to shoplift-
ing or auto theft by juveniles in Argentina would have to take
these confounding variables into account. Otherwise, the results
of the étudy could be very misleading. Of course, these particu-
lar examples are simple and obvious ones, but the problems can be
more subtle and complex.

Another example of this problem can be seen in Mauritius.
For Indo-Mauritians the ideal Mauritius is the joint family.
However, it is also true that this type of family is more practi-
cal for the more prosperous Hindu and Muslim families. As a
result, family size is likely to be related to social class. If
this weren't known the effects of family size and social class

might well be confounded (Benedict, 1661).

This Study

The issue of confounding variables was considered constantly
in the course of the present study. It is an everpresent danger.
There is some limited reassurance from the fact that we are stu-
dying a western culture which has much in common with‘ours since
our roots are in European culture. It is, therefore, not rife
with strange (to us) perspectives, religions and customs that we
might find in some undeveloped countries. Nevertheless, there
are still differences. Informal observations and conversations
reveal that there is less age segregation, more respect for

authority and rules, less anonymity, and more homogeneity
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(raciélly and culturally), to name a few that are potentially
relevant in a study of delinquency. All of these factors and
more are potential confounding factors in a study of crime and
delinquency. When the variables under investigation relate to
one another in familiar ways, our concern is less than when the
relations seem odd to us, and the former is often the case.
Still, the concern is there and always under consideration. We
cannot ever be sure that we have eliminated the possibility that
we have misinterpreted relations due to unknown confounding vari-
ables. We have some reason to expect that we have not gone too
far afield, however, based on several visits to Denmark by the
first author, several years of residence by the second, and, most

of all, by the constant correspondence with a Danish criminolo-

gist, Preben Wolf, over the course of the study.

Cultural Constants

Literature

May actually represent a positive opportunity for research
in other cultures, although if they are present but unknown by
the researchers, they can be hazardous as well. In either case,
knowlege of them is necessary. The term 'cultural constant”
refers to one of two situations: 1) a concept which varies in
one's own society but does not in the society under study. Such
a situation allows other variables of interest to be tested under
constant conditions--a test not possible in the researchers' own
society because the varying concept might constitute a confound-

ing variable, and 2) a concept does not vary in either culture
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but is constant in different categories across the two cultures.
An example of this would be a study of the influence of peers.on
adolescents in a society where age segregation was minimal or
absent compared to this couatry where it is a ﬁajor feature of
our culture. When we study the influence of peers here we may
well get a very distorted picture of what is "natural" on this
dimension simply because, as a society, we are far along the con-
tinuum of age segregation compared to other societies (even West-
ern societies). Again, however, whether we choose to take advan-
tage of cultural constants to improve our research or whether we
seek to be on guard against the destructive effects of cultural

constants,

we need to know enough about the culture we are studying to put

our plans into effect.

This Study

When factors are troublesome, we arellikely to call them
confounding factors. When they are advantageous or useful we
call them "cultural constants". There are two major examples of

the use of "cultural constants" in this study. The first is

race. Wolfgang, et al, were not able to untangle the effects of

Class and race. They could not address the association between

the two variables. Because of the homogeneity of the Danish

population, -we are not able to attempt replication of some of the
Philade;phia findings that concern race, but at the same time,

the effects that we designate as "class" effects cannot be con-

fused with race effects. Nor can we attribute to race what is

actually class. To this extent, the constancy of race in Copen-
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hagen is an advantage.

The second constant which is of use to us in this study is
the Danish school system. This is a factor that is relatively
constant and different between the two cultures. Naturally, the
school system is not completely foreign to ours; there is just
enough difference to make the comparison meaningful and interest-
ing. The Danish system has already been described; here it is
appropriate to indicate that the difference in the school systems
is invoked to explain certain differences in the age distribution
of delinquency.

The issues discussed so far have come from the psychological
literature on comparative research. A reading of the sociologi- -~

cal literature reveals very similar issues, but adds a few oth-

€Ts.

Construct Universality

Literature

Bendix (1963) and Warwick and Osherson (1973) have observed
rather articulately that sociological (or psychological) con-
structs should be universal--certainly we strive for that. How-
ever, they warn us, even though they may actually be universal as
constructs, their manifestations may well differ in different
cultures. for example, the construct of "strain'" and its rela-
tion to deviant criminal behavior may well be universal on an
abstract level, or even on a concrete level. However, the work

of Wood (1963) points out the very real possibility that what
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constitutes strain in the United Sfates may well be different
than it is in Ceylon. One important manifestation of strain in
Ceylon is the inability to acquire land to cultivate. This is
more salient to some castes than others since some castes aré_
more tied to cultivation than others; it is also related to which
areas (and therefore castes) were more affected by British expan-
sion. Certain areas of Ceylon were taken over by the British to
establish large tea, coconut and rubber estates. This was done
at the expense of the small local farmers who not only earned
their living at farming, but attained standing within their caste
through this means. The resulting scarcity of land deprived many
of this caste of the opportunity to achieve. Access to the means
of legitimate achievement was thus very restricted. This condi-
tion was shown to be empirically related to crime rates, thus
supporting the strain hypotheses. These hypotheses would never
have received an adequate test in this culture in the absence of
knowledge of what constitutes strain locally.

More disturbingly, different manifestations of a construcf
may also change the meéning of the construct. 1In this connec-
tion, Bendix (1963) gives the example of the construct of
"ascribed status". This has been defined as status that is not
achieved through individual efforts but rather is inherent in the
status or characteristics to which one is born. The difference
between ascfibed and achieved status has been shown to be mean-
ingful in many contexts. However, Bendix points out that the

meaning of ascriijed status varies a good deal depending on

whether the status reflects a long aristocratic lineage, or sta-



e T Ty

A . T T R

s

porvess

e

-23-
tus acquired through purchasing titles, or being born beautiful

by local standards. The meanings of such ascribed statuses are
quite diverse and would have differential relevance to many theo-
ries of status. Certainly this problem leads to lower énalytic
utility of the construct, and should be discovered at the earli-
est point possible in the research. The latter type of problem
could render the research useless while the former simply
requires that the correct manifestations of the construct be dis-

covered. (Of course, not discovering this would also render the

_research useless in the end.)

None of the constructs that are used in the present study
seem to be characterized by the problems described by Bendix.
The various manifestations and components of the construct of
social class, for instance, are quite similar in Denmark and the
U.S. We suspect that more abstract constructs are more subject
to these problems. We have nothing that compares to such con-
structs as strain or ascribed status in level of abstraction.
There are potentially different social meanings associated with

certain concepts, but these will be discussed in the next sec-

tion.

Meanings

Literature

Warwick and Osherson (1973) very cogently point out that the

'same' variables may have quite different social meanings
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attached to them in another culture than they do in the culture

of the researcher. This, in turn, can have devastating effects

on the relations observed between them and other variables

involved in an hypothesis. An example of this'potential problem

is encountered in the research of David and Scott (1973). 1In
Argentina, these researchers make it clear that fighting (and
therefore assault) has a quite different meaning than it does in

the U.S. First, the people of Cordoba, Argentina, are in gen-

eral, more physically expressive than we are. Second, fighting
in Cordoba is an accepted way of settling disputes. From that
fact we would infer that such behavior requires less "abnormal-
ity" in the individual than the same behavior would here. This
fact would not bode well for a researcher testing hypotheses
relating psychological or physiological abnormality to aggressive
behavior defined by fighting.

Another extension of this issue is pointed out by Warwick
and Osherson (1973) in indicating that a particular variable may

simply have more or less salience in one culture compared to

another. The definitions may not be different, but the issﬁe is
simply not accorded much importance. Of course, this too would
have implications for the causes of such behavior.

Another, less serious, problem of definition is pointed out
by Shelley (1981). She states that no two countries exhibit
exactly the‘same definitions of criminal behavior. What is legal
in one country often is not in another. If the researcher is
interested in explaining a very specific type of criminal behav-

ior s/he would be well advised to be sure that this type of
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behavior is discriminated in the penal code of the country where
the research is conducted. For the most part, however, such
problems can be solved by grouping theoretically similar types of
behavior into more general categories. This ié usually necessary

in any case in order to produce a reasonable distribution of

crimes.

This Study

Social Class. On one hand, one would expect the concept of
social class to be more entrenched, more salient, more important
iﬁ a European culture such as that in Denmark. It is not mean-
ingless that some Europeans will respond to open-ended questions
asking for their social class with "peasant", while Americans
would not (Rogoff, 1953). An area of the world whose history
includes the feudal system, monarchies, nobility, etc., is not
likely to have rid itself of strong class distinctions by the

20th century. Indeed, in our own study, and in official Danish
publications Socialforskningsinstitutet, 1976) class is shown to
have a very strong effect on amount and type of schooling, for
instance.

On the other hand, Denmark is a social welfare state. From
this we would (and did) expect a more even distribution of wealth
and income in Denmark. We thought there would be less objective
class distribution, but left open the possibility that subjective
distinctions would still be powerful. We were wrong about the
objective distinctions of income and wealth. Figure 3.1 presents
Lorenz curves of income for the United States and for Denmark in

1971. To the extent that the cumulative distribution of income
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. deviates from the cumulative per cent of the population (as shown

by the straight diagonal line), the distribution of income is
uneven. In this figure, the United States is closer to having an
even distribution than Denmark. Of c neither curve takes into
account  taxation. Both curves would be somewhat evened by this
factor, the Danish, perhaps, a bit more. (But in any case, the
distributions are not dissimilar.) Objective class distinc-
tions,then, appear to be similar to our own. This does not, how-
ever, constitute reassurance that subjective attitudes are the
same. Class attitudes are actually likely to be stronger in Den-
mark than here.

School. During the school years of our own Danish cohort
the Danish school system was quite complex, certainly more so
than the U.S. system. There were some fundamental differeaces.
Perhaps the most general one was that the‘Danish system was more
explicit about the practical, job-related goals of education.
There were accordingly, multiple tracks that a student could take
each leading to a different category of occupation. Specifi-
cally, higher level academic education (university and prepara-
tion for it) was reserved for the very few.

First, compulsory education ends at age i4. At this age,
there were.numerous apprenticeships and vocational training pro-
grams available to the student. Before, this, however, a signi-
ficant choiée was made by the student, his parents, and teachers.
At the age of 12, a choice was made to 1) take two more years of
primary school that would iead to an examination-oriented '"middle

school" (mellem-skole or 2) two more years of primary school in
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anticipation of a shorter, less demanding course (no exam) in the
subsequent middle school, or toward school-leaving at the age of
14. The examination-oriented '"middle school' could lead either
to 1) a commercially -oriented program (realskole) or lower sec-
ondary school or 2) the university-oriented gymnasium (upper sec-
ondary school). Examination-oriented middle school lasted four
years, and gymnasium lasted three year§. There are several
refinements within each of the categories described, but this
gives the general picture. The vocational and commercial tracks
were tied closely to the relevant trade unions which had a major
impact on curriculum. Of course apprenticeships were also tied
both to the schools and trade unions. There were, in short, more
choices and there was more apparent relevance of schooling to
future occupations. Further, employment was more likely to fol-
low schooling in a predictable way; And, as indicated earlier,
social class was highly related to the choices that were made.
Only 14% went to gymnasium (as of 1971) and almost all of these
students were from the higher classes.

Delinquency. As one might expect of a western, industrial-

ized culture, definitions of delinquent behavior are not grossly
different from our own. Formal and informal definitions and
meanings result from the penal code, the criminal justice system
and custom. Naturally, there are some differences in each cf
these areas; some of which affected the progress of the study.
One fundamental similarity in the two systems is that both
systems are basically adversarial. A fundamental difference bet-

ween the two is that while in the U.S., there is a separate
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juvenile justice system, in Denmark there is not. After
attaining the ags of 15, Danish youths are treated as adults,
except that they will usually have a representative of the social
welfare authority present at all stages, in addition to iegal
counsel.

Before the age of 15, children cannot be arrested, charged,
tried, convicted or sentenced. They are under the jurisdiction of
the social welfare authorities, whom the police must contact
immediately upon picking up a child for any reason. This has
implications for the accumulation of records. If a person is
arrested, the arrest must be recorded in a central register (from
which our data come). Therefore, since children (below 15) may
not be arrested, the police are not required to record the con-
tact they have with children. In practice, however, they often
do, as indicated by the age distributions of this study (see
Chapter 11). It is, of course, not uncommon for U.S. police to
refrain from recording contacts made at an early age as well, it
simply is not formalized. It is hard to document, but police and
criminclogists in Denmark agree that if there is a bias in the
practice of recording contacts before the age of 15, it is in
favor of recording the more serious crimes. This, also, is not
unlike the U.S. case.

After 15, a youth (just as an adult) is subject to the
tightly wovén product of law and tradition that characterizes the
Danish criminal justice system. There is clearly less discretion
exercised in the Danish system, although it cannot be said to be

devoid of discretion. When police make an arrest, they must
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charge the individual and hand the charges over to the
prosecutor. There is virtually no plea bargaining with police or
with the prosecutor. The charge either goes forward to the
courts, or it is dropped. It is rarely droppe&. Dropping
charges is almost always done in the case of youths charged with
some sort of thievery, but the charge remains on the record, and
there will be official conditions for the dropping. If the con-
ditions are violated, the youth will be charged. 1In addition to
the option of dropping charges (rarely done, as indicated ear-
lier), the prosecutor may also level fines without recourse to
the courts. The court, of course, has all options open to it.
(Jensen, Mednick and Van Dusen, 1983).

In spite of the rather rigid procedures governed both by
code and by tradition, the system has a more humane orientation
than our own. This is evidenced in the prison system which is
much more open (Lonberg, 1975) and by the general demeanor of the
police on patrol (as observed while riding with them).

The prison system is used relatively infrequently and for
short periods of time (Lonberg, 1975). During incarceration,
there is more freedom within the confines of the prison, contact
visits from outsiders are allowed, and home furloughs are allowed
for those with sentences above five months (Jensen, Mednick and
Van Dusen, 1983). Physical conditions within the prison are more
pleasant. fn addition, one of the sentencing options available
to the court is "haefte'", colloquially translated to "easy jail'".
This is frequently used, and allows more freedom yet, as well as

shorter terms. Other sentencing options are very much like our
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own: conditional sentences (like probation), fines, and prison.
They are all used more lightlf and humanely than our own.

Police are very polite; guns and clubs are less in evidence
(although they are available). The underlying difference in
demeanor between Danish and U.S. (urban) police is a vast differ-
ence in level of fear. On more than one occasion, we saw police
turn their backs on unrestrained suspects. Much less care was
taken approaching suspects and handling them. This is quite a
difference from the behavior of U.S. urban police.

These differences would seem to reflect a difference in
informal controls on behavior. Informally, there appears to be
less tolerance for deviance. Some may argue that the humaneness
of the system is a cause of a lower violence rate (described
later in the volume), but it is surely at least in part an effect
of the lower rate of violent behavior. Police in this country
could not afford to be as careless or easygoing as their Danish
counterparts are. One could say that a certain politeness per-
vades the system and its clients compared to our own. This fact
is worth remembering in the course of reading {and writing) this
volume,

One more fact about the Danish system that has had a direct
impact upon this study ‘flows from the fact that Danish youths are
treated in the same system and by the same code as the adults.
Status offeﬂses are not treated in the criminal justice system.
They are handled either informally or by the social welfare
authorities. Since status offenses constitute a large portion of

U.S. (Philadelphia) offenses during the relevant time period of
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this study, several adjustments had to be made in some of the

analyses. They will be described as they arise.
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Chapter 4 ‘ 3
PREVALENCE AND NATURE OF DELINQUENCY

This chapter describes the overall characteristics of crime |
and delinquency in Copenhagen as well as the differences from . 3
crime and delinquency in Philadelphia. In addition, potential
explanations for the differences are discussed including both
substantive and methodological ones.

Table 4.1 indicates the simple prevalence rates of delin-
quency before the age of 18 in both Copenhagen and Philadelphia. i
The 10.3% rate for Copenhagen constitutes a substantial éiffer-
ence from the 34.9% rate reported for the Philadelphia cohort.
This considerable difference immediately raises questions about
the nature of the differences and the possible explanations for
them. However, in order to help us consider explanations, we
shall explore the nature of delinquency in the two cohorts.

Table 4.2 shows the distribution of crime types in the two
cities based on independent categorization processes (the Phila-
delphia data were taken from table 5.3 in the Wolfgang et al
book). The first column presents the percentage of the entire
number of offenses that each category represents. The second
column expresses the rate of offending for each category per 1000
cohort members. The percentage figure tells us how concentrated
the cohort's crimes are in particular categories relative to oth-
ers, while fhe rates per 1000 members express only how prevalent
each type of crime is in the cohort compared to the other cohort,
and is not dependent for its size on the presence or absence of

other categories. It is clear from inspection of the table that
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there are some categories of crime that are not comparable in the
two cohorts. First, some traffic violations excluded from the
Copenhagen cohort are included in the Philadelphia cohort. Sec-
ond, burglary and larceny are separated in the Philadelphia
cohort and combined in Copenhagen. Third, the very 1afge cate-

gory of '"all other offenses" in the Philadelphia distribution

strongly influences the percentages in the other categories since

it constitutes over 40% of the cohort's offenses. This category
(according to Wolfgang, et al) is mainly comprised of status
offenses, a category foreign to the Danish justice system. This
poses important difficulties in comparing delinquency in the two
cohorts. In order to facilitate comparisons between the two
cohorts, we shall recalculate Table 4.2 with certain modifica-
tions. First, the ""all other offenses" category will be removed
from the Philadelphia table since status offenses.are not
included in the Danish code. Second, traffic violations are
removed from the Philadelphia list. Third, several other catego-
ries are removed from the Philadelphia side since they do not
appear in the Copenhagen code.* Finally, the categories of bur-
glary and larceny are combined in the Philadelphia list since
they cannot be separated in the Copenhagen list. Table 4.2a pre-
sents the restructured Table. Looking first at the relative con-
tributions of each crime category to the distribution (the per-

*Most of these categories are not really offense categorigs.

They include ''Hospital cases'", "investigations", 'minor d}strur-
bances", "missing persons'" and "reports affecting other city
departments'". They clutter comparisons between the two distribu-
tions unnecessarily and without benefit since they are not of any
real interest in a study of delinquency.
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cent column), we can see that both cohorts are dominated by the
larceny/burglary category, but the dominance is much more lop-
sided for the Copenhagen cchort ﬁhere these offenses constitute
57.7% of the distribution.. The second largesf‘category in Copen-
hagen is only 16.3% for vehicle theft, another property offense.
This, compared to the very close second category in Philadelphia
of 28.6% for disorderly conduct (versus 30.2% for burglary/lar-
ceny). The Copenhagen distribution is notable for the low fre-
quency of violent offenses (homicide, rape, robbery, assaults).
They are a very small proportion of the distribution compared to
their number in the Philadelphia cohort. 1In fact,'one could say
that delinquency in Copenhagen is almost completely dominated by
property offenses. Even public order offenses comprise only a
very small portion of the total offenses, especially compared to
Philadelphia.

The same ordering of offenses can be seen by looking at the
rates per 1000 subjects; but we can learn something in addition
from these figures. We can compare the absolute prevalence of
the crimes in the two cohorts. It is interesting that the rates
of property offending (especially burglary/larceny and vehicle
theft) are really quite similar; Copenhagen shows 146.4 for lar-
ceny/burglary and 41.40 for vehicle theft while Philadelphia
shows 184.2 for the former and 42.8 for the latter category. As
we might expect from the percentage distributions, the prevalence
of violent and public order offenses is strikingly different (and
lower) in Copenhagen. A considerable part of the difference in

overall delinquency prevalence seen in Table 4.1 is attributable

.....

to differences in violence and public order offenses, then.

What other explanations are there for the large difference
in overall prevalence (10.3% vs. 34.9%)? Perhaps the most obvi-
ous contributing factor to thé difference is the presence of the
status offenses in the Philadelphia figure. If we assume that
all of the offenses in the "all other offenses'" category are sta-
tus offenses, then 40% of the Philadelphia arrests would be for
status offenses. However, the estimate of the impact of this
figure on the prevalence rate of 34.9% is complicated by the fact
that some of the 40% status offenses will have been committed by
youngsters who also appear in the distribution for criminal
offenses. The correction factor must estimate the number of sta-
tus offenders who commit no criminal law offenses. Such an esti-
mate is not possible from the Philadelphia data. We have availa-
ble, however, estimates from a Los Angeles County sample of first
offenders (N=506) we studied (Vaﬁ Dusen and Heim, 1981) In the
Los Angeles County sample only 11.1% of the cohort of first
offenders whose first offense was a status offense did not commit
any criminal offenses. Almost all of these 11.1% were one-time
status offenders. The entire group was followed for four years
after first arrest. (Offenders over age 14 at first arrest were
excluded since their exposure time as minors would have been too
short).

In view of the lack of appropriate figureg for Philadelphia
we will use the Los Angeles County figures as estimates. Using
the Los Angeles County figure of 11.1%as an estimate we can gﬁ

adjust the Philadelphia prevalence rate to 23.9%, a little over -
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twice the Copenhagen figure. (Naturally, this "adjustment"” is
not as precise as the figure "23.9%" seems to. imply.)

It should be noted at this point, however, that this calcu-
lation probably represents an'over-adjustment; In another study
of eight counties in California, Van Dusen (1981) found that even
in offenses which were charged purely as status offenses, an exa-
mination of the narrative descriptions of the acts often indi-
cated criminal behaviors as well. These cases in Denmark would
have been treated as criminal offenses since there is no provi-
sion for status offenses. The actual percentages of status
offense arrests that also could have involved criminal charges
ranged from 13% to 38%, with the median percent being 25 for the
eight counties. Thus, not even all of the 11.1% '"pure'" status
offenders cited above should actually be counted as only status
offenders since any one of their charged status offenses may have
also involved some chargeable criminal offenses (probably between
13 and 38%). |

Another important possibility in the explanation of the
different prevalence rates between the two cities is that citiz-
ens may be differentially willing to report crimes to the police
or the police may be differentially able to make arrests or take
action on'reported crimes. Both of these potential differences
could affect the statistics reported by the two countries. This
issue is probably "est addressed with victimization data; if the
Philadelphia/Copenhagen victimization rate differentials agree
with the arrest rate differentials, then we would be more confi-

dent that the arrest data reflect true differences in offending.
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Toward this end, we have analyzed availablé victimization data in
Denmark and in Pennsylvania.

While victimization data have been collected, the published
reports for Philadelphia lack the detail that is reported for
some other cities. One city on which data were collected and
presented in detail was Pittsburgh (U.S. Department of Justice,
1977). Pittsburgh is, of course, a much smaller city than Phila-
delphia (about 1/2 million compared to almost 2 million), but the
cities have the comparative advantage of being very close region-
ally as well as both being industrialized and urbanized. Other
cities that are closer in size to Philadelphia that also have
published victimization data (e.g. Houston) are very different
geographically, culturally, etc. It is also reassuring that the
victimization rates in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh are very
close. For instance, the rate per 1000 population for violent
offenses was 47 for Pittsburgh and 48.8 for Philadelphia. The
rates for assault are 30 for Pittsburgh and 27 for Philadelphia.
The rates for crimes of theft are 83 and 85 respectively. Inter-

esting as well, is the fact that, of the assaults 16% resulted in

injury in both cities. These figures were considerably closer

than comparable figures for Houston, the city closest in size to
Philadelphia on which detailed victimization data are published
Consequently, we settled on Pittsburgh for the comparative analy-
sis.

The victimization studies from which we drew data for com-
parison with Pittsburgh were reported by Wolf (1976) for four

Scandinavian countries, including Denmark. Naturally, we



YT Y Ty T

o A R S

selected Denmark for the analysis. b

As always, there are difficulties in comparing data from two !
studies, done independently, in different parts of the world, f %
under different circumstances. The questions-are never quite the
same, the sampling is never exactly comparable, etc. Such is the
case here. For instance, the sampling in Denmark includes rural
areas to a greater extent that sampling in Pittsburgh. This
would have the effect of attenuating the victimization rates in
Denmark compared ?o what they would have been had they been based
on Copenhagen only, and compared to the rates for urban Pitts-
burgh. We have no way to assess the extent of this problem.

A second problem is that the Wolf study reports victim rates

while the Pittsburgh figures reflect victimization rates. That

is, multiple victimization within the reporting period would be ‘
reflected in the Pittsburgh data but not the Danish data. We
have made a correction for this problem and will describe it
later. Other problems and solutions will be mentioned in the
course of presentation.

The point of this analysis will be to determine whether the
differences in crime rates noted in the two cities of Copenthagen
and Philadelphia are real or can be explained by differences in
citizen or police behavior. We will approach this question by
making a rgtio of victimization reports for Philadelphia vs. | :
Copenhagen for specific types of crimes. We will then be able to
compare this victimization ratio with the ratio of arrests for !
Philadelphia vs. Copenhagen. If these ratios are approximately

equal then it will be clear that the arrest data do not simply
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reflect differences in police behavior in the two cities. For
example, if five times as many people report being assaulted in
Pittsburgh as in Copenhagen then we have some reason to conclude
that the arrest data differences between the cities reflect some
aspect of offender behavior. There is one basic assumption that
we must make. One ratio under analysis is based on all crimes of
the birth cohorts over their lifetimes (up to age 18), while the
other ratio is based on crimes of perpetrators of all ages during
one slice of time (one year). Expectations of comparability are
based on the assumption that cross-cultural ratios are constant:
1) for all age groups and 2) across age cohorts. Crime rates
almost certainly change across cohorts and they most certainly
change across ages, but the critical question is whether they

change differently by culture. It seems to us not unreasonable

to assume that the rates of change across ages and cohorts have
not been grossly different between these two nations.

The first analysis will concern violent crime. We shall
compare the ratio of victim reports in Denmark and Pittsburgh to
the ratio of cohort arrests in Copenhagen and Philadelphia. To
the extent that these ratios are different, we should suspect
differential citizen reporting or police behavior. To the extent
that they are the same, we should feel some reassurance that the
arrest data are related to offender behavior. The Wolf study
excludes rapes, robberies and murders, leaving only assaults. If
we restrict ourselves to assaults that resulted in injuries
requiring medical attention (to be sure that we are talking about

roughly the same level of seriousness) the ratio of the two coun-
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tries' rates is: 28.5 (5.70 Pittsburgh/120 Copenhagen).

If we make a correction for the fact that the Pittsburgh
survey takes into account multiple victimizations within the
reporting period, a slightly different figure.is generated. Wolf
found that those who were. victimized were, on the average, vic-
timized 1.3 times during the reporting period. It is appropriate
then, to multiply the .2 per 1000 figure for Denmark, by 1.3.
This yields a corrected ratio of: 21.9 (5.7 Pittsburgh/.26 Den-
mark).

The category of assaults resulting in arrest (police con-
tact) does not make the distinction of requiring medical atten-
tion., But, the assaults in which police become involved tend to
be the more serious assaults. This is the reason we restricted
the assaults included in the victimization ratio to those requir-
ing medical attention. The arrest ratio for assaults is: 22.2
(82.00 Philadelphia/3.7 Copenhagen). This figure is reassuringly
close to the 21.9 figure from the victimization studies.

Theft figures can also be compared, but with a little more
difficulty. Just as we controlled for the seriousness of the
assault in the previous analysis, it would be desireable to con-
trol for the dollar amount of property loss in thefts. Unfortu-
nately, this was not possible since the U..S. victimization fig-
ures do not indicate amount of property loss within the category
of burglary. We will, therefore, have to consider all thefts;
however, we can subtract attempts from actual thefts and we have
done so. We have also used the same multiple victimization cor-

rection factor in this analysis although it was originally gener-
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ated on the basis of assaults. It is doubtless, incorrect, but
probably not grossly so. Using these corrections, the Pittsburgh
to Denmark ratio is: 1.51 (225 per 1000, Pithburgh/l69 Copenha-
gen). the cohort-generated arrest ratio 1.12 (227 per 1000, Phi-
ladelphia/202 per 1000, Copenhagen).

In summary, while the analysis was necessarily gross, the
similarity between the victimization and official data ratios is
more reassuring than disturbing. We are left with more confi-
dence that the property offense rates are quite similar between
the two cities and the violence rates are extremely différent
across the two, and these comparisons are probably nct grossly
affected by citizen reporting behavior or police arresting and
recording behavior.

Summary

The reported crime prevalence rate in Copenhagen, excluding
traffic offenses, is less than one-third that of Philadelphia's;
that is, the Copenhagen prevalence is a little over 10% while the
Philadelphia rate is almost 35%. However, if we make adjustments
for the fact that the Philadelphia rate includes staFus offenses
while Copenhagen rate does not, the estimated Philadelphia rate
is only about twice the Copenhagen rate. Nevertheless, the crime
rate in Copenhagen is substantially less than in Philadelphia.

While the overall crime rates are quite different, the prop-
erty crime rates are quite similar between the two cohorts. Vio-
lence and public order offenses account for the differences in
overall rates. Finally, an analysis of victimization data was

presented that indicates the differences in rates are probably
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not due to different police or citizen reporting behavior.
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Table 4.1 Z a Table 4.2
Delinguency Prevalence in the two cohorts ;é i Distribution of offenses by offense types
Copenhagen | Philadelphia - Copenhagen

Delinquent o 10.3% 34.9% f | Offense ] 2 Rate
Not Delinguent ‘ 89.7% 65.1% : Homicide 1 0.01 0.0
Rape _ 9 0.09 0.30

Robbery 23 0.33 .80

Aggravated Assault 6 0.06 .20

Neg. Homicide 1 0.01 0.0

Theft/Burglary/Larceny 3903 40.45 146.40

Arson 18 0.18 .60

Auto, etc. Theft 1105 11.45 41.40

: . Other Assault 83 . 0.86 3.10

f Forgery 38 0.39 1.40

3g Fraud ' 78 0.80 2.90

“ Stolen Property 256 2.65 $.60

[11egal Weapons 33 0.34 1.20

Prostitution 83 0.86 3.10

Sex Offenses 14 0.14 .50

Narcotics 0 0.0 0.0

Malicious Damage 209 2.16 7.80

Disorderly - Conduct 366 3.79 13.70

Gambling 0 0.0 0.0

Road Violations 1018 10.55 33.10

Other Traffic -~ 1862 19.29 69.80

Other 542 5.61 20.30
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Type of Offense by Race of Delinquents

Philadephia

Offense

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated assault
Burglary

Larceny

Auto theft

Other assaults

Forgery and counterfeiting
Fraud and embezzlement
Stolen property
Weapons

Prostitution

Sex offenses

Narcotics

Liquor la. iolations
Drunkeness

Disorderly conduct
Vagrancy

Gambling

Road violations

Other traffic violations
A1l other offenses
Hospital cases
Investigations

Minor disturbance
Missing persons

Reports affecting other
city departments

Table 4.22

14

193
220
642
1189
426
537

30
270

147

273
219
1734
21
89

37
4097

= W W

.14
.43
1.89
2.15
6.29
11.64
4,17
5.26
.05
.04
.29
2.64
.03
1.44
.01
2.67
2.14
16.98
.21
.87
.04
.36
40.11
.01
.09
.01
.03
.01

Rate pe
Cohort

r 1,000
Subjects

1.
4,
19.
22.
64.
119.
42.
54.

27.

14.

27.

22.
174.

412.
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Distribution of offenses by offense types

Copenhagen

Offense °

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated Assault

Neg. Homicide

Theft/Burglary/Larceny

Arson

Auto, etc. Theft
Other Assault
Forgery

Fraud

Stolen Property
IT1egal Weapons
Prostitution

Sex Offenses
Narcotics
Malicious Damate
Disorderly Conduct
Gambling

Other

Table 4.3

3903
18
1105
83
38
78
256
33
83
14

209
366

542

57.67

1.15
3.78
.49
1.23
.21
n.0
3.09
5.41
0.0
8.01

-55.

Rate
0.0
0.30

.80
.20
0.0
146.40
.60
41.40
3.10
1.40
2.90
9.60
1.20
3.10
.50
0.0
7.80
13.70
0.0
20.30
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Table 4.3a :
Distribution of offenses by offense types 2 Chapter 5
Philadephia Rate per ? %
1000 ‘ |
Offense i} 2 subjects T COMPARING DELINQUENTS AND NON-DELINQUENTS
Homicide 14 .23 1.4 i This chapter will be concerned with the differences between
Rape | 44 .73 4.4 3 delinquents and non-delinquents in the Copenhagen birth cohort as
Robbeny' 193 3.18 19.4 % well as how these differences compare to those seen in the Phila-
Aggravated Assault 220 3.63 22.1 delphia cohort. The variables to be considered here are social
Larceny/Burglary 1831 ‘ 30.19 184.2 ; class, years of school completed and IQ/ achievement as they
Auto Theft 426 7.02 42.8 { relate to delinquency before the age of 18.
Other Assaults 537 8.85 54.0 g " Table 5.1 shows the number and percent of cohort members who
Forgery & Counterfeiting 5 .08 .5 5 became delinquent before 18 years of age, by social class. In
Fraud & Embezzlement 4 .07 4 § both cohorts, delinquency is concentrated in the lower class.
Stolen Property 30 .49 3.0 % However, the class effect appears to be larger in the Copenhagen
Weépons . 270 4.45 27.1 Z cohort. If we make a ratio for Copenhagen of the lower class
Prostitution 3 05 3 ; delinquency to—the to the higher class rate (15/4), the ratio is
Sex Offenses 147 2 42 14.8 § 3.75. The analogous Philadelphia ratio is only 1.69. Clearly,
Narcotics 1 02 R given the fact that the class ratio is larger in Copenhagen and
Liquor Laws 273 4.50 7.5 the fact that all rates (lower class,higher class, and overall
Drunkeness 219 3.61 22 0 delinquency rates) are lower in Copenhagen, the larger class dif-
Disorderly Conduct 1734 2859 174.4 . ference is due to a exceptionally low rate of delinquency in the
Vagrancy 21 35 2.1 higher class. Figure 5.1 illustrates this fact.
Gamb1ing 89 1.47 8.9 A major theme in the Wolfgang, et al analysis is the domi-
Minor Dmtﬁﬂmnce 1 02 9 nance of race effects over class effects. It is possible that
Missing Persons 3 05 3 the race effects are at least in part a function of the cultural,

economic, and educational disadvantage of Philadelphia blacks.

As such, these race differences, would (at least in part) repre-

sent the more extreme social class effects which are not fully

-57-
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tapped by the measure of social class used with the Philadelphia
cohort (median income of census tract).- - It could be argued that
in order to represent fully the range of class differences in
Philadelphia, race must be considered.

In Copenhagen we have only Danes who are, of course, white.
But inasmuch as we have identified a true birth cohort we have a
full range of variation in social class in Copenhagen. In addi-
tion to comparisons between Philadelphia and Copenhagen in the
effects of social status on delinquent behavior we will tenta-
tively compare Copenhagen social status effects with Philadelphia
race effects. Later in this volume these issues will be consid-
ered in some detail. In this case, we can see that the class
difference in prevalence for Copenhagen is also stronger than the
race difference in Philadelphia. The race ratio of delinquency
rates in Philadelphia is 1.38, compared to the class ratio of
3.75 for Copenhagen. :

The question of why there should be a larger class differ- |
ence in delinquency in this welfare society than is the case in a 5
very capitalistic United States city is an intriguing one, and _ §
will be analyzed and discussed throughout this volume. However, !

we must first consider some possibilities for methodological

explanations of these findings.

One potential methodological explanation for the smaller
class ratio in Philadelphia is the relatively large number of
status offenders in the higher class, thus possibly inflating the
Philadelphia higher class rate of delinquency. However, an ana-

lysis aimed at making an appropriate adjustment indicated that

-50-

this was not the explanation. While status offenses were a
larger proportion of higher class offenses, the actual raw number
of status offenses was about evenly divided between lower and
higher status Philadelphia groups. Since there were more higher
than lower class cohort members the adjustment affected their
(higher class) prevalence figure less than it affected the
smaller group of lower class cohort members. Thus, the differ-
ence in prevalence between higher and lower status actually nar-
rowed after adjustment for status offenses.

A second, more potentially damaging methodological explana-
tion for the different class ratios is based on a measurement
problem. The Philadelphia cohort was categorized on social class
based on the median family income of the census tract in which
the subject lived. The Copenhagen measure was based on father's
occupation. This is necessarily a measure involving less error
if only because it is an individual-based measure, while the Phi-
ladelphia measure was census tract-based. There are other rea-
sons as well that occupation is a better measure of class than
census tracts, éspecially in Copenhagen, but its individual base
is reason enough to take the issue seriously.

One option for making the cohorts more comparable on social
class measures, was to develop a measure of class in Copenhagen
based on census tracts (called sogne or parishes). We were
advised agéinst this by Danish consultants since there is extreme
variation in class standing within most parishes. We subse-
quently confirmed this with analyses that compared social class )

classification based on occupations versus parish median income.
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e IR

i Fa R

O
r——

-60-
The two measures were virtually unrelated, thus discouraging
further pursuit of this method of attaining equivalency between
cohorts. Occupation of parents is not available for the Phila-
delphia cohort. How then, can we address this problem?

Our final approach is a conceptual one. We can think of fhe
issue in terms of two competing hypotheses to explain the diffe-
rent class ratios in delinquency. One hypothesis is that the
difference is merely a methodological artifact of different mea-
sures of social class. The second hypothesis is that there is a
real difference in the two cultures in the salience and power of
class in affecting life chances. If the latter hypothesis is
true, we would expect that other variables that are correlates of
social class or that are influenced by social class, would also
be more strongly related to delinquency in Copenhagen. Two such
variables are yet to be analyzed in this chapter and are measured
equivalently in the two studies: IQ/achievement and years of
school completed. Thus, if the larger class differences in
Copenhagen are real, IQ/achievement and school completion should
be more strongly related to delinquency in Copenhagen than in
Philadelphia. 1If, on the other hand the methodological
hypotheses is correct, IQ/achievement and school completioﬂ
should be similarly related to delinquency in the two cohorts.
Thus, we shall continue to pursue this issue over the course of
the chapte}.

School Completion and Delinquency

Table 5.2 gives the mean number of school years completed

(for tall subjects only) broken down by social class and delin-
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quency status in Copenhagen. The directions of the differences
hold no surprises; lower class subjects completed fewer years of
school than higher class subjects, and delinquents completed
fewer years than non-delinquents. It is also interesting to note
that, overall, the Philadelphia cohort stafed in school longer
than did the Copenhagen group. In Copenhagen, the class d;stinc-
tion tends to be slightly larger than the delinquency distinction
but the two distinctions are of very similar magnitude. The same
patterns describe the Philadelphia data as well, except that the
differences are, in general, smaller in Philadelphia. One factor
that stands out in the Copenhagen data is the discrepancy between
the higher-class non-delinquents and any other category; they are
distinctive in their school completion. It is also interesting
to recall in this context that in earlier analyses the higher
class of Copenhagen is especially notable for its extremely low
delinquency rate; we now discover that the higher class non-del-
inquents are especially notable for thkegir tenaciousness in school
completion. We will return to this observation.

To address the issue raised in an earlier section concerning
the source of the apparent social class differences across the
cohorts, we have produced Table 5.3. This table, for both Copen-
hagen and Philadelphia, expresses the means of.years in school by
delinquency status, collapsing across social class. Our interest
is to detefmine whether the difference in school completion is
greater between delinquents and non-delinquents in Copenhagen
than it is in Philadelphia. 1If it is, we will take it as evi-

dence that the greater class distinctions in Copenhagen are pro-
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bably not simply reflections of measurement problems, but a real
class difference between the two cities. If the delinquency dis-
tinction in years of schooling is the same or if it is smaller in
Copenhagen, we would take it that the class distinctions in del-
inquency seen earlier were largely artifactual. It is clear from
the table that for years of school completed there is a greater
difference between delinquents and non-delinquents in Copenhagen
(difference=2.4 years) than in Philadelphia {difference=1.0). We
are, then, somewhat reassured that the social class effects
observed earlier are real ones, buf we will make another test of
the data in the section concerning intelligence/achievement.

IQ/Achievement and Delinquency

For this variable data are available only on the tall men in
the cohort. The intelligence test administered to the young men
by the Danish draft board is described in Chapter 2, but it
should be indicated here that the range, mean, and standard devi-
ation are different on this test than the tests used by the Phi-
ladelphia school system. As is common for United States tests,
tests used for the Philadelphia cohort had means of 100 and stan-
dard deviations of 15, This not true for the Danish IQ test,
Therefore in order to be able to more easily and directly compare
the data for the two cities we converted both to deviations from
the population means expressed in standard deviation units (Table
5.4). |

Patterns similar to those seen in the school completion data
can be seen in these IQ data. First, for Copenhagen, the differ-

ences are all in predictable directions, with the lowest mean IQ
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level appearing among the lower-SES delinquents, and the highest
mean appearing in the higher-SES non-delinquents, with the other
two categories falling between these extremes and rather close to
each other.

Second, class differences in IQ are larger than differences
by delinquency status. Third, the higher-SES non-delinquents'
mean IQ is disproportionately high. This can be seen by compar-
ing the difference between this cell mean and the means of the
cells adjacent to it. These two differences are larger than
their counterparts within the Philadelphia table.

In Philadelphia the ordering of the cell means is exactly
the same as in Copenhagen, with the higher-SES delinquents scor-
ing relatively higher than the lower-SES non-delinquents. Also,
in Philadelphia, class differences in IQ aré greater than delin-
quency status differences. Philadelphia differs from Copenhagen,
ho&ever, in that the higher-SES non-delinquent category does not
stand out disproportionately from the other three cells. This
consistent feature is characteristic only of Copenhagen.

Andther feature of the Copenhagen cohort is that the differ-

ence in IQ between delinquents and non-delinquents is greater

than that found in Philadelphia, especially among the higher-SES

youngsters. This is necessarily related to the fact that the
higher-SES non-delinquenets in Copenhagen are disproportionately
high in Ianchievment. However, all differences among cells are
larger in the Copenhagen data. This would seem to indicate that
IQ as well as social class and school completion are more

strongly associated with delinquent status in Copenhagen than in
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Philadelphia.

One comparison that cannot be made adequately between Copen-
hagen and Philadelphia is that between absolute levels of IQ for
equivalent table cells. The higher-SES category in Philadelphia
contains a somewhat larger percentage of the cohort in this cate-
gory than is true in the Copenhagen data set (exact equivalency
was impossible). This would likely result in a lower mean IQ
score for the higher-SES Philadelphia group compared to Copenha-
gen, and this distribution problem affects all four cells.

Once again, we take up the question of social class differ-
ences between the two cohorts, and whether their likely explana-
tions are more substantive or methodological. In this case, as
well as the school years completed, the difference between delin-
quents and non-delinquents on IQ/achievement is greater in Copen-
hagen than in Philadelphia. This is hardly a test that is inde-
pendent of the school years completed test, yet it does add
another increment of support for the substantive interpretation

of the social class differences.

Summary

There were several observations of interest in this chapter.
Social class, years of school completed and IQ/achievement are
related to delinquency in similar ways in the two cohorts. How-
ever, all three are also more strongly related to delinquency in
Copenhagen than in Philadelphia. With respect to social class
differences we raised the possibility that the larger differences
in Copenhagen might have simply reflected the fact that the Phi-

ladelphia measure of social class was a cruder, non-individual-
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based measure compared to the Copenahgen measure. Given the cru-
der measure, we might expect weaker relationships with delin-
quency in Philadelphia. The differences were substantial, how-
ever, and seemed to merit further exploration. We hypothesized
that since 1) level of s;hooling and IQ/achievement are variables
related to social class and 2) since both were measured similarly
(and by individual), the relations of school and achievement with
delinquency should also be larger in Copenhagen if the social
class differences were real and not artifactual. Conversely, if
the school achievement variébles were related to delinquency at
the same (or weaker) level in Copenhagen compared to Philadelp-
hia, we would take this as evidence that the apparent social
class differences were artifactual. The former was the case, and
we feel more confident of the social class findings as a result.
One further pattern was noted. The higher social class in
the Copenhagen cohort is disproportionately low in delinquecy.
In addition, the higher class non-delinquents are disproportion-
ately high in school completion and IQ/achievement compared to
the other groups in Copenhagen and compared to the analogous Phi-
ladelphia group. That group, then, seems to-.account for many of

the differences noted.
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Table 5.

1

.

Number and Percentage of Delinquents and Non Delinquents by SES

Copenhagen

De]inquents.

N
Low SES 2268
High SES 480

Philadelphia

Low SES 2056
High SES 1419

2
82.53  (15.40)
17.47 (4.03)

|se

59.17 (44.85)
40.83 (26.47)

T e ot T e

N
12,463
11,440

2,528
3,942

" Non Delinquents

Jse

52.14
47.86

39.07
60.93

|ae

(84.60)
(95.97)

(55.15)
(73.53)

Total

=

14,731
11,820

4,584
5,361
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B

55.27
44.73

46.09
53.91

Table 5.2

Mean number of School years completed for
_delinquents and non delinquents by social class

Copenhagen

Delinquent

X N
Low SES 8.0 178
High SES 9.6 64
Philadelphia
Low SES 9.4 1752
High SES 10.8 1277

Non Delinquent

X N
9.3 1416
11.7 2183
10.7 2289
11.6 3744

e e I AR
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Table 5.3

Mean number of school years completed for delinquents and non delinquents
collapsed across social class-Copenhagen and Philadelphia

X . N X N

Copenhagen 8.4 242 10.8 3599
Philadelphia 10.3 3029 11.3 6033

~-68-
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I Q in standard deviation units of difference

by

Copenhagen

Low SES

High SES

Philadelphia

Low SES
High SES

Table 5.4

delinquency status and social class

Delinquents
-1.12
- .24

Delinquents
-.20
.42

Non-Delinquents
-.60
.42

Non-Delinguents
.21
71
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Chapter 6
RECIDIVISTS

Chapter 5 described how delinquent youth compared with
non-delinquent youth in the Dagish (as well as the Philadelphia)
cohort. The variables of social class, IQ, and schocl completion
were considered in this analysis. This chapter and the two fol-
lowing chapters will further develop these themes by applying
similar analyses to more and more specific comparisons. That is,
while we compared delinduents to non-delinquents in Chapter 5,
here we will compare one-time delinquents with recidivists, Chap-
ter 7 will compare chronic offenders (five or more offenses) with
non-chronic recidivists, and Chapter 8 will consider violent
offenders. Chapters 5 through 8, then, can be considered a pro-
gression or sequence of analyses.

Characteristics of One-time

Offenders and Recidivists

Table 6.1 displays some of the same characteristics (IQ and
school completion) discussed in Chapter 5 but shows them by del-
inquency status. Not surprisingly, similar patterus emerge, with
the recidivists reflecting more extremes. They are lower in IQ
and school completion than one-time offenders who are, in turn,
lower than non-offenders, as seen in prior analyses. This pat-
tern corresﬁonds very well to that seen in the Philadelphia
cohort as well.

Recidivist Rates

Table 6.2 displays, by social class, the number_of one-time
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delinquents and recidivists as well as the percentages and rates
per thousand cohort subjects associated with each. That is,
there are 1224 one-time, lower-SES delinquents in the'Copenhagen
cohort and they represent 54.0% of the cohort's delinquen;s as
well as an offender rate of 83 per 1000 cohort subjects.

Less than one half of the cohort's offenders are recidi-
vists; 46% of the lower class offenders and 30.8% of the higher
class offenders are recidivists. An analysis by offender rates’
reveals a similar picture. The lower-class recidivist rate is
71, compared to the higher-class rate of 12, yielding a ratio of
5.9 between the two rates. The lower-class rate of cne-time
offenders is 83 compared to a higher-class rate of 28, giving us
a class ratio of 3. From this we can see that social class dis-
tinguishes recidivist rates more than one-time offender rates.

In Philadelphia also, approximately one half cf the offen-
ders are recidivists, and the lower classes recidivate more. As
we are, by now, accustomed to seeing, the Philadelphia rates and
percentages are higher: in the lower class, 61% of the offenders
recidivate while, in the higher class, 42.9% recidivate. Note
that the Philadelphia higher class recidivism rate (42.9%) is
about the same as the Copenhagen lower class rate (46.0%). Res-
tated as rates, we find that the lower-class rate of recidivists
is 274 per 1000 subjects and the higher-class is 113'(providing a
ratio of Z.4). The lower class rate of one-time offenders, on
the other hand, is 175 and the higher class yields a rate of 151
per 1000. The ratio between these two figures is 1.2. Similar to

Copenhagen, class appears to be more important'among recidivists
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than among one-time offenders. Also in line with past
observations, class appears to be less important in Philadelphia
than in Copenhagen. Analysis by race in Philadelphia results in
very similar patterns. It is instructive however, to take the
analysis of rates a step further to compare the combined
neffects" of class and race to the class "effect" in Copenhagen.
We have done this by dividing the recidivist rate associated with
lower-class, non-white subjects (the highest rates in the Table)
by the recidivist rate of higher-class white subjects (the lowest
recidivist rate). This ratio is 3.4. As indicated above, the
lower-class to higher class recidivist rate ratio in Copenhagen
is 5.9. Again, it appears that the class difference (ratio) in
Copenhagen is larger than the class plus race differences (ratio)
in Philadelphia.

Based on what we now know about the distribution of delin-
quen%s in the two cities, we should expect that the difference in
the class differences is explained by the extremely low rates of
delinquency (and recidivists) in the higher classes in Copenha-
gen. This is confirmed by a comparison of lower-class recidivist
rates across the two cities as well as the analogous higher-class
rates. The results of the division of the Philadelphia lower
class rate by the Copenhagen rate is 3.9; the division of the
Philadelphia higher class rate by the Copenhagen rate is 9.4.
Clearly the major portion of the difference in recidivist rates
between the two cities comes from the difference between the
higher classes.

Finally, while it is important to explore the class differ-
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ences in recidivism within the two cities and to compare the
class differences across the cities, the most important and
striking fact is the overall difference in delinquency and reci-
divist delinquency rates in Philadelphia compéred to Copenhagen.
It cannot be ignored that the highest rate in Copenhagen is lower
than the lowest rate in Philadelphia. This is true whether we
are looking at percentage delinquent, one-time offender rates or
recidivist rates. It is always the overriding factor.

Predatory offenses

While we have established some class and delinquency rate
patterns in the two cohorts they would be less important observa-
tions if they did not also characterize the more serious crimes--
-those crimes that most concern citizens and policymakers. Two
approaches will be taken to determine how the seriousness of
offenses affects the patterns established. First, we will exa-
mine specific predatory crimes: assaults, property offenses and
robbery. Second, in the following section, the seriousness of
offenses will be taken into account through the use of a serious-
ness scale (described in Appendix A). |

Table 6.3 indicates the offense rates by social class and
delinquency status (one-time versus recidivist), for each type of
offense. The dominant feature of this table is the accumulation
of cases in the property offense category (and the corresponding
dearth of Eases in the assault and robbery categories), espe-
cially compared to the analogous Philadelphia table.

The recidivist-to-one-time-offender ratio for the total of

predatory offeﬁses for lower class subjects is 3.6 and for higher
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class subjects, 1.8. These are larger ratios than those based on
all offenses. The difference in Philadelphia is more dramatic: a
ratio of 11 for lower classes and 9 for higher classes. In Phi-
ladelphia a relatively high proportion of recidivistic crime
involves predatdry offenses. We may conclude, then, that the
rate difference between one-time and recidivist offenders is a
more important one for serious offenses than for less serious
crimes.

Ihe lower-class rate for predatory crimes in Copenhagen is
326.7 while the higher class rate is 57.8. The lower class pre-
datory crime rate is 5.7 times that of the higher class. The
class ratio for one-timers is 3.4, and for recidivists, 6.9.
This is very close to the class differentials seen for all
offenses, largely because offenses are so dominated by property
offenses in this cohort (i.e., property crimes appear in both
categories: total crime and predatory crime). The picture is
different for Philadelphia: the overall lower-class rate .for
these serious offenses is 548.0, and the higher-class rate is
140.5, yielding a clasg ratio of 3.9. Within the one-time group,
the class ratio is 1.8, and within the recidivist group, the
ratio is 4.3. A similar pattern exists on the basis of race but
a little stronger. Since offenses are more evenly distributed
across categories in thladelphia (i.e., it is not so dominated
by propert& crimes), it is not surprising that elimination of
less serious offenses results in strengthening class differences.
The class ratios now approach the size of the Copenhagen ratios,

but still do not match them.
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Seriousness

The remaining analyses of this chapter involve the use of
the seriousness scale developed for this study. The reader will
recall that the scale was developed in a manner quite different
from that used by Wolfgang et al. reducing the precision of cer-
tain comparisons since offenses with the same characteristics
will not necessarily fall at precisely the same scale values.

Table 6.4 is comprised of weighted rates per 1000 cohort
subjects and per 1000 cohort delinquents by social class. The
weighted rates are computed to maximize comparability with Wolf-
gang's weighted rates. Weighted rates are computed by summing
all offense seriousness scores across the delinquent's career,
summing across delinquents within a category and dividing the sum
by the number of subjects in the relevant category (e.g. lower
class). Because of excessive numbers to the left of the decimal
point, Wolfgang, et al, multiplied the sum just mentioned by only
10, while we multiplied it by 1000 to get the actual rate per
1000 subjects. The weighted rate, then, represents prevalence,
incidence and seriousness of the cohort delinquency.

According to Table 6.4, the weighted rate for each 1000
cohort subjects is 15.9 and for each 1000 delinquents, 154.2.

For the lower classes, the rates are 25.2 and 163.7 respectively.
The higher class rates are 4.5 and 111.8. The class differences
remain stfongly in effect (ratios=5.6 for the cohort and 1.5 for
delinquents), especially when using the entire cohort as a base
rather than just delinquents. The larger base takes into account

prevalence while the delinquent base does not since this rate
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takes prevalence as given.

The comparable Philadelphia table uses race as a distinc-
tion in place of class. The race ratio based on cohort rates is
4.4 while that based on delinquents is 2.5. 'In view of the scale
differences, the differences in these ratios across cohorts can-
not be interpreted as imﬁortant cohort differences. To the con-
trary, the cohorts are strikingly similar.

Table 6.5 displays mean seriousness (over all offenses), N,
and weighted rates for one-time delinquents and recidivists by
social class. This will allow analysis of average seriousness
without the influence of prevalence and incidence for the various
groups of subjects. From this table it can.be seen that the mean
seriousness of offenses is very similar across classes and delin-
quency status groups, indicating little or no escalation of seri-
ousness with longer careers, and no difference in the seriousness
of offenses across classes. Both of these facts are not surpris-
ing in light of the strong dominance of property offenses in the
Copenhagen cohort. The reader may recall (from Chapter 4)
that,in Copenhagen, the relative frequency of offense types was
extremely similar across classes; in fact, the first three
offense types by frequency were exactly the same for both class
levels (this was not the case for Philadelphia). It is clear,
then, that property offenses comprise most offenses for all sub-
groups studied so far in this cohort.

In spite of more variation in offense types and offense
seriousness,lPhiladelphia, too, shows little in the way of seri-

ousness escalation between one-time offenders and multiple offen-
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ders. Similarly, large differences are not seen between classes,
although in both cases, the differences are larger than those
seen in Copenhagen.

Weighted rates do differ by class, again, indicating class
disparities in prevalence‘and incidence, although not in serious-
ness. Once again, the class differences are greater than those
seen in Philadelphia both in the one-time category and the reci-
divist category. The Copenhagen lower-class one-time rate is
554.0 compared to the higher class rate of 169.3 (ratio=3.3).

The comparable Philadelphia ratio is 1.8. The Copenhagen lower-
class recidivist rate is 1960.7 compared to the higher-class rate

of 281.3 (ratio=7.0). This compares to the analogous Philadelp-

hia ratio of 3.9.

Summary

Several findings of interest emerge from the analyses in
this chapter. First, in Copenhagen and Philadelphia, the social
classes differ more sharply in recidivist rates than in rates of
one-time offenders. Further, as in the previous chapter, the
class ratios for Copenhagen are larger than the class plus race
ratios of Philadelphia. That is, not only are the recidivist
rates disproportionately higher among lower class(or lower among
higher class) subjects than is true of one-time offender rates in
Copenhagen, but this disproportionality is stronger in Copenhagen
than in Philadelphia even when we take into account the joint
effects of class and race. |

The same social class patterns hold for the more serious,

predatory offenses when comparing recidivists with one-time
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Table 6.1
Delinquency Status by School Variables
t
Copenhagen One-Time
Non Delinquents Delinquents Recidivists
(N=3599) (N=154) (N=88)
Mean IQ Score +.01 ' -.80 -.97
Mean Highest 10.7 8.7 8.0 é
Grade Completed %
Philadelphia %
(N=6470) (N=1613) (N=1862)
Mean 1Q Score +.53 +.28 -.13
Mean Highest ;
Grade ;omplete 11.24 10.8 9.2 §
;
;
|
#

* . . .
1Q expressed in standard deviation units (mean of 0 unit variance)
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One-time delinguents

Delinquency Status by SES

Table 6.2

Copenhagen

N
Low SES 1224
High SES 332
Philadelphia
Low SES 802
High SES 811

2
54.0
69.2

39.0
57.2

Philadelphia-Race and Class

Nonwhite

Low SES 430

High SES 73
Total 503

White

Low SES 372

High  SES 738
Total 110

33.36
43.71
34.55

48.50
58.95
54.98

Rate per
1000Subj

83
28

175.0
151.3

175.9
159.4
173.3

173.8
150.5
157.6

1044

148

1254

608

859
94
953

395
514
9098

Recidivists

o
L

46.0
30.8

61.0
42.9

- 66.64

56.29
65.45

51.50
41.05
45.02
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Rate per
1000Subgj

71
12

273.6
113.4

351.5
205.2
328.4

184.5
104.8
129.1
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Table 6.3

Assault, Property and Robbery Offenses by-SES and Del%nquency Status
Copenhagen
Delinquency Assaults Property Robbery Tota]
Status N % Rate N % Rate N . % Rate N 3 Rate
Low - SES
One Time 19 1.83 1.3 1019 98.06 69.2 1 0.10 0.1 1039 100.00 70.5
Recidivist 71 1.88 4.8 3684 97.62 250.1 19 0.50 1.3 3774 100.00 256.2
All 90 1.87 6.1 4703 97.71 319.3 20 0.42 1.4 4813 100.00 326.7
High  SES
One Time 5 2,02 0.4 241 97.57 20.2 1 0.40 0.1 247 100.00 20.7
Recidivist 4 0.0 0.3 436 98.64 36.6 2 0.45 0.2 442 100.00 37.1
A1 9 1.31 0.8 677 98.26 56.8 3 0.44 0.3 689 100.00 57.8
Both SES
One Time 24 1.87 0.9 1260 97.98 47.3 2 0.16 0.1 1286 100.00 48.3

Recidivist 75 0.02 2.8 4120 97.72 154.6 21 0.50 0.8 4216 100.00 158.3
Al 99 1.80 3.7 5380 97.78 201.9 23 0.42 0.9 5602 100.00 206.4
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Table 6.3a

Assault, Property and Robbery Offenses by SES and Delinquency Status

Philadelphia

. Assaults
Delinquency

Status N % Rate N

Low SES, both races:

One Time 59 29.21 129 138
Recidivist 594 25.71 18.6 1559
ANl 653 2600 142.4 1697

High  SES, both races:

One Time 30 23.44 5.6 93
Recidivsts 132 21.12 24.6 467
All 162 21.51 30.2 560

Both SES groups, both races:
Une Time 89 26.97 8.9 231
Recidivists 126 24,74 73.0 2026

ATl - 815 24.96 82.0 2257

Rroperty
% Rate

j=

68.32 30.1 5
67.49 340.1 157
67.56 370.2 162

72.66 17.3 5
74.72 87.1 26
74.37 104.5 31

70.00 23.2 10
69.03 203.7 183
69.13 226.9 193

Robbery

2.48
6.80
6.45

3.91
4.16

3.03
6.24
5.91

Rate

1.1
34.2
35.3

0.9
4.8
5.8

1.0
18.4
19.4

N

202
2310
2512

128
625
753

330
2935
3265

Total

%

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00
100.00
100.00

Rate

44.1
503.9
548.0

23.9
116.6
140.5

33.2
295.1
328.3
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SES-Specific Rates of Delinquency Weighted by
Seriousness of Offense

Copehangen

Weighted Rate Weighted Rate

per 1000 per 1000 .

Cohort Subjects Delinquents
ggﬁgggfﬁes 15.9 (N=26-,651) 154.2 (N=2,748)
Low SES 25.2 (N=l4,731) 163.7 (N=2,268)
High SES ] 4.5 (N=ll,920) 111.8 (N = 480)

Note: Seriousness of charges based on charges falling under the same
definition that governs delinquent status.

Race-specific Rates of Delinquency
Weighted by Seriousness of Offense

Philadelphia

Both races 1,172.4 3,355.2
Nonwhite 2,594,.4 5,163.8
White 587,9 » 2,052.8
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SES and Delinquency Status: Mean Seriousness,
Number and Weighted Rate

Table 6.5

Copenhagen

One Time Delinquents Recidivists Total
SES
Level X N WR X N WR X N WR
Low 5.8 1224 554.0) 6.4 1044 1960.7 6.3 2268 2514.7
High 5.6 332 169.3 6.4 148 281.3 6.1 480 450.6
Philadelphia
Low 98.7 802 172.8 124.1 6329 1713.4 121.3 7131 1886.2
High 62.9 811 95.2 104.1 2272 441.3 93.3 3083 536.5
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Chapter 7
CHRONIC OFFENDERS

The Philadelphia cohgrt study by Wolfgang et al. demons-
trated to us how important the chronic offender (committing 5 or
more offenses) is in accounting for the cohort's delinquencies.
Those investigators also analyzed the factors that set the
chronic offender apart from the rest of the cohort's offenders.
Similarly, we will compare the chronic offender to other offen-
ders in the Copenhagen cohort (and to the Philadelphia cohort)
with respect to degree of offending, the nature of offenses com-
mitted, class distinctions and school-related variables. Do
chronic offenders merely constitute the last puint on a continuum
delimited by non-offenders at the other end on the variables
under analysis? Or do these offenders constitute a unique group,
set far apart from other, more minor offenders? Do the same fac-
tors characterize the Copenhagen chronic offender that character-
ize his counterpart in Philadelphia? And to the same degree?
These are questions that guide the analyses described in this
chapter.

Offensivity

Table 7.1 indicates the number of offenses and offenders in
each categéry of delinquent status: one-time offenders, non
chronic recidivists and chronic offenders. At all levels, the
Copenhagen offenders are less recividistic than the Philadelphia

offenders. For example, 56.6% of the Copenhagen delinquents are
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one-time offenders only, while only 46.4% of the Philadelphia
offenders can be so categorized. Similarly, within the recidi-
vists, 22% are chronic in Copenhagen compared to 34% in Phila-
delphia. Still, the Copenhagen chromnic offenders account for a
disproportionate share of the cohort offenses (Table 7.2): 9.6%
of the offenders account for 40.3% of the offenses. In Philadelp-
hia 18% of the offenders account for 52% of the offemses. Pkila-
delphia has a higher proportion of offenders who are chronic but
the average Copenhagen chronic offender accounts for a greater
share of the cohort's offenses than does the average Philadelphia
chronic offender.

Social Class

From Table 7.2 we can see that class differences in preva-
lence increase as delinquency increases so that while the ratio
of the lower-class to higher-class percentages for all delin-
quents is 15.4:4.0 (or 3.9), the ratio for chronic offenders is
17.0:2.0, (or 8.5). The difference in the prevalence by class,
then, is greater for chronic offenders than for delinquents in
general. This class difference in prevalence of chronic offen-
ders is also greater in Copenhagen than it is in Philadelphia
where the ratio is 4.8 (comparing non-white to whites since this
is the only comparison presented by Wolfgang et al.).

School and Achievement

The difference between one-time offenders and chronic offen-
ders in IQ (as measured by a draft board test) is substantial at
0.9 s.d. for lower-SES subjects and 1.2 s.d. for higher-SES sub-

jects (Table 7.3). This difference is larger than the difference

e R
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seen in Chapter 5 between delinquents and non-delinquents,
implying that the distinction between one-timers and chronics is
a more important one than that between delinquents and non-delin-
quents. Table 7.3 also shows the percent of each subgroup that
register below average IQ. The v;st majority of both types of
delinquents (one-time and chronic) score below average, indicat-
ing a strong association of low IQ with delinquency generally.
From these figures, we would suspect that the difference between
non-delinquents and one-time delinquents would be greater than
the difference between one-timers and chronics. An analysis of
this issue reveals that, indeed, this is the case: 76.1% of low-
er-class non-delinquents (compared to 88.2% of lower class one-
timers) score below average and 33.2% of higher-class non-delin-
quents (compared to 64.7% of higher class one-timers) do so.
Within each class, than, the differences between non-delinquents
and one-timers is greater than the difference between one-time
offenders and chronic offenders. This, of course, contradicts
the statement that the distinction between one-time and chronic
offenders is more important than that between delinquents and
non-delinquents. Unfortunately, the same test cannot be made on
the Philadelphia data, but we can see that all delinquents are
more likely to score above average in-Philadelphia than they are
in Copenhagen, leading us to conclude that the delinquent/non-
delinquentldistinction is less important for achievement than is
true in Copenhagen.

It is also interesting, that in both approaches to the ana;

lysis of achievement (i.e. deviations from mean IQ and percent
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below average IQ), achievement differentiates chronics and
one-time delinquents more distinctively within the higher class
than within the lower class. It will will be recalled that this
same pattern was observed in Chapter 5 in exaﬁining differences
between non-delinquents and delinquents. This same pattern tends
to hold in the Philadelphia cohort data (with some exceptions).
It may be conjectured that intellectual achievement is more deci-
sive in the higher classes in helping to determine the likelihood
of delinquent involvement.

Tables 7.4 and 7.5 deal with school completion; the former
indicates the percent of each subgroup that graduates from high
school (gymnasium) and the latter shows the mean grade completed
by each subgroup. Two facts emerge rather strongly from inspec-
tion of Table 7.4. First, it is clear that delinquents of any
subgroup are highly unlikely to graduate from high school {gymna-
sium), even the higher-SES, one-time offenders. Seéond, none of
the higher or lower class chronic offenders are recorded as grad-
uating from high school. It could be said that when one reaches
the '"chronic" stage, class makes little différence in life out-
comes; one's deviant status dominates, although it should be said
that chronic offenders did not deviate substantially from one-
time, lower class offenders in IQ or achievement. It should be
pointed out that in Table 7.4 the stability of statistics based
on 19 subjécts is questionable.

A pattern similar to the one seen in Copenhagen is also evi-
dent in the Philadelphia cohort, but less strongly so. Here, in

general, delinquents are much more likely to graduate from high
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school, and some chronics (7.5% of lower-class and 17.1 % of the
higher-class chronics) also graduate. Also, the major distinc-
tion in graduation is between offenders and non-offenders.

Table 7.5 indicates the average grade completed for each of

the four subgroups. Here we can see that, as usual, there is a
substantial difference between one-time offenders and chronic
offenders in mean highest grade completed for both cohorts. How-
ever, this fact takes on different meaning when viewed in the
context of the difference between offenders and non-offenders.

In Copenhagen, this difference (between offenders and non-offen-
ders) is comparable in size to the one-time/chronic comparison,
while in Philadelphia, by far the largest difference is between
one-time and chronic offenders.

Let us now review the facts presented in this section:

1. The one-time vs. chronic offender distinction is roughly
equivalent to or less than the non-offender vs. offen-
der difference in Copenhagen, while the reverse is true
in Philadelphia, i.e. the one-time vs. chronic offender
difference is likely to be the more substantial one in
Philadelphia, while the non-offender vs. offender dis-
tinction is often small.

2. Chronic offenders are substantially different from other
offenders on each of the variables considered here (mean
IQ/achievement, percent below average IQ/achievement,

percent graduating from high school, and mean highest
grade completed). This is true in both cohorts.

3. Differences in school and achievement variables are usu-

1
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ally larger in the higher classes than within the lower
classes when comparing the various delinquency catego-
ries. This is true of both cohorts, but more so in the
Copenhagen cohort.

We suggest that the generic interpretation of all of these
facts is that, when a phenomenon is more widespread, those who
engage in it are a less distinctive group than would be the case
where the phenomenon is unusual. More specifically, delinquency
is a less common phenomenon in Copenhagen than in Philadelphia;
in fact it is relatively infrequent in Copenhagen (prevalence is
11%). We would therefore, expect those in Copenhagen who do
engage in delinquent behavior to be a more distinctive group than
their counterparts in Philadelphia. Thus, the school/achievement
variables have more predictive power in Copenhagen than in Phila-
delphia, especially when analyzing delinquent/non-delinquent
groups. Likewise, it is not surprising to find the class dis-
tinction in Copenhagen to be moré important than in Philadelphia
(See Chapters 5 and 6).

It flows from this observation that the chronic offender
takes on more importance in the analysis of Philadelphia data
since, even there, chronic offending is unusual. Since it is
unusual, we find stronger associations with a number of variables
in this comparison than in the delinquent/non-delinquent compari-
son. Natufally, the one-time/chronic comparison is also impor-
tant in Copenhagen since chronic offenders are also rare there,
but it is not as important, relatively, as it is in Philadelphia.

Finally, delinquency is more rare in the higher classes than
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in the lower classes. We would, therefore, by the reasoning
exposed here, expect larger differences in school/achievement

variables among the delinquency categories within the higher

classes than within the lower classes. Indeed, this is the case'

in this analysis, giving support to our general interpretation.

" Offense Seriousness

Tables 7.6 and 7.7 address the issue of chronic offenders

and the seriousness of their offenses. Are the offenses they

commit generally more serious, or do they simply commit more of
them? Table 7.6 shows the mean seriousness score per offense for
one-time offenders, non-chronic recidivists, and chronic recidi-
vists. While the differences in seriousness are in the direc-
tions one would anticipate, the differences are not impressive in
the Copenhagen cohort. In Philadelphia, the differences are lar-
ger, although the difference between recidivists and chronics is
not extraordinary. The infrequency of violent offenses and
public order offenses in Copenhagen reduces the range of serious-

ness considerably.

Table 7.7 displays non-index offenses as a proportion of all

offenses by the same three delinquency categories. As the level

of delinquent activity goes up, the non-index offenses take up a

smaller proportion of offenses. This is true of both cohorts,

but more so of Copenhagen. There are only very small class dif-

ferences on this measure in both cohorts. We may conclude, then,

that offense seriousness does increase slightly with recidivism

in Copenhagen. The difference is more noticeable in Philadelphia

when using the seriousness score, but not when using proportion
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of index offenses as a measure of sericusness.

Offense Types

Tables 7.8 and 7.9 address the matter of the types of
offenses that chronic offenders commit. That.is, do they show
unique patterns of offending or do they simply commit more of the
same types of offenses that other offenders commit? Table 7.8
indicates that offenses of chronic offenders show basically the
same distribution that we saw among the general delinquent popu-
lation: about 88% of the offenses are property offenses (bur-
glary, larceny, vehicle theft, and receiving stolen property)
while less than 1% are violent offenses! There are a few public
order offenses as well. None of these categories shows more than
minimal differences in distribution across classes. In Phila-
delphia, too, chronic offenders show patterns similar to those
for the delinquent population generally, although this pattern is
tterns. There are a large

quite different from the Copenhagen pa
3%), but 10% of the offenses

number of property offenses (about 4
involve violence and there is a higher frequency of public order
offenses. There.are also substantial class differences (the same
ones seen in earlier chapter): the lower classes are higher in
violence while the higher classes are higher in public order
offenses. Property offenses have approximately the same fre-
quency across SES.

Table‘7.9 focusses on index offenses only. The fact that
violence is concentrated exclusively in the lower classes in
Copenhagen is shown clearly in this table. This is more remarka-

ble since this table includes only the index offenses of chronic

'
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offenders, and still, violent offenses are the exclusive domain

of the lower classes. Not one higher class chronic offender has
been arrested for a violent act. Wolfgang et al. compare race
rather class here, and show that violent offenses are highly con-
centrated among the non-whites but not to the extent that they

are concentrated among the lower classes in Copenhagen. Finally,
71.2% of all index offenses (for chronic offenders) are found in
the non-white group; the lower class in the Copenhagen cohort
evidences a higher concentration of index offending.

Age of Onset

The final analysis of this chapter concerns the relation
between age of onset and mean number of offenses among chronic
offenders. Table 7.10 shows a slight and inconsistent inverse
relation, the earlier the age of onsent the greater the number of
offenses. In Philadelphia, on the other hand, there is a very
consistent inverse relation among the non-whites, and a strong,
less consistent one among the whites.
sSummary

This chapter has compared the chronic offender in Copenhagen
to his counterpart in Philadelphia. Perhaps more importantly, the
differences between chronic and less recidivistic offenders were
compared across cohorts. We have found more concentration of
offenses per chronic offender in Copenhagen than in Philadelphia,
although tﬁere are fewer chronic offenders there.

We have found class differences to be greater as offender
chronicity increases, and we have found greater differences in

school and achievement variables with greater chronicity. How-
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" ever, there are important differences in the two cohorts in- the

relative magnitude of the one-time/chronic offender differences
vs. the non-offender/offender differences. In Copenhagen, the
offender/non-offender difference is at least as large and often
larger than the one-time/;hronic offender difference. This is not
the case in Philadelphia where the one-time/chronic offender dif-
ference is quite dominant in importance. These facts, together
with the fact that, especially in Copenhagen, school and achieve-
ment variables distinguish among delinquent categories more
within the higher classes than within the lower classes support
the interpretation that when delinquency is a rare event, delin-
quents are a more distinguishable group. They are, therefore,
more different on other relevant variables such as social class,
as well as school and achievement variables.

In both cohorts, there was some increase in the seriousness
of offenses as a function of number of offenses committed. This
is }ess true of Copenhagen. Perhaps because cffenses in Copenha-
gen are dominated so heavily by property offenses, leaving less
room for variability in seriousness.

The distribution of offense types for chronics is quite
similar to the distribution for other offenders. This is true in
both cohorts, although the patterns for the two cohorts are
different. Copenhagen, as always, is characterized by the domi-
nance of pfoPerty offenses and virtually no violent offenses,
with little variation by social class.

Finally, age df onset has much less relation to subsequent

delinquency among chronic offenders in Copenhagen than among

+
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other offenders or as compared to Philadelphia chronic offenders.
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Offenders and QOffenses by Delinquent Subgroups

Copenhagen
' Qffenders - Qffenses (Arrests)
N % N %

Delinquents: 2748 100.0 5892 100.0
One time Offenders 1556 56.6 1556 26.4
Chronic Recidivists 264 9.6 2376 40.3
Non-Chronic Recidivists 928 33.8 1960 33.3
Recidivists: 1192 100.0 4336 100.0
Chronic 264 22.1 2376 54.8
Non Chronic 928 77.9 1960 45.2
Philadelphia

Delinquents: 3475 100.0 10214 100.0
One time Offenders 1613 46.4 . 1613 15.8
Chronic Recidivists 627 18.0 5305 51.9
Non-Chronic Recidivists 1235 35.6 3296 32.3
Recidvists: 1862 100.0 8601 100.0
Chronic 627 33.7 5305 61.7
Non Chronic 1235 66.3 3296 38.3
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Number and Percentage (of Total Cohort)
Category and SES

. Table 7.2
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of Delinquents by Frequency

Copenhagen

Low SES High SES Total

N % N ' % N %
Cohort 14,731 11,920 26,651
Delinquents 2,268 15.4 480 4.0 2,748 10.3
One time Offenders 1,224 8.3 332 2.8 1,556 5.8
Recidivists 1,044 7.1 148 1.2 1,192 4.5
Chronic 244 1.7 20 .2 264 1.0
Non Chronic 800 g. 128 1.1 928 5
Philadeiphia
Number and Percentage (of Total Coheort) of Delinquents by Frequency

Category and Race
Cohort 2,902 7,043 ° 9,945
Delinguents 1,458 50.2 2,017 28.6 3,475 34.9
One time Offenders 503 17.3 1,110 15.7 1,613 16.2
Recidivists 953 32.9 909 12.9 1,862 18.7
Chronic 417 - . 14.4 210 3.0 627 6.3
Non Chronic 536 18.5 699 9.9 1,235 12.4

R R S TR L
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Table 7.3 \ Table 7.4
k Percentage Graduating from High School by SES: One=time and Chronic Offenders
School Potential Variables of One-Time and Chronic Offenders
by SES J
. } Copenhagen
Copenhagen ! : :
Social Class : Low SES . High  SES
Low High : :
* ; One-time Offenders 4.2 35.3
Achievement/IQ (expressed in standardized form) ;
One-Time- Offenders -1.3 -.05 % Chronic Offenders 0.0 0.0
Chronic Offenders : 2.2 -1.7
Percent Below Average Achievement g , Philadelphia
Non Offenders 76.1 33.2
One-Time Offenders 88.2 64.7 L ~ One-time Offenders . 46.7 70.2
Chronic Offenders 85.7 80.0 Chronic Offenders 7.5 17.1
Philadelphia ;
* |
Achievement/IQ
One-Time Offenders -.04 - .54 e
Chronic Offenders -.76 -.26.
Percent Below Average Achievement E
One-Time Offenders 55.1 25.6 l
Chronic Offenders 83.3 54.0

*
Standardized with mean of zero and unit variance
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Table 7.5 ; E Table 7.6
A E § Mean of Mean Seriousness Scores by SES and Type of Gffender
Average Grade Completed by One-Time and Chronic Offenders by SES §' g
_ . 1 f Copenhagen
Copenhagen o ; : One-Time Recidivists . Chronic
Low SES High. SES | ; SES - Offender Minus Chronic Offenders
One-time Offenders 8.1° 10,2 ;
Lo 5.83 6.24 6.61
Chronic Offenders 7.5 7.0 W
High - 5.63 6.35 6.56
Philadelphia ) Philadelphia
One-time Offenders 10.3 1.3 Race and SES
Chronic Offenders 7.8 9.1 Low SES:
Nonwhite 106.0° 123.1 ) 136.4
; White 90.4 96.4 115.3
i
a High  SES:
oo Nonwhi te 88.5 124.8 ' 124.7
j White 60,4 93.5

96.7
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" Non Index Offenses as a Percentage of Total Offenses

Copenhagen

SES

Low

High

Philadelphia

Race and SES

tow = SES:

Nonwhite
White
High  SES:

Nonwhite

White

One-Time
Offenders

77.4

82.8

64
70

64
78

e R

Non Chronic
Recidivists

52.7

48.8

62
69

63
71

ot R — ey AP

Chronic

Recidivists

32.6

32.5

55
59

61
65

R e

Table 7.8

Crime Cede of Offenses by SES oF OFfender: Chronic Offanders

Cogenhagen

i Low SES High SES
% % Crime Categories N H N 3
‘ Homicide 1 .05 -0 0 1
Rape _ 3 .2 0 0 3
Robbery 6 .3 0 - 0 6
Aggravated Assault 3 .2 0 0 3
Negligent Homicide 1 .05 0 0 1
; Theft 1368 69.2 111 72.1 1479
Arson 6 3 0 0 6
: Theft-Auto, Bike 293 14.8 24 15.6 317 .
§ Other Assaults 32 1.6 1 .6 33
; Forgery 10 .5 1 .6 11
f Fraud 17 .9 1 .6 18
g Receiving Stolen Property 72 3.6 5 3.2 77
| g ITlegal Weapons 10 .5 0 0 10
f % Prostitution 23 1.2 7 0 23
§ Other Sex Offenses 4 .2 0 0 4
Malicious Damage 63 | 3.2 7 4.5 70
;; Disorderly Conduct 64 3.2 4 2.6 68

=
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Total

jse

.05

69.4

14.9

3.6

1.1

3.3
3.2
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Philadelphia

Crime Code Categories

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Aggraveted Assault
Burglary/Larceny
Auto theft

Other Assault
I11egal Weapons
Other Index

Drunk, other liquor

Disorderly Conduct

s e et e
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Table 7.8a

Low SES

N 2
9 .3
28 1.1
117 4.4
135 5.1
992 37.6
143 5.4
245 9.3
120 4.6
51 1.9
177 6.7
619 23,5

-104-

Crime Code of Offenses by SES of Offender: Chronic Offenders (SES dichotomized
and Burglary/Larceny Collapsed and Status Offenses and "others" removed)

2 -

High SES

N 2

1

4 .6
18 2.8
17 2.7
188 29.7
74 11.7
41 6.5
25 4.0
16 2.5
62 9.8
186 29.4

b o i e et ST o

Table 7.9

Index Offenses by SES for Chronic Offenders

Copenhagen

Qffenses

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated Assault
Burglary/Larceny
Auto, etc. theft

Philadelphia

Homicide

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated Assault
Burglary

Larceny

Auto theft

Low sES High SES
1. 100.0 0 0

3 100.0 0 0

6 100.0 0 0

3 100.0 0 0
1368  92.5 111 7.5
293 92.4 24 7.6
0 0 10 100.0

3 9.4 29 90.6

10 7.4 125  92.6
19 12.5 133 87.5
135 31.9 288 68.1
175 23.1 582 76.9
108 49.7 109  50.3

-105-
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Table 7.10 | ii
|
Mean Number of Qffenses by Age of Onset: % i -107-
Chronic Offenders % K Chapter 8

Copenhagen ? E Violent Offenders

éﬁseif §§§ . gégh . Total n ? % This volume is, essentially a comparison of delinquency in
—_— — - - - ; :: Copenhagen with delinquency in Philadelphia, as described by .

7 7.4 14 - - 0 7.6 14 § % Wolfgang, et al. Those authors did not devote a chapter to vio-
8 15.9 16 8.5 2 13.3 18 | é lence in the Philadelphia birth cohort. This might be seen as a
9 9.8 14 8.3 3 9.5 17 E reason not to devote a chapter to the issue in this volume. A
10 8.4 24 7.8 5 8.3 29 § second reason not to give a chapter to the violent offender in
11 9.6 13 | 9.0 1 9.6 14 ; Copenhagen is that violence is a relatively rare phenomenon in
12 7.9 35 7.7 3 7.9 38 % Denmark, as indicated in earlier chapters. However, it is spe-
13 8.5 39 5.0 1 8.4 40 ) cifically because of this rarity that .we shall pursue it further.
14 8.3 30 9.0 1 8.3 K31 We are all the more interested in the characteristics of violent
15 7.4 32 9.0 1 7.4 33 : offenders because there are so few of them in Denmark. There is,
16 6.6 23 ‘ 5.5 2 6.5 25 @ of course, very little to compare the Cupenhagen offenders to in
17 5.3 4 10.0 1 6.2 5 the Philadelphia-based study since little was said about violent

: offenders in that study. This chapter will, therefore, largely

Philadelphia stand on its own. As such it will be available for future com-
gggegf _ Nomhi tes hites Total é parisons if someone wished to do so. Our major points of compar-
—;—_' ——;;];—_ 4.0 13.5 g ison will be other categories of delinquents within the Copenha-
g 12.7 9.3 11.7 gen cohort.

'q 1.5 8.8 10.6 One of the consequences of the rarity of violence in Copen-
" | . 2.0 9.0 hagen is that there are few cases of violence occurring before

" ' 8 3 - 8.0 the age of'18. Our focus is, therefore, on violence at all ages
" 5.8 - 8.6 through 25. For comparison's sake, however, figures based on

2 - 6. 7.8 behavior before 18 will also be presented. ‘

4 . 5.8 7.9 Many of the questions we ask about the violent offenders are
s ;5 6.2 7 1 similar to those asked about our delinquents in general, and

6 . . 6.5 5.2 6.0 |
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1 After looking at E 1 table, 43.4% of all violent offenses committed by the cohort were
prevalence rates and offemnsivity of the violent offenders, and % ; committed by the repeat violent offenders who comprise only 1.6%
the extent to which the group of violent offenders cverlap with g i of the offenders in the cohort (23.5% of the violent offsnders).
the group of chronic offenders, we attempt to determine if the 5 ? They represent only 0.6% of all men in the cohort. The degree of
delinquents who were violent offenders or later became violent % | concentration for violent crime is greater than for offending in
offenders differ from the never-violent offenders in social % general (45% of all the offenses were committed by 9% of the men
class, intelligence, schooi achievement, offensivity, seriousness g # in the cohort).
of general offending, and in age. % - This degree of concentration of the cohort's violent

The first-time violent offenders in our cohort were % offenses in the hands of a small proportion of the cohort sug-

arrested, on average, 3.91 times previously, with an average time é gests the hypothesis that the repeatedly violent individuals may

lag of 4.45 years from the first arrest to the first arrest for
violence. Because violence is not initially characteristic of
the violent offender, it is important to see how the delinquents
who become violent differ from the delinquents who never evidence
violence. Although about 80% of the violent offenses committed
by our cohort were committed after the subjects were adults, it
is worth noting that almost no individuals who have not been del-
inquent as juveniles later commit a violent act. In our cohort,
less than 1% of the ultimate violent offen&ers had not been
arrested as juveniles.

Offensivity and Prevalence

A small percentage (6.7%) of the arrested individuals in the
Copenhagen cohort (2.5% of the cohort) were charged with viola-
tions invoiving violence. Of these viclent offenders (N=735),
76.5% (N=562) did not commit a second violent offense. Table 1
presents percents of the cohort who have committed zero, one,

two, three or four or more violent offenses. As indicated in the

Sar e v— e Sy ¢ ol BT s R o R A A S AT A WP PV Y TR 1 %

specialize to some degree in violent criminal acts. This issue

is addressed more specifically and completely in Chapter 9.

Chronic Violent Offenders

In chapter 7 we discussed the special characteristics of the
chronic offenders in our cohort. At issue is the extent to which
being violent is the same as being chronic, and the extent to
which chronic offenders are likely to be violent offenders. More
than half (52.52%) of the violent offenders in our cohort are
alsc classified as chronic offenders; 85.42% of the recidivisti-
cally violent individuals are also chronic offenders. On the
other hand, only about a third of the chronic offenders ever evi-
dence violence. It is not surprising, in the light of the find-
ings that violence usually only occurs after several nen-violent
offenses, fhat violent offenders tend to be chronic offenders.

It is important to note, however, that most of the chronic offen-
ders are not ever arrested for violence, suggesting that being

chronic does not imply that someone will be violent. This point
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Social Class

In Philadelphia, the lower social classes were responsible
for higher rates of violence and recidivistic violence. In
Copenhagen, this was also true. Table 8.2 presents the rate of
violent offenses by social class in our group. Note that regard-
less of the number of offenses (arrested by age 18), those frop
the lower class were more likely than the higher class to be
arrested for violence at some time in their lives. The pattern
also holds for repeat violent offenders.

School Achievement and IQ

As we reported above (Chapter 5), the delinquents in the
Copenhagen sample are generally lower in IQ, and do less well in
school than do delinquents. This pattern is consistent with that
found by Wolfgang et al. in Philadelphia. Those violent offen-
ders in our cohort who are delinquent are even lower on these
characteristics than the non-violent delinquents. Table 8.3 pre-
sents by violence status the mean number of school years com-
pleted, the percentage of the individuals who completed high
school, (gymnasium) the IQ test score, a standardized IQ test
score, and the percent of the individuals who are below average
in IQ. As'the numbers of the table suggest, those individuals
who eventually become violent and those who are violent as delin-
quents are similar in that they completed less school, are less

likely to graduate from high school, and had lower IQ scores. To

T
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see if social class mediates the relationship between low IO and
violence and school completion and violence, we examined IQ lev-
els and school performance separately by violence status under
each of our two social class conditions. The results are
reported in Table 8.4. IQ level and school completion are
related to social class level, but the violent offenders, regard-
less of social class, were poorer intellectually and in school
completion. It is not likely that social class mediates the
relationship. These results are consistent with the observations
made by Wolfgang et al. with regard to assaults and robbery
offenses in the Philadelphia cohort.

Offense Seriousness

The violent offenders in our cohort are responsible for more
serious crime in total than are the non-violent offenders. The
mean seriousness of the violent offenders (presented separately
by social class in Table 8.5) is higher than for the non-violent
offenders. The mean seriousness of the offenses committed by age
18 is higher for the violent offenders, even though 80% of the
violent crime was committed after the individuals were adults.

It is worth noting, however, that the violent offenders are res-
ponsible for a smaller percentage of index offenses to total
offenses than are the non-violent offenders.

Age Factors

In the Copenhagen Cohort, the rate of violence among offen-
ders is 2.5% by ages 15 and 16. It then rises sharply to over 8%
by age 18 and remains at that level until it reaches 9% at 25

years of age. The majority (70%) of the violent offenses in the
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cohort occurred while the individuals were between the ages of 18
to 25 years. The peak age for violent offending is 20 years of
age. This may be compared with the peak age of 17 years for all
offenses.

Table 8.5 presents the mean number of crimes of violence
expected at some time in a criminal career as a function of age
at first offense. As age at first offense increases, the prob-
ability of violence decreases. Those individuals who were
arrested before age 16 were much more likely to be arrested later
for criminal violence than those who were arrested at a later
age.

The interaction of the age of the individual and his prior
arrest history in predicting future violence is suggested by the
results presented in Figure 8.1, where the percentages of indivi-
duals committing a future violent offense are plotted by age of
first arrest and previous history. The figure suggests that fhe
earlier the age at which the subject has accumulated one, two or
more arrests, the greater the probability of future violence.

The differences are significant at all ages, but the greatest
difference occurs at age 20 with a steady decline thereafter. It
is worth noting that more than 20% of the individuals who were
recidivists by the age of 18 later evidenced violent crime as
adults.

Summary and Discussion

Violent offenders tend to have lower social class, complete
less schooling, to have lower IQ and to begin offending earlier.

The violent offenders, although rare, are responsible for a

.
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large amount of the crime in the cohort. Half of the violent
offenders are chronic (responsible for more than four criminal
law offenses). To be chronic, however, does not imply violence,
as most chronic offenders never evidence violence. Our violent
offenders not only committed more crime, but committed more seri-

ous crime as well as more non-index offenses.
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Table 8.1 ' ;
Distribution of Violent Offenders and Violent Crime
|
!
Frequency of Number of Number of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of E
Violent Offenses Individuals Viclent Offenses Cohort Offenders Violent Offenders Violent Offenses i
i
(non-offenders) 17961 62.19 i
. - i
(non-violent
offenders) 10183 35.26 93.27
1 562 562 1.95 5.15 76.5 56.6 ‘
3
2 126 252 0.44 1.15 17.1 25.4 &
{
3 24 72 0.08 0.22 3.3 7.2 %
P
4 or more 23 107 0.08 0.21 3.1 10.8 i
Lo
Totals 28879 993 100.00 1006.00 100.0 100.90
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Table 8.2
Percent of Offenders Committing Violent
Crime by SES and Delinquency Status
Number of m"fensesl
One . Two Three or More A11 Offenders2
Low SES N z N yA N pA N A
Ever Violent 119 9.72 60 13.07 184 31.45 594 8.42
Violent by 18 19 1.55 14 3.05 64 10.94 97 1.37
Recidivists 29 2.37 14  3.05 54  9.23 © 126 1.76 }
N of Offenders (1224) (459) (585) (7058) ?
Higher SES :
Ever Violent 18 5,42 4 4,71 10 15.87 92 2.91
Vielent by 18- . 6 1.81 4  4.71 2 3.17 12 0.38
Recidivists 1 0.3 1 1.18 3 4.76 8 0.25
N of Offenders (332) (83) (63) (3160)
Both SES Groups : a
Ever Violent 137 8.80 64 11.76 194 29.94 686 6.71
Violent by 18 25 1.6l 18 3.31 66 10.19 109 1.07
Recidivists 30 1.93 15 2.76 57 8.80 132 1.29
N of Offenders (1556) (544) (648) (10218) A
. W .
1 | | ’ -
Non-traffic offenses by age 18.
2Includes those individuals who were not arrested as delinquents, i v
but were first arrested as adults.
. \
)
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Table 8.3

School Completion and Intelligence/Achievement

Scores by Violence Status

Violence Status School Completion Intelligence/Achievement

Score % Completing Score Standarized Percent Below
High Schooi Score Average

Never Violent 9.3 33% 39.28 -0.37 62%

* * * * - *
Violent 8.6 15% 34.73 -0.77 73%
Not Violent by 18 8.5 32% 39.06 -0.39 63%

* * * *
Violent by 182 8.2 8% 31.38 -1.06 92%
Only One-time 8.6 15% 35.20 -0.72 72%
Violent
Repeat Violence 8.1 18% 31.18 -1.08 72%

%None of the violent offenders in our sample had recidivated in violence by age 18.

bThis measure is based on the mean intelligence of the entire cohort.

The mean of the scale is 0 with a standard deviation of 1.0.

*
The difference is statistically significant (p < .01).

Note. Al1 of the individuals represented by statistics in this table were

responsible for at least one arrest sometime in their lives.
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Table 8.4

School Completion and Intelligence/Achieverent
by Violence Status and Soclal Status

Low SES | Higher SES
Never Violent Not Violent Violent Never  Violent Not Violent Violent
Violent by Age 18 by Age 18 Violent by Age 18 by Age 18
School Completion
Score 8.5 8,2 8,0 7,8 10.7 9,8 9.6 ' 12.0
% Completing High School 13% 8% 13%4 0% 60% 2479 59% 100%
Intelligence
Score 34.47 33.16 34.41 30.73 45.93  36.39 45.60 40.00
Standard Score® -0.79  -0.90 -0.79 0.18 0.21  0.62 -l.12 -0.31
% Below Average 807% 75% 80% 91% 39% 18% 40% 1007
N 673 61 723 11 487 18 504 1

-

Note. The sample for this investigation is all offenders in the cohort.

8Mis score is based on the cohort norms. The mean 18 0 and the standard deviation is 1.0.
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Table 8.5

Mean Seriousness and Percent Index of Offenses

by Violence Status and Soclal Status

Low SES

Never Violent Violent Violent by 18

Higher SES

Never Violent Violent

Violent by 18

Mean Serilousness 5.70 7.18 7.26 5.31 7.58 8.48
(4173) (594) (12) (1452) (92) (97)
Mean Seriousness .
By Age 18 5.95 6.63 7.71 5.79 6.91 8.93
{1905) (363) (12) (488) (32) (97)
Percent Index 50% 27X 25% 61% 28% 142
(4173) (594) 12) (1452) (92) (97)
Percent Index
By Age 18 28% 18% 152 32% 25% 1%
(1905) (363) (12) (448) (32) 97
Note.,

Numbers in parentheses represent the number of subjects under the condition.
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Table 8.6

Mean number of violent crimes committed

in a criminal career as a function of

-

Age at first arrest

age at first arrest

Mean number of violent
offensesin entire career

-119~

8-10
11-13
14-16
17-19
20-22
23-25

.25
.24
.22
.11
.04
.03

-
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Percent Committing a Future Violent Offense
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Chapter 9
CFFENSE SPECIALIZATION

Do offenders specialize in certain types of crime or¢ould
their offense histories as easily have been geﬁerated by a random
process? Many investigators have addressed this question (Wolf-
gang, et al, 1972; Xlein, 1982; Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982; Rojek
and Erickson, 1982) and their conclusions have varied considera-
bly. Unquestionably, the answers investigators produce are
related to the criteria they use to judge whether or not an
offender is a specialist. Some criteria are stircter than cther
others. Do we insist that an offender be a multiple offender to
qualify as a candidate for specialization? Among multiple offen-
ders, do we insist that every offense in his record, without
exception be of the same type to constitute specialization?
Clearly, the criteria used to make this judgement should depend
on the reason for asking the question about specialization. For
instance, if the question arises because legislation is contemp-
lated that restricts senteﬁﬁing options for a specific group of
offenders then it should be demonstrable that there is a substan-
tial segment of the offender population that fits rather purely
into that category. A specific example of 'such a need is seen
with the issue of how to treat status offenders. If expensive
programs are developed and efforts to pass legislation in the
various staées concerning limiting sentencing options is under-
taken, we chould be save able to demonstrate that there is a sub-
stantial, identifiable group of offenders thét engage only in

status offenses.
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should be able to demonstrate that there is a substantial,
identifiable group of offenders that engage only in status
offenses. If the vast majority of status offenders also engage
in c¢riminal law offenses then the special programs may have few
clients.

Likewise, some theoretical formulations pertaining to
explaining criminal acts may require purely~defined criminal
careers. A very specific theory that purports to explain a
particular type of crime might require the presence of offenders
exhibiting only that type of criminal behavior. Perhaps some
theories that explain violent sexual offenders in terms of their
relationships with their mothers and resulting difficulties in
sexual relationships with women would fall into this category.
That is, such theories might be better tested by offenders with
records containing only sexual offenses.

On the other hand, other approaches allow more flexibility
in definition. For instance, a theory that focuses on economic
need as a predictor would generate an interest in defining a
population of property offenders. But such a perspective might
admit to the possibility that, in the course of committing
property offenses, the offender coul@, through situational
factors, become involved in other types of offenses. For
example, a "property offender"™ might be doing a burglary with a
companion who is carrying a gun. If the companion were taken by
surprise by the owner of the home they were burglarizing and

killed him, our "property offender" would then be charged with
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felony nomicide. MNevertheless, he remains, primarily, a property
offender,

Based on the above discussion, we have chosen not to follow
the type of analysis carried out by Wolfgang et al. Those
investigators completed a Markovian analysis which insisted that
evidence of specialization could only be seen in contiguous
offenses. That is, if an.offender had three offenses, two were
rape murders, and one petty theft, evidence of specialization
would only accrue if the two rape murders were contiguous. If

they were separated by the petty theft offense, this would

- constitute a case against specialization. While this method of

defining specialization might be useful in certain specific
situations, our own interest in the specialization guestion asks
only that some concentration of an offense type in certain
offenders beyond what would be expected by chance be
demonstrated.

We have adopted two methods of analysis for examination of
our data for signs of offense concentration or specialization.
One method compares actual percent of violent or property
offenses to theoretically expected (based on a Bernoulli
distribution) percentages at each level of number of offenses.
The second compares violent and non-violent offenders for their

likelihood of later violent offending.
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One way to apprecach the guestion of speciélization is to ask
whether any group of offenders commits more of a given type of
offense than would be expected on the basis of chance. That is,
given the number of arrests on the offender's: record, and given
the rate of a specific offense type in the offender population,
Goes the offender commit é disproportionate number of offenses of
that specific type? Specifically, if we are interested in
determining whether an offender is a violence specialist, we will
need to determine whether he has committed an unexpectedly large
proportion of violent offenses given the number of arrests on his
record, and given the rate of violence in the population.

Such a guestion is ideally suited to a Bernoulli process
analysis. A Bernoulli process is one in which a series of
independent "trials" occur, each of which will generate either a
"success" or a "failure" (arbitrarily named). Further, each
"trial™ has a given probability of "success" (p) or "failure"
(g) . Within a set of Bernoulli trials, we can calculate the
probability of generating any given sequence of successes oOr
failures if we know the overall probabilities of p and g. This
calculation is made by:

prqn~r

where r is the number of successes and n is the number of trials.
For any given number of trials, there is usually more than one
sequence of successes and failures that would yield the same

total number cof successes. Let us take the example of five
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5

trials ana two successes. There are (2 sequences that woulad

produce two successes over five trials. So, if the probability

of a gpecific sequence of two successes and three failures is

prqn—r’ then the probability of getting two successes in any

3 r_n-r
order or sequence would be | 2/ p g

This discussion is rather easily translated into the coﬂtext
of offense specialization; Going back to our example of the
violent offender, we can speak of determining the expected number
of violent offenses (successes, or r) among five arrests (trials,
or n) given the overall probability of violent offenses (p) in
the population. Thus, if we consider each arrest to be an
independent event, we can calculate the number of violent
offenses (compared to other offenses) that we would expect by
chance, given the number of arrests. Departures from this
expectation can be interpreted as depar;ures from random
generation. The advantage of this method is that we do not have
to depend on the offenses occurring in specific sequences in
order to support the idea of offense patterning., 1In addition,
this analysis automatically takes into account the total number
of arrests that a subject has on his record.

The analysis conducted by Wolfgang et al. compared theft,
injury, damage, combination and nonindex. Both the categories of
"combination" and "nonindex" are difficult to conceptualize as
areas of specialization. We have, therefore, not included them
in our analysis. 1In addition, our data cannot distinguish

"injury" offenses. Thus, all our categories cannot be made
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exactly comparable to those used in Philadelphia. An additional
problem in the Copenhagen ‘data set is that offenses are so
dominated by property offenses that few other categories can be
constructed containing enough cases to make an adequate
comparison. We have, then, restricted our analyses to
comparisons of property offenses with all other offenses and
violent offenses with all.other offenses.

Before proceeding to the results of the Bernoulli analysis,
one more fact should be mentioned. A very large proportion of
all violent offenses that occurred in the cohort took place when
the offenders were over the age of 17, making it difficult to
restrict the analysis to the juvenile offenses, as we have done
throughout most of this volume. Nevertheless, there is some
reason to present an analysis of juveniles if only for the sake
of comparison. The solution to this dilemma is to present
analyses using all offenses and then to present the smaller
figures generated by using juvenile offenses only. This we have
done.

Table 9.1 presents the results of the analysis of
specialization in violence for juveniles. The left column
represents the total number of offenses of the subjects in the
corresponding row. The rest of the column headings indicate the
number of (actual and expected) violent offenses among the total
offenses. As an example, we can see that, among those with four
offenses, we would expect 7.1% of the offenders to have one

violent offense, the actual percentage that have one violent
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offense is 10.2, more than expected by chance. Quite
consistently there is evidence that violent offenses are not
distributed by chance processes in the population but instead
concentrated in a few individuals. Table 9.2 presents the same
data only for all ages.

First, we can look at the table by column, comparing the
actual frequencies with ekpected frequencies to determine if they
are significantly different. Inspecting the figures more closely
reveals a pattern: those who have committed zero or ohe violent
offense have committed fewer than expected by chance (given their
respective total offense categories) while those who have
committed two or more violent offenses have committed more than
expected for their total offense categories. Table 9.2 shows
that, in general, the same pattern holds when considering
juvenile offenses only, but the figures are much smaller and a
little less consistent. Nevertheless, it is clear from the two
tables that acfual violent offense frequencies differ in
distribution from those expected by chance; at advanced levels of
total number of offenses, the proportion of individuals who are
multiple violent offenders is greater than expected by chance.

We take this as evidence of some concentration of violent
offenses among offenders.

Inspection of Table 9.3 indicates that property offenses are
not randomly distributed across offenders (all ages). The
pattern of this table is slightly more complex and can be

characterized as follows: as the number of property offenses
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begins to approach the total number of offenses for the subject,
property offenses tend to constitute a disproportioﬁate share of
the subject's offenses. For example, let us examine the row for
offenders who have committed a total of 10 offenses. There are
many more who have actually committed zero property offenses
(1.4%) than expected (.1l%) This is likely due to specialization
in other forms of crime. .As we continue to proceed along the row
for those who have committed 10 offenses we note that the
percentage of these offenders who have committed a given number
of property offenses exceeds the expected at the level of six or
more property offenses (out of the total of 10 offenses). Of
those who have committed 10 offenses, 57% (22.2% + 18.1 + 9.7% +
5.6% + 1.4%) committed six or more property offenses. The
expected percentage was 33.4%. There is, then, some
specialization in property offenses.

.Table 9.4 concerns the same types of offenses (property) but
includes only ofﬁenses committed by juveniles. It shows the same
pattern but more clearly. The pattern seems to suggest that
there is a group of offenders who commit almost entirely property
offenses, and this pattern is not restricted to offenders of any
particular level of recidivism. Again, this pattern is taken as
evidence of a group of offenders who tend to specialize in
property offenses. 1In any case, property offenses are not

randomly distributed across offenders,
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T Predjcti Method

The second approach to the guestion of specialization or
patterning is not based on a theoretical Gistribution. Here, we
ask the question, "If a subject commits a violent offense at
offense N, is he more likely to commit another violent offense at
some point in his career than a subject who committed a
non-violent offense at offense N?" At each offense level,
violent and non-violent offenders are compared for the type of
recidivism they have engaged in. Several restrictions apply to
inclusion in eaéh stage of analysis, however. First, an offender
is included at offense level N only if he has at least one
subsequent offense. Second, if he has appeared as a violent
offender at offense N, he will be excluded from all further
stages either as a violent or non-violent offender. Thus, at
each stage (offense level), a comparison is made between a
subject who has engaged in his first violent offense and a person
who has the same number of prior offenses (none of them violent)
and whose current offense (offense N) is non-violent. For
example, in Table 9.5 we see that, considering offenders at all
ages, there were 82 subjects who had a violent offense at offense
1l and 3500 whose first offense was non-violent. Each of them has
at least one subsequent offense. Of the 82 violent offenders,
15.9% included at least one additional violent offense among
thgir subsequent offenses, compared to 10.9% of the non-violent
offenders at offense 1. At offense 2, there were 60 subjects who

committed a violent offense as a second offense and who had at
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ieast one subsecguent offense, and who were not inciuded as
violent offenders at offense l; there were 2182 subjects who
committed a non-violent offense at offense 2, who had at least
one subsequent offense and who did not have a violent offense at
offense 1. Of the 60 violent offenders at offense 2, 26.7%
showed at least one subsequent violent offense, compared to 14.0%
of the non-vioclent offendérs with the same number of prior
(non-violent) offenses. These analyses were carried out for
violent qffenders versus non-violent offenders and for property
offenders compared to non-property offenders. It should be noted
here that this is a very conservative method for demonstrating
specialization. That is, once an individual has appeared in this
table as (for example) z violent offender, he is excluded from
future analyses. In other words, we are precluded from taking
into account multiple recidivistic violent offenders. Naturally,
this reduces the apparent level of specialization.

Since the number of subjects available for each stage is
necessarily restricted by our rules for inclusion, analyses were
based on offenses at all ages, including adult as well as
juvenile offenses. However, the analyses were replicated for
juvenile offenses gnly, to see if the patterns observed for all
offenders were substantially different when looking only at
juvenile careers.

Taking first the question of violence specialization (Table
9.5) and cbmparing across columns for each row (offense number),

it is consistently true that where a subject has a violent
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cifense on offense N, ne is more likely to have a subsequent
violent offense than his counterpart who had a non-violent
offense at offense N. Thig is also true of juvenile offenders
(Table 9.6), with the exception of the first offense. Of course,
the numbers are very small for this table.

Tables 9.7 and 9.8 concern theft offenses. Again, looking
at analyses restricted toAjuveniles and those including all
offenders, thosé who committed theft offenses at offense N were
more likely to commit subseqguent theft offenses than their
non-thief counterparts at offense N.

Other features of Tables 9.5 through 9.8 are also
noteworthy. For instance, it is possible to make a ratio of the
percentage of offenders with a violent offense at offense N who
commit a future violent offense to the percent of offenders with
a non-violent offense at offense N who commit a future violent
offense. This can be done at each offense level., We have done
so only for the tables including all offenders since those with
juveniles only, have such small numbers that their stability is
in doubt. These ratios can be interpreted rather directly. For
instance, considering offense 1 (Table 9.5), we can see that
those who committed a violent offense as their first offense are
1.46 times as likely to commit a second violent offense as
offenders whose.first offense was not a viclent one. It is also
possible to take a mean of these ratios over all cffense types to
get the average ratio. For violent offenders the average ratio

is 1.94; on the average, then, offenders who commit their first
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violent offense (at any offense N) are 1.94 times as likely to
commit a subseguent violent offense in their career than are
offenders who have the same number of (non-violent) priors but
whose offense N is non-violent. It is useful to compare this
mean ratio with its analog from the analysis of theft offenses
(Table 9.7), which turned out to be 1.33. On the average,
offenders who commit a théft offense at offense N are 1.33 times
as likely to commit another theft offense in the future as are
similar offenders who have committed a non-theft offense at
offense N. This ratio is smaller than that calculated for
violent offenders, indicating a stronger tendency toward
specialization in violence than theft offenses.

Finally, it may be valuable to indicate how the ratios
change over the careers of offenders. That is, is it more
possible to predict the likelihood of a future violent offense at
offense 5 than it was at offense 1l: Of course, a similar
guestion can be asked for property offenses.

Figure 9.1 is a plct of the ratios from Tables 9.5 and 9.7.
It would appear that our ability to predict future offense types
does depend, to some degree, on when in an offender's career he
commits his first violent offense. Committing a violent offense
on his first offense means less toward predicting the future than
committing a viclent offense on the third offense. The pattern
is not a smooth one, but there is a tendency for the'predictive
advantage to go up with offense N, to go back down, and up once

again, reaching a peak at offense 8. 1If an offender commits his
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first violent offense at offense 8, he is much more likely to
commit another one later, compared to a similar non-violent
cffender at offense 8 than is true at other offense Ns. Of more
potential policy value is offense 3 since interventions are
likely to be more meaningful (at least from an incapacitation
perspective, and maybe others) early in the career than later
(e.g., offense 8),. .

For theft offenses, our comparative ability to predict goes
down with each offense number, and it is almost always lower than
for violent offenses. That is, if an offender commits a theft as
an earlé offense, he is a likely candidate for future theft
offenses. If he does not commit theft in his first three or four
offenses (an improbable offense pattern) he is unlikely to be a
recidivistic thief. We must be careful at this point, however,
for the total population it is always true that future theft
offenses are more likely than violent offenses. This is the case
because theft offenses are sc much more prevalent than violent
offenses. Perhaps some adaptation of this form éfvanalysis could
be useful in the important problem of predicting’the recurrence
of violence (Monahan & Klassen, 1982). Also, violent offenses
are the more socially harmful therefore warranting more
attention.

One further potential problem with the general method of
predicting future offense types from a given point in the career
(toward assessing specialization) should be mentioned. The

method asks whether an individual who commits a violent offense
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at this second offense (as an example) is more likely to commit a g

subsequent violent offense than one who commits a non-violent ‘ -134a-

offense as a second offense. One problem with this method is

that violent offenders tend to commit more offenses in general. References Chapter 9

Thus, an individual who commits a violent offense as his second § f Chai
; : aiken, J.M., § Chaik fat s -

4 : ’ ’ en, M.R. Varieties of criminal behavi
. L j { : 2 . : . ior:
offense is more likely to commit more additional offenses than an : ' ?gﬁ??iitgngfpgllgy 1mP%;gatlons. Final Report- to Nationzl

' : ustice, 2.
individual who commits a theft as h%s second offense. Thus, the 4 Kleing M.W. Cafeteria-style delinquency: Evidence and
violent offender will have more opportunities for committing : ; %ﬁglégig;ogz.s Pyeiegteg at 1980 meeting os the Society for

: r , ocia roblems.

future violent offenses. However, in view of the congruence of Monahan, J & Klass D
) v en, .

Situational approaches to

the results using this method with the results of the Bernoulli f s - ?ﬂdﬁgiggﬁﬁéngxagd p;egicting individual violent behavior
; | ng, K.E., & Werner, N.A. (Eds.), Criminal Violen
process method, and the fact that specialization is shown with : : Beverly Hilis: Sage Publications, 1982. =3

thievery by this method as well, no further adjustments of the ; Rojek, D., & Erickson, M. Delinquent careers.

1982, (May), 20(1). Criminology,

jat 3 d c . igli
cata were deefhied necessany Wolfgang, M., Figlio, R., § Sellin, T. Delinquency in a birth
In summary, we have demonstrated that thieves and violent ~ : cohort. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1072.

offenders exhibit a moderate level of specialization in type of
crimes committed in their careers. This has been done using two
quite different approaches to the problem. 1In addition, it

appears that violent offenders are somewhat more likely to show ;
specialization than property offenders. Our definition of
specialization, however, is quite different from the methods used :
by Wolfgang et al. It is, therefore, pointless to compare our §

results with theirs.
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Expected and Actual Percent Zero-, One-, Two-, Three-, and Four-Time
Violent Offenders by Number of Offenses-Juveniles Only

Number of Violent Offenses

Total
Number 0 1 2 3 4
Of Offenses A E A E A E E A E
1 98.4 98.1 1.6 1.9 - - - - - -
2 96.6 96.3 3.0 3.7 .3 .04 - - - -
3 96.2 94.5 3.8 5.4 0 .1 0 0 - -
4 89.8 92.7 10.2 7.1 0 .2 0 0 0, 0
5 89.0 90.9 9.9 8.7 1.1 .3 0 0 0 0
6 85.1 89.2 13.8 10.3 1.1 .5 0 .ol 0 0
7 90.6 87.5 6.3 11.8 3.1 .7 0 02 0 0
8 90.6 85.9 6.3 13.2 3.1 .9 0 .03 0 0
9 81.3 84.2 12.5 14.5 6.3 1.1 0 .1 0 0
10 83.3 82.7 5.6 15.9 0 1.4 5.6 .1 5.6 .1
Note: A = Actual percentages
: B = Expected percentages based on Bernoulli distribution
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Total
Number

Expected and Actual Percent Zero-,

Ot Offenses

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

Note: A

non

Table 9.2

Number of Violent Offenses

One-, Two-, Three-, and Four-Time
Violent Offenders by Number of Arrests-all Ages

0 1 2 3
A E A E A E A E

98.6  96.3 1.4 3.7
96.8  92.8 3.0 7.1
93.0 89.4 6.1 10.2
90.9  86.1 7.7  13.1
88.2  83.0 9.9 15.8
83.7 79.9 12.0 18.2
79.6  77.0 14.9  20.5
76.5 74.2 18.7 22.¢
66.7 . 71.5 25.0 24.5
73.1  68.9 17.9  26.2

.
[N

0.4 0.0 0.00
0.7 0.3 0.02

0.05

0.09
2.3 0.9 0.14
3.0 0.5 0.23
3.7 1.7 0.32
4.5 3.7 0.45

VU W od Do o
.
N D NN O W

Actual percentages
Expected percentages based on Bernoulli distribution

0.00
0.00
6.00
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.03
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Table 9.3
Expected and Actual Percent Zero-, One-, Two-, Three-, and Four-Time
Property Otfenders by Number of Offenses All Ages
rotal Number of Property Offenses
Number 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
—— . 7 8 g 10
of Offenses [} E A E A E A 12 A F A E A E A E A E A E A
1 59.4 51.8 40.6 48.2
2 38.6 26.8 36.3 49.9 5.0 23.3
3 20.5 13.9 30.7 36.8 29.2 36.1 18.8 11.2 .
4 12.¢6 7.2 18.9 26.8 27.7 37.4 26.6 23.2 14.2 5.4
5 7.1 3.7 15.7 17.3 22.1 32.3 21.4 30.1 23.2 14.0 10.4 2.6
6 3.1 1.9 lo.5 0.8 16.2 25.1 24,0 31i.1 17.9 21.8 17.9 8.1 10.5 1.3
7 1.5 1.0 5.2 6.5 13.4 18.2 13.4 28.2 23.9 26.3 20.1 14.7 12.7 4.6 9.7 .6
8 1.5 .5 7.4 3.8 8.1 12.5 1l0.4 23.4 18.5 27.2 21.5 20.3 16.3 9.5 1lo0.4 2.5 5.9 3
9 0 .3 .9 2.2 4.7 6.3 '8.4 18.1 1s.8 25.3 19.6 23.6 12.1 14.7 19.6 5.9 15.0 1.4 2.8 .1
10 1.4 .1 2.8 1.3 6.9 5.4 4.2 13.4 9.7 21.9 18.1 24,5 22,2 19,0 18.1 10.1 9.7 3.5 5.6 .7 1.4
Note: A = Actuval percentages
B =

Expected percentages based on Bernoulli distribution
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Table 9.4
Expected and Actual Percent Zero-, One-, ‘lwo-, Three-, and Four-Tume
Property Offenders by Mumber of Uffenses-Juveniles Only

Total Number of Property Uffenses
¢ Nomber 0 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
¢ of Otfenses A ) E A E ) E A E ) E”- & E A E A E A E A E

1 28.7 66.4 71.3 33.6

2 12.6 44.0 35.6 44.7 51.8 11.3

3 5.8 29.2 17.1 44.4 33.2 22.5 43.8 3.8

4 1.6 19.4 5.9 39.3 21.4 29.9 28.3 10.1 428 1.3

) 0 12.9 2.2 32,6 11.0 33.1 19.8 16.8 33.0 4.3 .1 .4

6 3.4 8.5 1.1} 26.0 4.6 33.0 16.1 22.3 23.0 8.5 26.4 1.7 25.3 .1

7 0 5.7 0 20,1 1.6 30.6 6.3 25,8 1i8.8 13.1 15.6 4.0 26.6 .7 313 0

n 0 3.8 0 15.2 0 27.1 0O 21.4 6.3 17.4 15.6 7.1 21.9 1.8 28.1 “328.1 .0

9 0 2.5 0 11.4 0 23.1 o 27.3 3.1 20.8 9.4 10.5 15.6 3.6 18.8 .8 37.5 .1 15.6 .0

10 0 1.7 0 8.4 0 9.1 o 25.9 11.1 23.0 11.1 4.0 0.0 5.9 5.6 1.7 16.7 3 2.8 .0 21.8 .0

Mote: A ~ Actual percentages
N = Expected percentages based on Bernoulli distribution
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Percent of Offenders (At Each Offense Number) With Future Offenses
Who Have VYiolence Among Future Offenses: Comparing Cffenders
With Violence With Those Who Have Non-Violence Offenses

On Offense N- All Ages

e AR T Y § ey Y P g e b

A | 3 C D E F '

No. With No. With % With No. With No. With % With Ratio
Of fense Non-Viol. Future Future Violence Future Future of
. N At -Off. N Violence Violence At Off. N Violence Violence F/C
‘ 1 3500 381 10.9 82 13 15.9 1.46
2 2182 305 14.0 60 16 26.7 1.91 :
3 1469 236 6.1 41 16 39.0 2.42 f
4 1139 218 19.1 34 11 32.4 1.70 §
‘ 5 858 159 18.5 48 17 35.4 1.91 i
6 682 118 17.3 37 9 24.3 1.40
7 536 100 18.7 30 12 40.0 2.14
8 441 77 . 17.5 18 8 44.4 2.54
15.48

X = 1.94
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Table 9.6

Percent of Offenders (At Each Offense Number) With Future Offenses
Wwho Have Violence Among Future Offenses: Comparing Offenders
With Violence With Those Who Have Non-Violence Offenses

On Offense N - Juveniles Only

No. With No. With 3 With No. With No. With
Non-Viol. Future Future Violence Future
At Off. N Violence Violence At Off. N Violence

1328 51 3.8 15 0

710 36 5.1 8 2

436 24 5.5 8 3

288 22 7.6 4 1

209 10 4.8 7 2

% With
Future

Violence

0
25.0
37.5
25.0
28.6
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Offense

N

1
2
3
4
5
6

Table 9.7

Percent of Offenders (At Each Vffense Number) With Future Offenses
Who Have Theft Among Future Offenses:. Comparing Offenders
With Theft With Those Who Have Non-Theft Offenses

On Offense N- All Ages

A B C D BE P
No, With No. With % With No. With No. With $ With
Non-Theft Future Future Theft At Future Future
At Off. N Theft Theft Offense N Theft Theft
1246 471 37.8 2336 1517 64.9
480 162 33.7 430 236 54.9
223 87 39.0 12q 69 57.5
117 49 41.9 64 32 50.0
53 28 52.8 26 15 57,7
29 15 51.7 15 7 46.7

Ratio
of

F/C__
1.72
1.63
1,47
1.19
1,09

.90
8.00
1,33

e
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Percent of Offenders (At Each Offense Number) With Future Offenses
Who Have Theft Among Future Offenses: Comparing Offenders
With Theft With Those Who Have Ncon-Theft Offenses

On Offense N - Juveniles Only

No. With No. With % With No. With No, With % With
Offense Non-Theft Future Future Theft At Future Future
N At Off. N Theft Theft Offense N Theft Theft

1 241 166 68.9 1102 879 79.8

2 35 21 60.0 io3 78 75.7

3 28.6 19 14 73,7

4 3 66.7 5 5 100.0
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Figure 9.1. Ratios of % Commitiing Future Violence

W
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(Tables 9.5
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Note: We stopped at six theft offenses because there are too few
offenders who did aot commii a theft by their seventh offense.
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Chapter 10 ing with a steep ascent between ages 14 and 16. The Philadelphia

curve (also plotted on Figure 10.1) is quite different. It shows

e T T

AGE OF ONSET a steep ascent from age 8 onward, peaking at age 16, with a sharp

decline at age 17 to below the level seen at ége 14. Of course,

the previously noted difference in overall probability of offend-

There is a substantial literature indicating that the age of ing between the two cohorts is also demonstrated in this figure.

onset of delinquent behavior predicts rather well to the nature

S S

The Philadelphia curve attains a much higher peak than the Copen-

of the subsequent delinquent career (Farrington, 1983; Glueck and » f hagen curve does at any point. Interestingly, even if we follow

Glueck, 1950; McCord, 1981; Robins and Wish, 1977: Wolfgang, Fig- : the Copenhagen cohort to age 25, it does not reach the same lev-

lio and Sellin, 1972). For instance, the earlier the age of els as the Philadelphia cohort at any time after age 13. How-

onset, the more arrests the delinquent will accumulate. From ever, the rate of first offense probability does rise slightly

Wolfgang, et al, we know that there is a moderately high negative after age 17, peaking at age 21, gradually declining to age 23

correlation between age of onset and subsequent seriousness of when the curve takes a noticeable turn downward to age 25. The

offenses, although this relationship varies by race and SES cate- ‘ major observation to be made from this graph, then, is that in

gories. addition to the lower overall level of first offense probability

In this chapter, our overall purpose will be to determine in the Copenhagen cohort, the Danish group is slower to start

the degree to which this Scandinavian cohort shows the same pat- f

delinquency and slower to reach a peak in first offending.

. . . T . r T ],t . .
terns seen in American studies, focussing, of course, on the Phi ! | We should remind the reader, here, that official record

ladelphia cohort for comparison. More specifically, we will keeping of police contacts does not become automatic until the

explore the distribution of age of onset and the class differ-

bk € SR

subject reaches 15 years of age. Naturally, this affects what we

ences in this distribution. In addition, we will describe the 3 see as the age of onset, and causes us to take less seriously the

career implications of different onset ages 1pclud1ng subsequent observation that age of onset is later in Copenhagen. Two facts

offense density and seriousness. Of course, these issues will should be mentioned in response to this problem. First, a simi-

also be analyzed by social class. lar situation exists in the U.S. in that police are more reluc-

Distribution of First Offenses

tant to give a youth a record in his younger years. In Denmark

Figure 10.1 plots the probability of a first offense by age. there is merely an official cut-off point for the (selectively

The pattern of first offenses in Copenhagen is one of slow start- used) grace period, while this point is less clear in the United

4 e e e
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States.

Second, the lag of the Copenhagen ages of onset continues
throughout the ages--certaintly beyond the age at which record-
keeping is systematic. We cannot, therefore, justify denying a
later age of onset for quenhagen youth.

Table 10.1 shows the offender rate for each age of onset
category, and Figure 10.2 displays the same data as a plot.
Naturally, we would expect these numbers to reveal essentially
the same pattern seen in Figure 10.1, but there is a slight dif-
ference in the method of calculation. First, of course, the

offender rate is based on a different metric than the probability

shown "in prior figures. Beyond that, however, the offender rate
is calculated as the number of subjects per 1000 that fall into
each age-of-onset category. As Wolfgang et al. did, however, we
subtract from each category; the number of subjects who fall into
earlier age-of-onset categories, yielding a true rate of onset at
each age level. It is clear from the graph that the pattern is
the same as that seen in Figure 10.1, but in this case the rates
are-shown by class. Focussing on the under-18 offenses only, we
can see that the Copenhagen higher classes are slower to start
delinquent activity than the lower classes. Likewise, the slope
for the higher-SES group never is as steep as the one for the
lower-SES group in Copenhagen. By comparison, while the Phila-
delphia higher classes are about three years slower to start than
the lower clagses, the slope ultimately ascends at about the same
rate (but stopping below the lower class level) as the lower

class slope. The slope for the two classes are, in short, close

IR W e e Em

JE—
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to parallel, if at different levels. This pattern suggests
again, a stronger class effect in Copenhagen than in Phiiadelp-
hia. It should also be noted here that when the data for Phila-
delphia dre analyzed by race they show’p;eciSely the same pattern
as when analyzed by class.

Career Implications

Our interest in the career implications of onsest age has
two main themes: the quantity and seriousness of offenses subse-
quent to the first. That is, we wish to know whether, as implied
by earlier reséarch, early onset indicates more delinquency and
more serious delinquency compared to later onset. First, the
issues of quantity will be addressed. Probably the most
straightforward approach to the issue of offense quantity as
predicted by age of onset is to calculate the mean number of sub-
sequent offenses associated with each age category. These fig-
ures are shown in Table 10.1, and are graphed in Figure 10.3. As
usual, the means are computed by social class as well. The rela-
tion between age of onset and number of subsequent offenses as
portrayed by this type of analfsis is clear from Figure 10.3;
there is a strong inverse relation. That is, the earlier the
onset of delinquency the more offensive the child will ultimately
be. Certainly this corresponds rather well with prior literature
in the area, including Wolfgang's et al analysis, also shown on
the graph; The pattern is obviously the same for both classes in
both cohorts. Both cohorts show wider discrepancies in offense
quantity with early onset than with later onset; that is, in the

lower classes, early onset means proportionately more offenses

© M o v e ey e B R ek mew e - xgota PSS
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than it means in the higher classes. This is less true for
Copenhagen subjects than for Philadelphia subjects, however. The
large class difference virtually ends at age 9, although it
appears again to a les'ser degree, at ages 12 ‘and 13. 1In studying
these results, the question arises as to whether the relation
seen reflects only the fact that those who start earlier have a
longer exposure time and therefore more opportunity to offend
(not an insignificant fact in itself) or whether an earlier onset
means a higher offense density per year of exposure (a separately
interesting fact).

To address this question, a separate figure (Figure 10.4)
was prepared based on offenses per year of exposure to age 25
(when our data end). In other words, subjects whose first
offense was at age 7 were assumed to have 18 years of exposure;
those who started at age 8 were assumed tc have 17 years of expo-
sure, etc. Therefore, the mean number of offenses for each age
category was divided by the number of years of exposure to yield
the mean number of offenses per year of exposure. Of course the
analysis was done by social class. Exposure time through age 25
was used to avoid a "floor effect" problem that we would have
encountered if exposure time had only included the -juvenile years
ending at age 17. Had we used the shorter time, those who had
begun offending at age 17 would have a mean offenses per year of
at least 1l The closer to 17 an offender was when beginning del-
inquency, the higher his "offense density" would be, artifactu-
ally. The use of a longer exposure beyond onset effectively eli-

minates this problem. Using this method we can see that there is

o e C o mma o g e n memr pe o R
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virtually no effect of onset age on offense density for either
class. There is considerable fluctuation within the higher
class, but there is no systematic pattern save at the very early
age of 7 which, as an age of onset predicts a very low density,
contrary to what we migh; have expected from previously cited
literature. Based on these data, we can say that a juvenile is
just about as likely to continue offending at a similar rate if
he begins at 8 or at 16. This means more offenses total, but no
more offenses per year for young starters.

"Unfortunately, a similar analysis could not bé done with the
Philadelphia cohort since offenses beyond age 17 were not availa-
ble.

The second theme of this section is offense seriousness as
predicted by age of onset. Table 10.2 and Figure 10.5 address
this issue by indicating the mean seriousness scores of all
offenses committed by each age-of-onsetgroup (through age 17).

We can see from Figure 10.5 that mean seriousness remains quite

constant across age groups until the age of 15 when it goes down

- fairly steadily. The overall impression from the graph, however,

is that seriousness stays essentially constant across onset ages.
Because consideration of later years gives quite a different
impression, we shall present data through age 25 as well. Figure
10.6 does this. Clearly, when taking aAlonger-term perspective,
the relation between offense seriousness and age of onset appears
significant. Specifically, the earlier the onset, the more seri-
ous the offenses eventually committed by the delinquents.

It is also clear from both graphs that class differences are
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small. Without doubt, this reflects the fact that most offenses
are property offenses for both classes. As seen in Chapter 4 it
is the quantity not the type of offenses which varies by class.
The Philadelphia cohort (Figure 10.7) shows a pattern more
similar to the under-18 data from Copenhagen than to the long-
term Copenhagen analysis. That is, very little variation in ser-
iousness is seen across age categories. The lower classes show a
slight decrease in seriousness over onset age, while the higher
classes show virtually no systematic change. Also, as expected
from prior amnalyses, class differences in seriousness are larger

in Philadelphia than in Copenhagen.

Summarz

It is clear that, for the Copenhagen cohort, early onset
predicts more offenses, especially in the lower classes. Offense

seriousness also is higher among early starters, although offense
density shows no pattern. Therefore, it can be said that early
onset means mbre serious offenses if not higher density.

In Philadelphia, the number of offenses committed is also

greater for the early starters, but a density analysis could not
be adequately completed. Here the early starters do not show

more seriousness in their offending.
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Copenhagen

Nge of Onset
A. All Offenders
Total Offenses

Total Offenders

X Offenses
~ Offender Rate

X Offenses per
Yr. Exposure

B. Low Class:
Total Offenses
Total Offenders
X Offenses
Offender Rate

X Offenses per
Yr. Exposure

C. High Class:
Total Offenses
Total Offenders
X Offenses
Offender Rate

X Offenses per
Yr. Exposure

Offenses and Offenders by Age of Onset and SES

7 8
117 265
25 51
4.7 5.2
.9 1.9
.69 .80
111 231
23 38
4.8 6.1
1.6 2.6
.73 .89
6 34
13
3.0 2.6
2 1.1
.22 .b3

Table 10.1

238
62

3.8
2.3

.74

200
54

3.7
3.7

.73

38

4.8
1

L)

71

10

339
84
4.0
3.2

275
67
4.1
4.6

64
17

3.8
1.4

11

263
78
3.4
3.0

233
66
3.5
4.5

30
12

2.5
1.0

12

409
103
4.0
3.9

.87

371
89
4.2
6.1

38
14

2.7
1.2

13

552
173
3.2
6.6

.85

515

153
3.4

10.6

.90

37
20

1.9
1.7

.51

14

663
241
2.8
9.2

597
208

2.9
14.6

66
33

2.0

)

(2N

15

983

476
2.1

13.4

77

870
405
2.1
28.9

113
71

1.6
6.0

1.1
13.4

16 17
1107 918
697 747
1.6 1.2
27.5 30.3
.74
925 739
564 591
1.6 1.3
41.4 45.3
182 179
133 156
1.4
11.3
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Philadelphia

Age of Onset

All Offenders

Total Offenses

Total offenders
a

X |

Offender Rateb

Low SES:

Total Offenses
Total Offenders
X

Offender Rate

liigh SES:

Total Offenses
Total Offenders

X
Offender Rate

Table 10.1a

Offenses and Gffenders by Abe of Onset, SES

185 353 783 944 1081 1261 1406 1284 1374
25 56 124 179 234 ~ 3o 412 484 596
7.4 6.3 6.3 5.3 4.6 4.2 3.4 2.6 2.3
2.5 5.6 12.6 18.4 24.5 32.3 45.6 56.2 73.3

162 242 697 753 868 950 1016 827 815
19 35 92 132 169 211 278 275 325
8.5 5.9 7.6 5.7 5.1 4.5 3.6 3.0 2.5
4.1 7.7 20.3 29.7 39.2 51.0 70.8 75.4 96.4

23 111 86 191 213 in 390 457 559
6 21 32 47 65 90 134 209 271
3.8 5.3 2.7 4.1 3.3 3.4 2.9 2.2 2.1
1.1 3.9 6.0 8.9 12.4 17.3 26.3 42.1 57.0

16 17
1133 410
718 346
1.6 1.2
95.3  50.8
605 196
356 164
1.7 1.2
116.8  60.9
528 214
362 182
1.4 1.2
80.7  44.1
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Copenhagen

B.

C.

Age of Onset

‘A1l Offenders

Mean Offense Scorz

Weighted Offender
Rate '

Low SES
Mean Offense Score

Heighted Offender
Rate

High SES
Mean Offense Score

Weighted Offender
Rate

Mean Offense Seriousness Scores and Weighted Offender Rate

Table 10,7

for Specified Age-of-Onset Groups by SES

6.2

6.2

6.3

10.2

6.9

1.3

6.9

13.7

7.0

18.7

6.6

7.5

6.8

16.8

6.8

26.8

6.4

4.4

10

6.7

22.2

6.6

31.4

6.8

10.8

11 12
6.7 6.6
20.9 28.1
6.8 6.7
31.9 44.5
6.6 6.0
7.3 1.1

13

6.7

46.6

6.8

6.9

11.7

14

6.6

15

6.1

16

5.7

17

5.6

64.8 113.7 152.2 161.5

6.5

1.1

21.1

6.1

6.1

39.1

5.8

5.4

60.8

5.6

74.8 100.1 174.2 226.1 232.6

5.5

73.7
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C.

Phiiadelphia

Age of Onset : 7

All Offenders

Mean Offense Score 119.22

Weighted Offender
Rated 313.52

Low SES
Mean Offense Score 126.61

Weighted Offender
Rate 606.02

High SES
Mean Offense Score 67.17

Heighted Offender
Rate 63.42

Table 10.2a

Mean Offense Seriousness Scores and Weighted Offender Rate
for Specified Age-of-Onset Groups

118.59 122.00 122.60 120.04 128.8% 111.56 109.27. 107.16

530.52 1397.61 1537.37 2343.27 3643,50 3788.83 6264.22 6991,88

126.00 125.22 130.58 122.73 133.82 114.61 122.91 123,80

649.50 2290.94 2691.08 3912.68 5996.13 6006.11 8177.35 10326,41

102.42 55.88 91.15 103.28 113.83 103.61 84.60 82.90

431.56 638.92 571.67 1057.29 1729.67 2100.08 3152.17 4670.70

16

93.14

7453.01

103.67

11180.11

81.08

4969 .38

17

118.43

16150.67

125.33

7968.80

112.11

5017.40
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FIGURE 10.1 Yearly Probability of First Offense
Commission
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FIGURE 10.6 Mean Offense Seriousness Scores for Specified -160-
Age-of-onset Groups by SES - Copenhagen
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Note:

Seriousness values for ages 7-17 do
not always match "those shown in Figure
10,5 since the scores in this Figure

include all offenses committed through
age 25.

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

‘AGE OE ONSET

g e e s T G e

132

120

Mean '
Offense 108
Seriousness

96

84
72
60
48
36
24

12

~J

FIGURE 10.7 Mean Offense Seriousness Scores for Specified
Age-of-Onset Groups by SES--Philadelphia

8

9

Low SES

High SES

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Age of Onset

g



-162-
Chapter 11
AGE AND DELINQUENCY

In the United States, it is, by now, a commonplace fhat the
peak age of delinquent activity is 16. This is routinely
reported by the FBI in the Uniform Crime Reports and by most
cross-sectional studies of delinquency that are concerned with
age. While it was not surprising, it was reassuring that Wolf-
gang et al. supported this finding in the context of their birth
cohort study. This Philadelphia finding was quite dramatic in
that the fall-off at age 17 was large and consistent across
offense types and classes. There has been considerable theoriz-
ing and/or speculation about why this peak should occur exactly
when it does. Explanations centered around school attendance and
the effect this has on delinquency (Polk and Schafer, 1972; Wolf-
gang et al. 1972). The age of 16 is the typical age at which
mandatory school attendance ends, a fact that is linked to the
drop in delinquency. West and Farrington, however, undermined
this idea; they reported a peak age that was not only later but
did not correspond to the English school-leaving age. This issue
is still clearly open for further empirical input. What would be
the implications of different age distributions in different
countries? How do other peak ages correspond with school atten-
dance? Does the peak age vary with social class in other cul-
tures?

This chapter will be concerned with the age distribution of
delinquency from several perspectives: simple prevalence (by

age), cumulative prevalence over ages, incidence, and serious-
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ness, all by social class. In this chapter, (as in the previous
chapter) we suspend our usual policy of presenting only data from
ages below-18 by presenting the data described here for all ages
available from the Copenhagen cohort (through ége 25). This
exception is made here because age is the central issue in this
chapter; it seems foolish to restrict our statement of results
arbitrarily at age 17 when more information can be used without
affecting our ability to make direct comparisons to the Phila-
deiphia data. That is, extending the age distribution beyond agé
17 does not invalidate the below-18 compérison with Philadelphia.
It is also necessary to extend the analysis beyond 17 if we are
to identify the true delinquency peak in Copenhagen since, as we
shall see later, in some cases the peak occurs after 17 in this
cohort. For these reasons, most analyses in this chapter will
include all available ages.

The reader should be reminded that juveniles in Denmark can
not be officially arrested before the age of 15. This means that
the police are not required to record their contacts with youths
until that age. It is clear, however, that such contacts were
recorded with considerable regularity, when one looks at the num-
bers of contacts that are present in our data file for this
cohort. 1In addition, it.is very likely true that the very young
offenders in the Philadelphia'cohort are also less likely to be
arrested ané recorded. It doesn't seem warranted, then, to focus
too much on this feature of the Danish system.

Age and Delinquency Rates by Social Class

Table 11.1 presents the crude rates and weighted rates by
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social class as well as the ratio of the lower-class to
higher-class crude rates. The rate of delinquency peaks at age
17 for lower-class subjects and at age 18 for higher-class sub-
jects, that is one year later than in Philadelphia for the lower-
class group and two years later for the higher-class subjects.
The weighted rate peaks even later: at age 19 for the lower
class and age 22 for the higher élass, indicating that the seri-
ousness of crimes continues to increase even after frequency
begins to decline. These figures compare, again, to the age of
16 for the weighted-rate peak in Philadelphia.

From Table 11.1 we can also see class differences in the
distribution of delinquency by age, but these differences are not
constant across time. The class difference increases from the
very early years to the age of 14 when it begins to decreass.
This pattern holds for both crude rates and weighted rates. As
would be expected, the differences are all in the direction of
higher rates for the lower classes. Inspection of the actual
crude and weighted rates reveals that the pattern of ratios
reflects two things: (1) both classes of subjects begin delin-
quent activity relatively late (compared to Philadelphia); that
is, the first large jump in rates is between 13 and 14 indicating
the eﬁfective beginning of delinquent behavior at age 14; (2) the
higher classes begin delinquent activity even later than the
lower classés. Thus, the difference between the classes is small
in the very early years when neither has started significant
activity and increases around the age of 14 when the lower

classes begin but the higher classes have not. Then, as the
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higher-class subjects pick up in activity level, the difference

" between the classes narrows.

In Philadelphia, by comparison, the relation is more simple.
The difference between the classes is largest in the beginning
and narrows over time. It'is quite clear that lower classes are
distinguished by earlier delinquent activity. 1In reality, how-
ever, the same can be said of Copenhagen; the pattern is simply
made less straightforward in Copenhagen by the fact that both
classes begin delinquency much later than do Philadelphia delin-
quents, resulting in a smaller difference between the classes
until the lower classes begin significant levels of activity. We
can say about both cohorts, then, that the lower classes are dis-
tinguished by earlier activity. In fact, as indicated by the
sizes of the class ratios, lower classes are more strongly dis-
tinguished by early beginnings in Copenhagen than in Philadelp-
hia.

Table 11.2 addresses the question of offense distribution
across age in a slightly different manner. Here, we can see the
concentration of offenses at each age by calculating the percent
of all offenses that fall within each age category. For this
table, we restrict the percentages to those offenses occurring
before age 18 so that the percentages will be comparable to those
in Philadelphia. It is clear that, in the lower classes, the
highest concentration is in the ages 15, 16, and 17, with a peak
at 17. The higher classes also peak a- 17,

The Philadelphia distribution is a little more flat than the

one for Copenhagen. As usual, the peak for both whites and non-
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whites is 16, but the concentration is lower. In Copenhagen,
just over 20% of the offenses occur through the age of 14 while
about 40% cccur during these ages for Philadelphia. This, of
course, reflects the fact indicated earlier that subjects begin
delinquency at earlier ages in Philadelphia.

Table 11.3 is analogous to Table 11.2 but the analysis is
done with offenders rather than nffenses. The pattern shown by
the data is similar to that seen in Table 11.2: the percent of
offenders at each age increases each year through age 17. Phila-
delphia, on the other hand, shows its usual decline at age 17.
Also, as in Table 11.2, we see that about 20% of the offenders
appear by the age of 14 compared to about 40% in Philadelphia.
Offender crude rates show the same pattern of concentration.
Similarly, when putting the crude rates into class ratios, the
same curvilinear relation is seen, and for the same reasons: both
classes are very late in starting (compared to Philadelphia) and
the higher class is even later than the lower class.

Finally, Table 11.3 displays the mean number of offenses per
offender for each age group. Within the lower SES, there is a
small but consistent increase in the number of offenses per
offender over age. This is not true, however, of the higher-SES
offenders, where the rates evidence a more moderate increase. It
is also true that there is very little difference between classes
on this meaéure. Clearly, then, the difference between classes
that we see consistently in the data must reflect number of
offenders since each offender, on the average, commits about the

same number of offenses regardless of class. In Philadelphia, on

R

o —— o B bt e SIS R P bt - S

et 5 raeen,

RER L D P . R i e T Ly T vme———gl

the other hand, there is both a discernable difference between
Classes on mean number of offenses per offender and a slight
increase with age that occurs. In Philadelphia, then, differ-

eénces 1in class are reflected in more offenders as well. as more

offenses per offender.

Seriousness and age

Table 11.4 indicates the mean seriousness per offense per
offender distributed by age. The seriousness scores are broken
out by index offenses and non-index offenses (the relative fre-
quency of index and non-index offenses will be studied later in
the chapter). 1In other words, apart from the frequency at each
age, we can see what the average seriousness of these offenses is
at various ages of offenders. For both classes, it can be seen
that there is a slight curvilinear relation between age and seri-
ousness. The mean seriousness begins high at the early ages,
decreases to about age 18 for index offenses (earlier for non-in-
dex offenses), and increases again to the end of the distribu-
tion. This may indicate that the younger children are more
likely to be recorded at very young ages if they have committed
quite serious offenses, ‘Less serious offenses would be more
likely to result in referral to the social welfare agencies.
Seriousness, then, declines during the rest of the juvenile years
when youths are more iikely to get into more minor scrapés with
the law, and increases again with age as those who will se exclu-
sively juvenile offenders drop out of the picture, leaving only
the more serious criminal offenders. We should not make too much

nf these differences, they are not large; still, they may have
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some meaning in view of the fact that there is very little
variation in seriousness in the cohort overall, owing to the fact
that offending is so dominated by property offenses. This cir-
cumstance also undoubtedly accounts for the fact that there is
very little diffr.rence in seriousness between fhe classes for
index or non-index offenses.

For non-index offenses, approximately the same pattern
obtains as described for the index offenses, i.e., a curvilinear
one, although the curve bottoms out eariier for this less seriou§
category- of offenses. again class differences are virtually
nonexistent.

Another way of looking at the seriousness of offending by
age is simply to divide the offense distribution by index and
non-index offenses, index being the more serious category of
offenses, and calculate rates at -each age. Table 11.5 does
exactly this, including the percentage distribution of offenses
through age 17 found in each age group. The interpretation of
Table 11.4 and its curvilinear relation between seriousness and
age seems to apply to the data in Table 11.5 too. Here we see
the usual delay in the beginning of delinquency, with the concen-
tration of offenses heavily in years 15 through 17, especially in
the higher class. 1In addition, it is clear that the delay is
longer for the non-index offenses than for the index. This is
counterintuitive, since we would expect the younger children to
commit less serious offenses, not more. This may reflect a prac-
tice of recording the more serious offenses more systematically.

Thus, we see a larger proportion of index offenses (compared to
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non-index offenses) at the earlier ages (before 15).

It should be pointed out again that the offense rate contin-
ues to climb after the Philadelphia rates begin to drop off.
This is seen rather clearly in a graph of the index offense por-
tion of Table 11.5 (Figure.ll.17). This is just one more demons-
tration of the age delay in the Copenhagen cohort compared to the
Philadelphia boys.
Age and Offense Types

From earlier analyses (where we have consistently seen a
later beginning of delinquency in Copenhagen) we should not be
surprised to see a very late start for violent and robbery
offenses. Table 11.6 does not disappoint us; it indicates the
age distribution of index offenses including violence, robbery
and pfoperty. Violent and robbery offenses start very late and
are highly concentrated at age 17 (for juvenile offenses). Proﬁ-

erty offenses, on the other hand, increase more gradually over '

. the ages. In Philddelphia violent and robbery offenses start

much earlier (and, of course, attain a much greater frequency
overall).

Table 11.7 displays the same figures except that social
class is used to divide the distribution. Again, there are no
surprises. The higher-SES category is even later to start vio-
lent and robbery offenses than the lower-SES, and shows an even
larger percéntage of property offenses. There is virtually no
violence in the higher-SES category of offender. Property
offenses increase over the ages at about the same rate for both

classes.
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Summa;z

The most general statement that can be made about the age
distribution of delinquency in Copénhagen compared to Philadelp-
hia is that delinquency is later in Copenhagen. It begins later
and peaks later. The overall rate of delinquency in Copenhagen
peaks at age 17 for the lower classes and at 18 for the higher
classes; this compares to age 16 for both classes in Philadelphia

Likewice, when considering offender rates, the peak comes at
at 17 in Copenhagen,'and 16 in Philadelphia. The number of
offenses per offender shows a slighf curve in both.cities, peak-
ing at age 18 in Copenhagen and 16 in Philadelphia. Mean seri-
ousness of offenses presents a fairly complex picture but the
weighted rates of delinquency (i.e., multiplying offense rates by
the seriousness of the offenses) show peaks at 19 for lower
classes and 22 for higher classes in Copenhagen, compared to the
usual age 16 for Philadelphia. Violence and robbery offenses
also begin and peak later in Copenhagen.

Class differences, in general, are larger in the early years
and narrow over time. This is not true, however, when looking at
the average’number of offenses per offender where class differ-
ences remain stable. This indicates that the class differences
that do exist are based on differences in offenders ovér ages and
in the seriousness of the crimes they commit. |

The agé findings presented in this chapter are quite consis-
tent. Almost regardless of how the data are approached or
divided, delinquency peaks later in Copenhagen. This difference,

and its interpretation is discussed in considerable detail in

pome b
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-172- Table 11.1
References Chapter 11 | ‘ | Gg%ﬁg—dsggglﬁg g;‘{?ﬁqﬁgﬁcy
Polk,CK:, & Schafer, W.E. Schoois and delinguency. Englewood é Lopenhagen |
- Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice EETTT_THET%"T§7%. : ;
West, D.J., § Farrington, D.P. The delinquent way of iife E = s Ratio  Ratio
New York: Crane Russak and Co. Inc., 1977. ' : Total : Total , of CR of WR
' Age Offenses  CR WR Cffenses CR WR  LC/HC LC/HC
Wolfgang, M., Figlio, R., § Sellin, T. Delinquency in a birth | L /
cohort. Chicago: University of ChiCago Press, 197Z. N 10 110 7.47 49.20 29 2.43 17.24  3.07 2.85
11 133 9.03 62.84 19 1,59 11.72 5.68 5.36
12 173 11.74 84.45 27 2.27 14.84 5.17 5.69
<13 287 19.48  137.38 35 2.94 21.12 6.63 6.50
14 502 34.08 241.72 58 4.87 35.79 7.00 6.75
i . 15 957 64.97 474.41 129 10.82 82.83 6.00 5.73
é 16 1599 108.55 857.55 234 19.63 157.77 5.53 5.44
% 17 1934 131.29  992.57 323 27.10 . 221.22  4.84 4.99
18 1500 128.98 991.17 381 31.96 269.45 4.04  3.68
| 19 1834 124.50 1038.63 323 27.10 294.37 4.59 . 3.83
é 20 1525 103.52 927.66 322 27.01 337.74 3.83 2.74
i 21 1504 102.10 984.43 270 22.65 311.09 4.51 3.16
f 22 1326 90.01 997.16 290 24.33 348.05 3.70 2.86
23 1177 79.90 915.69 249 20.89  335.39 3.82 2.73
24 1119 75.96 861.61 205 17.20 284.82 4.42 3.03
25 972 65.98 745.24 = 196 16.44  250.99 4.01 3.97
‘
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Philadelphia

Age

10 and under?
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

8The rates for this category are expressed as the mean for each of the four

Table 11.1a

Age-Race-Specific Crude and
Weighted Rates of Delinquency

Nonwhites ' Whites
@R WR ®
2.3 8.3 7.33
97.86 112.80 22.15
152.31 170.30 31.95
213.65 241.66 48.13
284.63 345.68 80.79
385.25 445.01 124.66
437.28 633.49  180.18
282.91 503.34 .  115.58

ages from 7 to 10 years of age.

-174-
Difference Difference

in CR in WR

WR NW/W NW/W
7.33 4.5 11.4
17.82 4.4 6.3
37.93 4.8 4.5
43.34 4.5 5.6
72.24 3.5 4.8
120.79 3.1 3.6
143.65 2.4 4.4
122.50 4.1

2.4

e T
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Table 11,2
Offenses by SES and Age
Copenhagen
Low SES High SES Total
Age N ztour N ztow N % to 17
10 110 1.93 (79.14) 29 3.40 (20.86) 139 2.12
11 133 2.34 (87.50) 19 2,22 (12.50) 152 2.32
12 173 3.0 (86.50) 27 3.16 (13.50) 200 3.05
13 287 5.04 (89.13) 35 4.10 (10.87) 322 4.92
14 502 8.81 (89.64) 58 6.79 (10.36) 560 8.55
15 957  16.80 (88,12) 129 15.11 (11.88) 1086 16.58
16 1599  28.08 (87.23) 234 27.40 (12.77) 1833 27.99
17 193  33.96 (85,69) 323 37.82 (14.31) . 2257 34.46
18 1900 (83.30) 381 (16.70) 2281
19 1834 (85.03) 323 (14.97) - 2157
20 1525 (82.57) 322 (17.43) 1847
21 1504 (84.78) 270 (15.22) 1774
22 1326 (82.05) 290 (17.95) 1616
23 1177 (82.54) 249 (17.46) 1426
26 1119 (84.52) 205 (15.48) 1324
25 972 (83.22) 196 (16.78) 1168
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Philadelphia

Age

10 and under .

i1
12
13
14
15
16
17

N
376

284
442
620
826
1118

. 1269

821

Nonwhites

. .
6.53
4.93
7.68
10.77
14.35
19.42
22.05
14.26

Table 11.2a

Of fenses by Race and Age

(64.
(64.
(66.
(64.
(59.
(56.
(50.
(50.

208
156
225
339
569
878
1269
814

Whi tes

L3
4.67
3.50
5.50
7.60

12.76
19.69
28.47
18.26

(35.6)
(35.5)
(33.7)
(35.3)
(40.8)
(44.0)
(50.0)
(49.8)

584
440
667

1395
1996
2538
1635

Total

5.7
4.3
6.5
9.4
13.7
19.5
24.8
16.0

(100.
(100.
(100.
(100.
(100.
(100.
(100.
(100.

0)
0)
0)
0)
0)
0)
0)
0)
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‘ Table 11,3
E. Offender Count by Age and SES

Copenhagen

Age N %toll % ¥* @ N  %tol7 % X Ratio N %to17 X
10 86 2.45 (76.63) 1,27 5.84 22 3,49 (23,37) 1,32 1.85 3,16 108 2.61 1.29
11 96 2.73 (84.21) 1.39 6.52' 18 2,85 (15.79) 1,06 1.51 4,32 114 2.75 1.33
12 128 3.64 (87.07) 1.35 8.69 19 3.01 (12.93) 1.42 1.59 5.47 147 3.55 1.36
13 211 6.01 (88.28) 1.36 14.33 28 4.44 (11.72) 1.25 2.35 6.10 239 5,77 1.35
14 335 9.54 (87.93) 1.50 22.74 46 7.29 (12.07) 1.26 3.86 5.89 381 9.17 1.47
15 621 17.67 (86.49) 1.54 42.16 97 15.37 (13.51) 1.33 8.14 5,18 718 17.33 1.51
16 926 26.36 (84.03) 1,73 62.86 176 27.89 (16.97) 1,33 14.77 4,26 1102 26.59 1.66
17 1110 31.60 (83.15) 1.74 75.35 225 35.66 (16.85) 1,44 18.88 3,99 1335 32.22 1.69
18 1087 (81.55) 1.75  73.79 246 (18.45) 1.55 20.64 1333 1.71
19 1068 (82.66) 1.72 72.50 224 (17.38) 1.44 18.79 1292 1.67
20 907 (78.80) 1.68 61.57 244 (21.20) 1.32 20.47 1151 1.60
21 915 (82.28) 1.64 62.11 197 (17.72) 1.37 16.53 1112 1.60
22 785 (78.82) 1.69 52.29 211 (21.18) 1.37 17.70 996 1.62
23 722 (79.25) 1.63 49.01 189 (20.75) 1.32 15.86 91 1.57
24 625 (80.13) 1.79 42.43 155 (19.87) 1.32 13.00 780 1.70
25 605 (80.24) 1.61 41.07 149 (19.76) 1.32 12.50 754 1.55

*Mean Number of offenses per offender

.
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Philadelphia

Age

10 and under
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

a

X = The average number of offenses per offender at each age category

j=

186
135
178
278
423
627
881
608

Whites
%
5.60
4.07
5.36
8.38
12.75
18.90
26.5§

18.33

(42.08)
(41.03)
(38.69)
(48.34)
(45.02)
(50.28)
(55.97)
(54.92)

Offender Count by Age and Race

.12
.12
.26
.22
.34
.40
.44
.34

Table 11.3a

256
194
282
297
496
620
693
499

Nonwhites

%
7.67
5.81
8.45
8.90

14,86‘
18.57‘
20.76

14.95

(57
(58.
(61
{51.
(53.
(49.
(44.
(45.

.91)

96)

.30)

65)
97)
n)
02)
07)

f><l

.47
.46
.57
.09
.67
.80
.83
.64

Total

N &

442 6.64
329 4.94
460 6.91
575 8.64
9i9  13.81
1247  18.74
1574  23.65
1107 16.63

1>

1.32
1.34
1.45
1.68
1.62
1.60
1.61
1.48
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Table 11.4 |

Number and Mean Seriousness Scores of Index and Non-Index Offenses by Age and SES 1

" Copenhagen : . {

Index . Non-Index ;

Low SES High SES Low SES High SES ?

X X X X [

Age N Ser. N Ser'.. N Ser. N Ser. ;
10 84 7.53 24 7.58 26 3.58 5 4.74
11 110 7.58 18 7.58 23 4.20 1 5.45
12 149 7.45 22 7.27 24 5.16 5 4.21
13 243 7.39 32 7.29 44 5.28 3 5.54
14 445 7.40 51 7.67 57 4.89 7 5.21
15 802 6.72 108 6.68 155 4.83 21 | 4.62
16 1200 6.55 159 6.42 399 4.37 75 3.84
17 1364 6.62 213 6.60 570 4.04 .. 110 4.25
18 1325 6.57 235 6.57 575 4.27 146 4.39
19 1177 6.60 160 6.47 657 4,38 163 4.12
20 873 6.75 140 6.65 652 4.80 182 4.74
21 756 6.93 93 6.95 748 4.87 177 4.71
22 649 6.93 96 7.33 677 5.39 194 4.86
23 582 7.03 58 7.54 595 5.50 191 5.22
24 538 7.29 58 7.43 581 5.91 147 4.85
25 475 7.38 54 7.39 497 6.18 142 5.26
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Table 11.4a | . Table 11.5
Number and Mean Seriousness Scores of Index and Non-Index Offenses by Age and Race Index and Non-Index Offenses by Age
3 Copenhagen , ]
Philadelphia * . Index % Non-Index
Index = Non-Index ’ Age to 17 N - Rate to 17 N Rate
Nonwhite_sx- White; Nonwhite;_ whitesY E ‘ 10 1.97 108 7 33 1.93 a1 > 60
Age N Ser. N ser. N Ser ‘N ser. 11 2.46 135 5.07 1.49 24 .90
10 and under 184 186.3 100 188.9 192 22.9 108 17.1 12 3.37 185 6.94 2 05 33 ‘ 1.24
11 158 182.3 59 181.9 126 31.2 97 18.7 : 13 . 5.30 291 10.92 3.11 50 1.88
12 229 196.0 126-  196.6 213 21.3 99 19.6 : 14 10.80 593 22 .26 4. 16 67 2 .51
13 292 210.3 125 210,6 328 26.6 214 19.6 | : 15 18.27 1003 37.63 11.75 189 | 7.09
14 ) 333 256.1 203 205.9 493 30.5 366 24.8 16 26.54 1457 54.67 31.45 506 18.99
15 406 266.7 287 247.2 712 29.3 591  23.9 17 31.28 1717 64,43 wos 709 26.60 °
16 450 340.2 277 294.7 809 33.8 992 19.7 -
17 31 3417 223 293.6 470 55.6 501  35.3 f 18 1673 778
i 19 1436 885
' 20 1090 923
21 921 992
22 798 956
g 23 689 851
‘ 24 643 792

25 575 707

3
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Philadelphia

Age

10 and under
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

1=

284
217
355
417
536
693
737
574

Index

Ty

7.44
5.69
9.31
10.93
14.05
18:17
19.32
15.05

Table il.5a

Index and Nonindex Offenses by Age

Non-Index
Rate N . ks

(48.63) 28,56 300 4.68 (51.36)
(49.31) 21.82 223 3.48 ﬂ50.68)
(53.22) 35.70 312 4.87 (46.77)
(43.48) 41.93 542 8.46 (56.51)
(38.42) 53,90 859 13.41 (61.57)
(34.71) 69.68 1303 20.35  (65.28)
(29.03) 74.11 1801 28.13 | (70.96)
(35.10) 57.72 1061 16.57 (64.89)

Rate

30.17
22.42
31.37
54.50
86.38
131.02
181.10

106.69

584
440
667
959

1395

1996

2538 .

1635

Total

(99.99)
(99.99)
(99.99)
(99~99)
{99.99)
(99.99)
(99.99)
(99.99)
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Table 11.6
Index Offenses by Type and Age
Copenhagen i
Violence Robbery Property
Age N % tol7 N % to 17 N % to 17
10 0 0.0 (0.0) 0 0.0 (0.0) 111 2.10 (100.0
11 0 0.0 (0.0) 0 0.0 (0.0) 135 2.55 (100.0
12 0 0.0 (0.0) 0 0.0 (0,0) 185 3.50 (100.0
13 2 1.45 (.69) 0 0.0 (0.0) 289 5.46  (99.31
14 5 3.70 (.93) 2 7.14  (.37) 533 10.08 (98.70
15 27 20.00 (2.68) 5 17.86  (.50) 976 18.45  (96.83
16 29 21.44 (1.98) 8 28.57 (.55) 1424 26.92  (97.47
17 72 53.33 (4.18) 13 46.43  (.76) 1636 30.93  (95.06
18 92 (5.48) 16 (.95) 1572 (93.57)
19 93 (6.44) 19 (1.31) . 1333 (92.25)
20 101 (9.20) 17 (1.55)- 980 (89.25)
21 101 (10.90) 14 (1.51) 812 (87.59)
22 62 (6.69) 4 (.43) 720 (77.67)
23 93 (13.38) 14 (2.01) 588 (84.60)
24 95 (14.89) 7 (1.10) 536 (84.01)
25 100 (17.33) 9 - (1.56) 468 (81.11)
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Philadelphia

Age
10 and under
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Violence
Nz
29 3.
31 3.
34 4.
63 7.

111 13.

160 19.

202 24.
184 22.

(10.21)
(14.28)
( 9.58)
(15.11)
(20.71)
(23.09)
(27.41)
(32.05)

s - Kmhin s £ etk 0,8 41 k. <

Table 11.6a

Robbery

N 2

10 5.18
10 5.18
14 7.25
38 19.69
34 17.62
23 11.92
38 19.69
26 13.47

Index Offenses by Type and Age

Cam
F=Y
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—
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0w W
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V\vavv

(3.32
(5.16)
(4.53)

Property

N 3

154 6.82
131 5.80
250 11.07
248 10.98
315 13.94
426 18.86
425 18.81
310 13.72
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Age
10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

© 25

Tabta °
Index Offenses by SES, Age and Offense Typé
Copenhagen
LOW SES HIGH SES
Violence Robbery Property Violence Robbery Property
N %tol7 N %tol7 N %tol7 N %tol7 N %tol7 N %tol7

0 0.0 (0.00) 0 0.00 (0.0) 87 2.03 (100.00) 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 24 3.90 100.00
0 0.00 (0.00) O 0.00 (0.00) 110 2.57 (100.00) 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 18 2.93 100.00
0 0.00 (0.00) 0 0.00 (0.00) 149 3.48 (100.00) 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 22 3.58 100.00
2 1.82 (.82) 0 0.00 (0.00) 241 5.64 (99.18) 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 32 5.20 100.00
3 2.75 (.67) 1 5.00 (.22) 441 10.31 (99.10) 1 8.33 2.00 0 0.00 0.00 50 8.13 98.00
23 20.91 (2.86) 3 15.00 (.37) 779 18.22 (96.77) 2 16.67 1.82 2 66.67 1.82 106 17.24 96.36
20 18.18 (1.67) 5 22.50 (.42) 1176 27.50 (97.92) 4 33.33 2.52 0 0.00 0.00 155 25.20 97.48
62 56.36 (4.54) 11 55.00 (.81) 1293 30.24 (94.66) 5 41.67 2.34 1 33.33 .47 208 33.82 97.20
70 (5.12) 9 (.66) 1246 (91.22) ‘ 13 5.46 4 1.68 221 92.86
71' (6.00) 14 (1.18) 1099 (92.82) 8 4.94 2 1.23 152 93.83
81 (9.20) 15 (1.70) 784 (89.09) 13 9.29 0 0.00 127 90.71
85 (11.18) 10 (1.32) 665 (87.50) 6 6.45 0 0.00 86 92.47
50 (7.79) 4 (.62) 588 (91.59) 9 9.38 0 0.00 84 87.50
18 (13.33) 10 (1.71) 497 (84.96) 8 13.56 1 1.69 49 83.05
81 (13.85) 6 (1.03) 446 (76.24) 10 16.95 1 1.69 47 79.66
80 : (16.81) 8 (1.68) 388 (81.51) 14 25.93 0 0.00 40 74.07
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Table 11.7a

Index Offenses by SES, Age and Offense Type

Philadelphia

i
i
!
4
i
i

LOW SES HIGH. SES

Violence Robbery Property Violence Robbery Property
 Age N N3 N2 N N2 N
TO and under 25 3.82 ( 8.80) 9 5.55(3.16) 134 7.89 (47.18) 4 2.48 ( 1.40) 1 3.22 ( .35) 20 3.56 ( 7.04)
él 26 3.98 (11.98} 8 4.93 (3.68) 114 6.71 (52.53) 5 3.10( 2.30) 2 6.45 ( .92) 17 3.03 ( 7.83)
32 26 3.98 ( 7.32) 11 6.79 (3.09) 199 11.71 (56.05) 8 4.9 ( 2.25) 3 9.67 ( .84) 51 9.09 (14.36)
3 51 7.81 (12.23) 35 21.60 (8.39) 203 11.95 (48.68) 12 7.45 ( 2.87) 3 9.67 ( .71) 45 8.02 (10.79)
4 92 14.08 (17.16) 25 15.43 (4.66) 229 13.48 (42.72) 19 11.80 ( 3.54) 9 29.03 (1.67) 86 15.32 (16.04)
5 124 18.98 (17.89) 21 12.96 (3.03) 301 17.72 (43.43) 36 22.36 ( 5.19) 2 6.45 ( .28) 125 22.28 (18.03)
6 176 26.95 (23.88) 33 20.37 (4.47) 299 17.60 (40.56) 26 16.14 ( 3.52) 5 16.12 ( .67) 126 22.45 (17.06)
7 133 20.36 (23.17) 20 12.34 (3.48) 219 12.89 (38.15) 51 31.67 ( 8.88) & 19.35 (1.04) 91 16.22 (15.85)
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FIGURE 11.1 Index Offenses (proportion of -167-
total index offenses committed at each age)
N

Philadelphia

The curves overlap because provortions of offenses are phed. Of i

if absolute number of offenses were

plotted the Philadelphia curve ww:ic

be considerably higher than the Copenhagen curve.
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Chapter 12
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The findings have been summarized at the end of each chap-
ter. These summaries will not be repeated here. Instead we will
address some major questions raised by the findings from the Dan-
ish cohort and the comparisons with the Philadelphia cohort.

In addressing these questions we will give some considera-
tion to characteristics of the societies which may have caused
the observed differences. It is clear that the societies (U.S.
and Denmark) differ in a myriad of ways which could effectively
produce the observed differences. It is an almost insurmountable
task to trace out the critical societal differences. Despite
this, the report would be incomplete without some consideration
of possible explanations. Our approach will be to (1) identify
similarities and differences; (2) suggest potential explanatiocns
and test them with available data; and (3) explanations which are
not eliminated can be considered candidates for future research.

The remainder of this chapter is organized around four major
sets of findings discussed throughout the volume: (1) differ-
ences and similarities in the types, prevalence, and incidence of
crimes, (2) the distinctiveness of delinquents in Copenhagen, (3)
specialization, and (4) different age distributions. Each will
be briefly described and then discussed in terms of the meanings

we attach to it.
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Differences and Similarities in Crime Rates

The difference between the cohorts in overall prevalence of
crimes committed before the age of 18 is substantial. The Phila-.
delphia prevalence rate is 35% while the Copenhagen figure is
10%. Partlof the differepce is due to the inclusion of status
offenses in Philadelphia but not Copenhagen. Still, the Phila-
delphia rate is over double that for Copenhagen even after this
adjustment. It is significant, however, that the rate differ-
ences are not constant over crime categories. The differences
come almost entirely from the violent and public order offense
categories; the property offense rate is very close to equivalent
in the two cohorts. This unevenness makes the problem of expla-
nation more intriguing and it gives us an edge in provisionally
eliminating certain categories of explanation for the overall
rate difference. That is, for instance, explanations that do not
distinguish between violent and property crimes would be given
less credence.

What are some possible explanations for the pattern of dif-
ferences and similarities seen in these rates? It has been
fruitful to categorize the many theories of assaultive behavior
into four basic categories (Ferracuti and Newman, 1974): frus-
tration/barrier theories, inevitability (inherent aggression)
theories, bad influence theories, and culture theories. This
categorization can help us approach the problem nf explaining the

pattern of rates exhibited by these two cohorts.
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Frustration/Barrier Theories. The frustration/barrier theo-

ries generally postulate that when individuals are unable to
attain or achieve desired ends they will react with aggression.
These theories range from Dollard's (1939) classic frustration/
aggression theory to Merton's (1968) means-versus-ends-paradigm.
This category of theory has the problem that aggression against
persons and aggression against property are not distinguished.
It does not, therefore, help explain the fact that the violence
rates are different while the property rates are not. This cate-
gory- of theory does have the merit of dealing with the fact that
Philadelphia has a substantial non-white population while Denmark
does not. That is, there is ample reason to assume that Blacks
(non-whites in general, in fact) have more reason to feel barri-
ers and frustrations in confronting this white-dominated society.
The presence of non-whites in the Philadelphia cohort, then,
might help explain the difference in crime rates on the basis of
frustration/barrier theories except for two problems: (1) the

previously mentioned fact that these theories do not distinguish

" person and property crimes, and (2) the white rate of violent

.offenses (including murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated

assault) is over eight times the Danish rate (based on virtually
only whites). It is difficult, then, to accept these types of
theories as important explanations for the pattern of rates we
have observed.

Aggression can also be instrumental in nature. That is,
violence may be used toward the end of gaining some concrete or

material advantage. This type of theory has three problems as an
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explanation of the observed patterns: (1) analyses of income
distributions in the two countries give no basis for assuming
different material deprivations or even relative deprivations;
(2) if there were differences in deprivations between the two
societies, we would expect such mechanisms to be reflected in
property crimes as well as violent crimes--i.e., property and
violent crimes are not distinguished by these theories, or if
they are, the direction is opposite to our empirical evidence;
(3) related to number 2, we should expect differences in robbery
rates but not in assault rates, since there is less likelihood
that assaults would be motivated by material gain. Such is not
the case here, since assaults are very different in the two

cohorts.

Inberent Aggression. Another set of theories takes aggres-

- sion as inherent in the human condition. On the face of it, this
set of theories would seem to offer a little toward distinguish-
ing any type of crime from another (property versus violent) or
any group of humans from any other in their rates of violence.
However, a closer analysis, based on Megargee's (1981) "algebra
of aggression'" reveals a more promising picture. This paradigm
is based on the assumption that humans are all capable of aggres-
sive (even assaultive) impulses, but an internal algebra deter-
mines whether or not action will be taken. He sums it up with
the following sentence: '"When the sum of the motivating factors
exceeds the sum of -the inhibitory factors for a given aggressive
or violent act, then that act is possible." Megargee identifies

four factors that determine whether a violent action is possible.
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The first element is called "instigation to aggression" and
constitutes all of the internal motivations for an aggressive
act. Various categories of frustration and deprivation would fit
into this category, and might vary by culture. But, as we have
seen in the above section on frustration/barrier theories, this
category does little for us here.

The second element is cazlled "habit strength,” and is based
on learning principles. To the extent that a person has been
rewarded for violence in the past, he is more likely to continue
the behavior in the future. This has clear cultural overtones as
there are cultural differences in rewards for violence. This,
however, will be discussed more directly in a later section.

A third element is called "stimulus factors," and these
include factors in the situation that would act either to promote
or inhibit violence. An obvious example of a stimulus factor
that would promote violence is the presence of weapons. Since a
large proportion of the violent acts recorded by the FBI in this
country invélve weapons (especially handguns) (Cook, 1981) this
is a factor that cannot be ignored.as a possible explanation for
differences in violence (but would not necessarily predict any-
thing about property offenses). It should alsc be mentioned,
however, that at the time these cohorts were age-appropriate guns
were not as available as they are today.

Finaliy, a fourth construct that enters the algebra of
aggression is "inhibitions against aggression." These are inter-
nal states (as opposed to "stimulus factors" which might act as

inhibitors but are external factors). Psychological processes

L A i TR i SRS Ve

come to mind here. It would not be profitable, however, to
consider these psychological states (guilt, etc.) in any detail,
unless they can be shown to be patterned by culture. This would
be a mammoth undertaking, but it must be acknowledged that
child-rearing practices as they vary by culture must surely be
relevant here. It is woréh noting that, on the whole, Danish
child-rearing practices differ from the typical American prac-
tices in some seemingly significant ways. In a study conducted
during a period relevant to our cohort, Kandel and Lesser (1972)
indicate that Danish children are rather strictly controlled in
the very early years, but as they approach adolescence, they are
given larger and larger roles in determining their own activi-
ties, leading to a high degree of control internalization. By
contrast, American children were seen to be given much more lati-
tude in the early years, requiring more external control in later
years. It is not difficult te imagine that these differences in
child-rearing would have some implications for the ability to
inhibit assaultive impulses.

Related to these child-rearing factors are elements such as
the stability of the family-rearing circumstances. In a prospec-
tive Danish study, B. Mednick and Baker (1983) and Mednick and
Gabrielli (1983) have repor?ed that family stability is a criti-
cal factor separating violent criminals from thieves.

It is conceivable that certain biological factors may also
play a partial role in helping to understand the differences in
levels of violence between the U.S. and Denmark. There is a con-

siderable literature which has found that violent offenders evi-
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dence signs of brain damage. (See review, Mednick, Pollock,
Volavka and Gabrielli,1982). ‘

From these cross-sectional studies it is difficult to deter-
mine whether the brain damage preceded (and perhps contributed
to) or was the result of the violent behavior. Prospective stu-
dies in our laboratories ﬁave implicated early neurological dam-
age as a factor which could separate violent offenders from other
offenders. The neurological damage might result in a deficiency
in ability to inhibit violent behavior in an emotionally charged
situation. Our studies also suggest that perinatal difficulties
are one likely source of the neurological damage which is linked
to violence (Litt, 1971; Mednick and Gabrielli, 1983) In another
prospective study based on a birth cohort we noted that perinatal
difficulties were related to aggressive behavior in school (Med-
nick § Baker, in press).

What relevance might such perinatal factors have to the
U.S.-Denmark differences in levels of violence? For one thing
the United States has one of the poorest records in perinatal
health among the developed nations. Our rates of infant mortal-
ity places us among the developing countries. Denmark is consis-
tently among the three or four best nations in the world having
low levels of infant or fetal mortality. If perinatal brain dam-
age contributes significantly to future violence, these national
perinatal care differences might be useful to consider with
respect to the violence differences. This hypothesis becomes
even more interesting when one realizes that the pregnancy and

delivery conditions for American Blacks contributes substantially
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to the poor U.S. statistics in perinatal health care. 1In
addition, it can't be ignored that Philadelphia Blacks contri-
buted disproportionately to the violence in that cohort. There
are, however, two problems with this general drgument that muddy
the waters somewhat. Fir§t, infant mortality rates are not a
perfect indicator of the incidence of neurological damage. Sec-
ond, during the war years, and immediate post-war years (when our
cohort was born), infant mortality rates were actually worse in
Denmark than in the United States. Nevertheless, since (1) peri-
natal care systems are, in general, better in Denmark than in the
U.S. and (2) several studies indicate that neurological damage
separates violent from property offenderse, this would appear to
be a fruitful area for further research. The "perinatal” expla-
nation of the vioclence differences between the two nations is, of
course, highly speculative, but it bears further stud&.

We can hardly ascribe all differences in violence rates to
differences in perinatal care between the two countries, but in
view of (1) the fact that a relation between brain damage and
violence has been demonstated, (2) that this factor distinguishes
violent from property offenses, and (3) medical systems that
influence such factors are significantly different in the two
societies, the importance of such a factor should not be dis-
carded prematurely.

There‘are, then, some promising features of this category of
theory (inherent aggression) toward explaining differences in

violence and similarities in property offense rates. The more

. unique arguments (i.e., not discussed elsewhere in this section
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on comparison of crime rates) are found in the area of internal
inhibition. One argument concerned child-rearing practices and
one concerned biological factors in inhibition. The latter has
the advantage of distinguishing violent offenses from property
offenses, a criterion established as important in the introduc-
tory section. The former does not. The more general problem is
evident at the theoretical level. That is, inhibition from com-
mitting violent offenses was not distinguished theoretically from
inhibition from comnitting any other kind of offense. This prob-
lem might be addressed by postulating that assaultive acts are
more likely (but certainly not exclusively) more immediately
impulsive acts, generated by emergent situations, and character-
ized by anger than is true, in general, of property offenses. We
can further postulate that these situations and factors may be
more demanding of our inhibitory abilities than are property
offenses. Also, while we have not emphasized the difference in
public order offense rates, it is not unreasonable to explain
this difference in much the same way that we have approached vio-
lent offenses. That is, while this is a mixed category of
offenses, these offenses might be considered closer to violent
offenses than to property offenses on the dimension of impulsive-
ness. Therefore, explanations for violence that rely on the
mechanism of inhibition and deficits in it, may well apply to
public ordér offenses.

Bad Influence Theories. These thecries include various

forms of social learning theories (Bandura and Walters, 1959,

1963), differential association theory (Sutherland and Cressey,

RN -
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1970), and subculture of violence theories (Wolfgang and
Ferracuti, 1967). They all assert that violence is learned from
violent individuals. Certainly there is evidence that membership
in a violent subgroup sf society fosters the iearning of violence
(Gold, 1958; Kohlberg, 1959; Leggett, 1963; Sears, 1943). Still,
this theory does little for us in terms of basic explanation of
the facts at our disposal. The theories do not distinguish prop-
erty from violent offending. Second, they assume the existence
of the violent subculture or influence rather than explain it, so
there is little to help us explain why there are subcultures of
violence in the U.S. but not in Denmark. This will be discussed
in more detail in the next section.

Culture Theories. Culture theories encompass a large number

of factors addressed by other theories described here. They
should not be seen as unique. However, the issues are addressed
on a societal level, a perspective particularly useful for this
cross-national investigation. These theories focus on the fact
that various cultures differ widely on the dimension of the
acceptance and even valueing of violence under some circums-
tances. Where violence is accepted or even valued as a way of
life, this behavior is likely to be perpetuated.

There are a number of studies that explore societies that
place value on violence as ways of settling vendettas or resolv-
ing disputés. Some of the more extreme of these societies are
Colombia, Mexico, and Italy (Alzaga, 1967; Caplow, 1963; Fried-
rich, 1964; Wolfgang and Ferracuti, ;967). That cultural and

historical factors are important seems beyond dispute. If we
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leave the analysis at this point, however, we have gained little
in the explanation of the differences betweeq Philadeiphia and
Copenhagen violence rates. It is not enough to state that the
United States, as a culture, is more violent in its values than
Denmark. But why is the U.S. more violent in its values? We can
appeal to historical explanations or we can, at the risk of being
reductionistic, look to individual factors for the basis or ori-
gins of violent culture.

Historically, the U.S. has considerable reason to have
emerged as a relatively violent nation (it is far from the most
violent--see Interpol, International Crime Statistics, 1965-66).
Sellin (1938) points to the importance of the mixing of cultures
in the generation of violence. Subcultures and violence can
arise in opposition to other immigrant groups; or they can arise
in opposition to the dominant cultures (Wolfgang and Ferracuti,
1967). Our history of slavery has almost certainly contributed
to this process.

Interaction patterns developed from our importatioh of
slaves may have contributed to the generation of violence in at
least two ways. This situation contains elements of a syndrome
typical of "white settlers" described by Fanon (1963), even
though slaves were brought here in this case rather than whites
settling among natives of another continent. Characteristics of
this syndroﬁe is an attitude toward the non-white group that
defines them as evil or less than human, thus justifying vio-
lence. The second way that this facilitates violence, in this

view, is by influencing the self-conceptions of the non-whites.

-199-

They may come to devalue themselves, or hate themselves and those
around them who remind them of themselves (i.e., other non-
whites). Thus, aggression is exhibited especially within the
devalued group, more than externally. Thus, intragroup aggres-
sion becomes more frequent than intergroup aggression among the
devalued group. This is obviously relevant to the non-whites of
this country.

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to make an exhaustive
listing of contributing historical factors to our culture of vio-
lence. It is only important to note their importance to avoid
overemphasizing individualistic factors, a topic to which we will
now turn, briefly.

In addition to historical events, current, individual-based
factors can contribute. to the maintenance and fueling of violence
within cultures. In this connection we need only mention two
potential sources described earlier. Violence-prone child-rear-
ing practices could be implicated and perinatal care systems that
influence the health of babies can be considered candidates for
consideration as possible causes of violence. These factors can
and are variable by culture. It hardly needs to be mentioned
that we need not make mutually exclusive choices between histori-
cal factors and individual factors as explanations. Both are

plausible, both are speculative, both differ between Denmark and

the United States.

Distinctive Delinquents

A sequential reading of Chapters 5 through 8 reveals some

interesting patterns. Chapters 5 through 7 can be seen as a ser-
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ies of analyses beginning with the most general categorization of
delinquency (delinquents vs. non-delinquents), followed by a more
specific distinction (one-time offenders vs. recidivists), and
finally a comparison of an even more special group of delin-
quents, the chronic offenders, with one-time offenders and non-
chronic recidivists. Each chapter narrows the "funnel" a little
more, and gives us a more exclusive category of youngsters. It
was true of both cohorts that the more we progress through the
funnel, the more distinctive the delinquents. That is, they are
more sharply characterized by lower social class, lower achieve-
ment/IQ,. and earlier school leaving. This is important informa-
tion in itself, but its more interesting application is in set-

ting a framework for the interpretation of some differences

between the two cohorts.

There are several such differences. First, at each stage of
definition or exclusion, Copenhagen delinquents were more extreme
in their characteristics than were their counterparts in Phila-
delphia. That is, one-time delinquents in Copenhagen were lower
in SES, IQ (in terms of standard scores) and school completion
than one-time delinquents in Philadelphia. Recidivists in Copen-
hagen were more extreme than recidivists in Philadelphia. An so
on for each definitional category. Second, the delinquent/non-
delinquent distinction was more important than the one-time/
chronic diétinction in Copenhagen, but the opposite was true in
Philadelphia. In other words, delinquents were more different
from nondelinquents in SES, IQ and school than were one-timers

from chronics in Copenhagen.
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Third, it is relevant and therefore repeated here that
delinquents are rarer in Copenhagen than in Philadelphia. Corres-
pondingly, delinquents in Copenhagen are lower in the three vari-
ables used to characterize all groups: SES, 10 and school com-
pletion.

A general interpretation of this set of findings might be
that, as a negatively defined characteristic becomes rarer, those
exhibiting the characteristic will be more distinctive in other
related characteristics. This is illustrated by the fact that,
in Philadelphia, delinquency is not a very rare phenomenon (35%
of the cohort were so defined), but, even in Philadelphisa,
chronic offending is rare. Thus, the difference between one-time
delinquents and chronics is more important (yields larger differ-
ences in other characteristics) than the difference between non-
delinquents and delinquents. In Copenhagen; where any delin-
quency is relatively rare, the distinction between delinquents
and nondelinquents is important.

The more straightforward illustrations are the simple com-
parisons of each category of delinquents and their characteris-
tics across cohorts. In each case, the same definitional cate-
gory yields more distinctive youngsters in Copenhagen than its
counterpart in Philadelphia--by our explanation, because they
are, in each category, rarer in Copenhagen.

We miéht take this reasoning a step further and say that,
where a negatively defined phenomenon is rare(r), it is more
stigmatized so that it takes more "reasons' to produce the behav-

ior in spite of the stigma. In other words, the stronger the
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Copenhagen data set. Finally, informal knowledge of the culture
reasons not to become delinquent (stigma) the stronger the
of Denmark argues against it. If anything, citizens are less
reasons of other types must be to overcome "resistance" to delin-
) tolerant of deviance, more respectful of rules and decorum than
quency. We might go yet further and say that this interpretation
; we are in this country. For all of these reasons, we favor the
could be used to justify the selection of low-delinquency areas '
L. earlier explanation over the differential reporting and recording
(societies) to study the really '"core'" issues in the production .
. explanation.
of delinquency. Where the 'causes" of delinquency must overcome
Offense Specialization

strong resistance, they must be exceptionally dominant among
Analyses described in Chapter 9 have led us to the conclu-

those who do become delinquent and therefore, will be more iden-
sion that there is a moderate 1level of offense specialization
tifiable.
. identifiable in the Copenhagen cohort. OUr analyses differed
Before settling too firmly on the above interpretations, we
. substantially from those used by Wolfgang, et al to address the

should consider an alternative explanation for the findings. It
. ) same issues. Qur concern was to determine whether any offense

is possible that the Copenhagen delinquents are more distinctive
. ) type tended to cluster within a subset of offendef?s. We were not

than the Philadelphia delinquents simply because only the more
) looking for complete homogeneity of offense types, mnor even con-
severe or serious delinquents are reported (i.e., less serious
. . f tinguous offenses of the same type. Two basic methods were used
delinquents might be tolerated rather than reported and
to detect any concentration of offense types that might be pre-

arrested). This would predict that their characteristics would
.. sent in the data. Only violent and theft offenses warranted ana-

be more distinctive by virtue of their being more serious delin-

lysis based on the number of offenses available to analyze.

quents. .
The first method used was a Bernoulli process method that
We are not inclined to accept this explanation. First, the g assigned expected frequencies for violent offenses within each
analyses that we completed in Chapter 4 indicated no such trend. %, category of total number of offenses committed by offenders.
The reader will recall that victimization surveys were compared i Actual frequencies were then compared to the expected. To the
to police records in Denmark and the United States. The ratios | extent that actual frequencies of violent offenses differed from
that resulted were reassuring; there were not different levels of v expected, ‘specialization can be said to exist to some degree.
reporting and recording inthe two countries. A second reason | ; This analysis was carried out both for violent offenses (compared
that we are inclined to reject this explanation is that it would | F to all other types) and theft offenses (compared to all other
imply a heavier concentration of more serious offenses relative types). In both cases, actual frequencies differed from expected

to more minor offenses--a pattern clearly not evident in the
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in systematic ways, indicating some specialization.

The second method for discovering specialization consisted
of predicting future violent offenses for those who had committed
their first violent offense at Offense N compared to those, who
had committed nc violent offenses at Offense N or before. To the
extent that a first violent offense predicted future violent
offenses more strongly than a nonviolent offense (with the same
number of priors), specialization can be inferred. By making
ratios of the percentage of each category who actually did commit
future violent acts, it was possible to see how much more likely
a violent offender was to commit future violence than was a non-
violent offender. The same, of course, could be done for the
theft analysis. Comparing the ratios for the analysis of vio-
lence versus theft offenses, it was possible to see that ‘siolent
offenses are more likely to be subject to -specialization than are
property offenses. In addition, our ability to predict future
offense types by current offense type varies by the offense num-
ber from which we are predicting. For theft offenses, probabil-
ity of future theft decreases as the number of nontheft priors
increases. The pattern for violent offenses is more complex. If
the first violent offense occurs on the third offense, future
violence is more likely than if the first violent offense occured
on the first or second offenses. Future violence probabilities
then decreése again, only. to rise again for the 7th and 8th
offenses. We must keep in mind, however, that we are dealing
only with first violent offenses; these patterns would not neces-

sarily hold if all violent offenses were used regardless of the
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existence of prior violent offenses. The same holds for theft
offenses.

As we have repeatedly indicated, our method of analysis was
different and much more liberal than that used by Wolfgang et al.
It is, therefore, pointless to compare the results of their ana-
lysis with ours. It is, however, appropriate to indicate that
these findings are not inconsistent with some others (e.g.,
Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982) who have found that offenders can be
categorized in an offense hierarchy based on the sericusness of
the offense. That is, each offender appears to have some limit
on the seriousness of the offenses he is willing to commit.
Those who commit very violent offenses are willing to (and do)
commit many other offense types that fall below such violence in
seriousness; those whose most serious offense is burgliary (for
instance) will have committed other offenses 1less serious as
well, and so on. This pattern would predict that violent
offenses are somewhat clustered at the top of the offender/of-
fense hierarchy, -~ but the specialization would not be complete
because they willhave committed other offenses below the violent
offenses in seriousness. This would also mean that property
offenses would be more evenly distributed than violent offenses
since they are committed by both violent and property offenders.
Presumably, public order offenses would be even 1less clustered

since they.would be included at the bottom of the hierarchy and,

therefore, in the careers of all types of offenders.

Age and Delinquency

The central finding that comes from the age and delinquency
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analyses is that, whatever measures of delinquent activity are
used, delinquency peaks later in Copenhagen than in Philadelphia.
In general, the peak in Copenhagen comes at age 17. Taking seri-
ousness into account, the peak is later, and for the higher
classes, it is sometimes later as well. On the othef hand, the
peak for Philadelphia youngsters is always at age 16, regardless
of the measure used. Why is the peak of delinquency 1later in
Copenhagen?

One possibility that might explain the difference is the
fact that in the early years, police contacts are not recorded as
systematicallly as “hey are later. However, since 15 years is
the age at which records begin to be systematically kept, 1if the
peak z2ge of delinquency in Copenhagen were 16, this could still
be seen. Incemplete record keeping before the age of 15 there-
fore, could not be argued to mask a peak at 16. Another poten-
tial explanation 1is that there are fewer violent offenders and
offenses in the Danish cohort. This would be significant since
more serious offenders tend to start their delinquency earlier,
and might, therefore, be expected to peak earlier. Philadelphia,
having more violent offenders would, if this were true, have an
earlier peak than Copenhagen with its very small aumber of vio-
lent offenders. To investigate this possibility, we'produced
separate age distributions for violent offenders and property
offenders.‘ These analyses, however, indicated that the age
curves for both zypes of offenders peaked at exactly the same
time (no data shown). The difference in violent offense rate,

then, is not an adequate explanation of the later offense and
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offender peak in Copenhagen.

A third explanation, not unrelated to the second, 1is the
possibility that the later peak is explained by the presence of
more one-time offenders in the Danish cohort (see chapter. 6).
That is, we know that early delinquents tend to have 1longer
arrest records; ‘therefore, one-time delinquents are likely to be
later delinquents. Since there are more one-timers in Copenhagen
these offenders might move the peak age back to 17 or 18 years of
age. If this were the correct explanation, we would expect mul-
tiple offenders to show a curve similar to the Philadelphia
curve, while the one-time-offender curve should peak considerably
later. Further analyses were carried out that allowed wus to
inspect the age curves for one-time, two-time, three-time, and
four- or more-time offenders (tables not shown here). This rev-
ealed that while one-time offenders do have a different shaped
curve than the others, the other offender categories show exactly
the same age curve that we have seen for the group as a whole.
The one-time offenders have a flatter peak--one that extends from
age 17 through age 21. The heavier concentration of one-time
offenders, then, is still another inadequate explanation for the
later peak. Yet another potential reason for the delaved peak is
the onset of puberty (indeed, it may also relate to the delayed
age of onset of delinquency observed in Chapter 10.) It is not
unreasonabie to think that delinquent activity is in some way
related to the development of adolescence which is, in tfhn,
closely related to the physiological changes associated with

puberty. it is, then, of interest that the onset of puberty is
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somewhat later in the Scandinavian countries than in the U.S.
Tanner (1962, 1966, 1973) indicate that the median age for the
onset of menarche in Copenhagen is about 13.5 while comparable
age for American whites is 12.8 and for American blacks, 12.5.
Thus, the difference is close to a year for girls. It is not
unreasonable to assume that the difference would be similar for
boys although the absolute ages would be different (it is more
difficult to measure onset of puberty for boys so girls ages are
commonly used).

To the extent that this is at least a partial plausible
explanation for delay in the age of delinquency onset, it can
also help explain the delay in delinquency peak. It can contri-
bute to an explanation in two ways. First, on the assumption
that it takes a certain amount-f time to build up a delinquent
career to a peak, we could expect that a later start would imply
a later peak and a later end. Therefore, if the beginning of
delinquent behavior is related to the beginning of puberty, then
the beginning of delinquency will be delayed compared to Phila-
delphia delinquency, and,’ likewise, the peak may be delayed as
well,

The second way that the age of puberty could conceivably
contribute to the delay in peak delinquency is through the
effects of the varying levels of testosterone in the male adoles-
cent. RuBin (1983) in a review of the literature on this issue
indicates that there is a relationship between 1levels of plasma
testosterone and delinquency, as well as aggression in general.

The relation is not a simple one, nor is it uncontested.
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Nevertheless it is still a plausible factor in the precipitation
of delinquency. |

The final explanation that we will pursue is based on the
fact that, in Philadelphia, delinquency peéks during the time
that most youngsters are-still in school, while in Copenhagen,
delinquency peaks after the typical school-leaving age (compul-
sary education ends at age 14, and several educational options
are possible at that time, leading to different school-leaving
ages--these will be described shortly). Over 80% of lower-SES
youngsters in this cohort left school by the age of 16. '

Based on United States schools and delinquency data, com-
pelling arguments have been made about the contribution of the
school experience to delinquency (Polk and Shafer, 1972). Polk
ans Schafer point out that the school constitutes the arena in
which success or failure is determined for the child; it is here
that his identity is formed to a very large extent. The school
is central to his current existerice as well as the.experience
that will largely determine the limits of his future. Yet, sec-
ondary education in the United States 1is not tightly directed to
the child's occupational future in terms of educational content.
For most students, the relevance of schoolwork to future work is
not at all clear, yet their futures depend on it, and their pre-
sent is largely determined by it.

Further, success in the U.S. secondary schooling is strongly
related to cetain specific skills such as memorization and verbal
arithmetic reasoning. These skills are far from universal and

their importance is particularly biasing against the lower social
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classes, so that a 1large number of students are likely to
experience difficulty making a real success of school, especially
lower class students. Beyond that, the structure of schools,
(grades, tracking, pass/failing) assures that some will not suc-
ceed. Polk and Schafer argue that this structure for failure
leads to frustration and alienation from the school generating a
subculture comprised of those who are, essentially, "locked out”
of success. This subculture results in considerable troublesome
behavior, including delinquency.

If the Polk and Schafer argument describes a dominant force
in the production of delinquency, then we should expect a
decrease in delinquency when youngsters leave school, since at
least the immediate level of frustration and failure would be
lowered, and youths would be free to pursue other avenues. The
Philadelphia data are consistent with the idea showing the peak
of delinquency at age 16 and a drop at 17 when it is possible to
obtain working papers and leave school, and when many of the
worst students will drop out in any case. However, Elliott and
Voss (1978) demonstrate this more specifically and compellingly
as they study high school dropouts. They demonstrate that, alt-
hough dropouts have a much higher rate of delinquency overall
than nondropouts, their delinquency peaks just before leaving
school and drops fight after leaving, a testament to the frustra-
tion hypotﬁesis.

The Danish system of education stands in stark contrast to
the processes just described. One central fact is that, at the

age of 12, the student his teachers and his family make a deci-
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sion about what educational route to take. They can decide on an
academic track or practical track. The truly academic track cul-
minates in education at gymnsium between the ages of 16 and 19,
allowing matriculation to a university. Oniy about 19% of our
birth cohort took this option.* About 75% took various types of
practical courses, that is, routes that lead to specific types of
trades, vocations or businesses. There are a wide variety of
schools, apprenticeships and training programs that are available
to youngsters. Further, they are tightly connected to the vari-
ous relevant trade unions so that training is geared to current
practice in the field. In addition, the various routes are
highly defined and regulated. The system has many of the ele-
ments of Polk's "alternative career routes" recommendations.
Based on the comparison between the two systems, we should
expect the frustration and alienation hypothesis to be much less
relevant to Danish delinquency. Absent this motivating force for
delinquency, then, we might expect control theory concepts to
become dominant. This would predict that whereas in the U.S.
frustration and alienation promote delinquency during school
years (and its relief, less delinquency after leaving school), in
Denmark the surveillance and control exercised by schools would
predict less delinquency during school attendence than after

leaving. 0f course we already know that the delinquency peak is

#In the kingdom as a whole, the percentage is much lower (10% in
1965).

This is likely to be because our cohort is largely wurban and,
therefore, more education oriented.Social forskningstituttet,

1976)
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at age 17, after the majority of Danish youth would have left
school, and many of the lower class youngsters would have com-
Pleted their apprenticeships and moved out of the home. However,
a true test of the. control perspective would be a comparison of
delinquency rates before and after school-leaving in Copenhagen.
Fortunately, our data set includes year at which the subject left
school (for the tall men only). An analysis of the two years
prior to school leaving and the two years after reveals that,
indeed, the mean number of police contacts after leaving school
is over twice as high as the mean before leaving (.11 vs. .24).
Of course, it is possible that this result is just a coincidence
of the typical school-leaving age with the indepedently caused
peak in delinquent activity at 17. To test for this possibility,
we can look at the same comparison for each age of school leaving
separately, If the finding is robust, we should see the same
pattern regardless of age at leaving school. Table 12.1 shows
this distribution, again comparing the two years prior to and

after leaving school for each age of leaving. The pattern holds

. at every age from 14 to 20 (the frequencies were too low to use

at other ages.). It is also evident when the comparison is nar-
rowed that between one year before and one vyear after school
leaving (Table 12.2), although two of the ages do not show an
increase (the numbers become very small at this point).

The next question that arises upon seeing the consistency of
the school-leaving "effect" is whether the "effect" is merely one
in addition to the independent peak of delinquency at 17, 1i.e

¢

that this rise in delinquency after school does not explain the
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age 17 peak at all, but merely exists in addition to it. We can
see by Table 12.2 that this is not the casé. Table 12.2 shows
the mean delinquency for four years in each school-leaving age
category: the year prior‘to leaving, the fifst year after leav-
ing, the second year and.the third year after. While it can be
said that delihquency in the years after school leaving show a
peak at 17 followed extremely closely by age 16), it peaks at 16,
followed closely by 15 in the years before leaving school. The
more general pattern that can’be discerned from this table is
that the highest delinquency rate is generally seen in the second
year after school leaving (except for 1l4-year-old leavers who
maintain their peak to the. 3rd year). This can be seen as
further confirmation of the control perspective taken here since
delinquency appears to increase with more temporal distance from
school, and probébly more autcnomy in general.

We can reasonably hypothesize from these data that the ove-
rall peak of delinquency at age 17 in the cohort can be atributed
to 1) the fact that the modal age of school leaving is 15 2)
these students come dispréportionately from the 1lower-SES group
of our cohort, 3) 15-year-old leavers are 17 two vyears after
leaving school, the year of highest delinquent activity for most
groups studied 4) 14-year-old leavers peak at both years 2 and 3
after leaving, thus boosting the figures for age 17 delinquency
and 5) 14-}ear- and 15-year-old leavers have a much higher career
delinquency rate than other age groups (see Table 12.3).

Summary

We have seen a difference in the peak age of delinquency
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between the two cohorts studied, one American, one Danish We

have explored alternative explanations for this difference,
including the later age of puberty among Danish youths. A stron-
ger argument can be made, however, for the Aifferential effects
of very different school systems. Using United States data, it
is clear that delinquency peaks before school leaving and drops
after leaving. The opposite is true of the Danish youths. This
probably reflects the greater relevance of frustration/alienation
hypotheses for American students and the greater applicability of
control concepts for Danish students in that system. This con-
ceptualization is supported by the fact that delinquency
increases uniformly after school leaving, regardless of leaving
age. It is also of interest that delinquency is even higher the
second year after leaving when youngsters, presumably, have

gained more autonomy than they had during their first year out of

school.
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Table 12.1

Mean Number of offenses for 2 Years Prior to and After
School Leaving by Age of School Leaving

Copenhagen - )
~opennegen X Delinquency

Age on X Delinquency During first 2

Leaving During last 2 Years after

School Years of School Leaving N
14 .08 .29 224
15 .12 .33 243
16 .14 .23 216
17 13 . .16 201
18 .10 .18 84
19 .08 .12 74
20 .08 .18 45

B T

Mean number of offenses for Year Prior to
for 1st, 2nd and

Copenhagen

Age at
School

Leaving
14

15
16
17
18
19
20

X Delin.
Before

.05
.07
.09
.06
.05
.05
.04

Table 12.2

'Y'Delinquency
1Y¥r, After

.09
.11
.13
.05
.10
.04
.07

School Leaving and
3rd Years After Leaving by Age at Leaving

2nd Year 3rd Year
.20 .21
.21 .17
.10 .08
11 .07
.08 .10
.08 .07
11 .09

-21%-

N

243
216
201
B4
74
45



Mean Number of offenses over Career by School Leaving Age

Copennagen

School Leaving
Age

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Table 12.3

X Career

DeIinguencx

2.19
1.62
1.11
.80
.88
.54
.69

- em T Ty

|=

224

243
216
201
84
74
45

SSON | S

e bt e b i

e A A

APPENDIX A
OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS SCALE

This report takes as its major purpose the replication of the findings pub-
lished by Wolfgang, et al (1972). Some of the analyses presented in that work
were based on a scale of seriousness developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1963). Nat-
uarlly, we wished to use the concept of seriocusness as well so that the comparisons
with the Philadelphia study would not be needlessly limited in scope.

The measure of seriousness develoved by Wolfgang et al (1963) was based on the
extent of injury, damage or theft involved in the delinquencies. Direct measures of
these factors were obtained and were found to be highly correlated with global per-
ceptions of offense seriousness by judges, molice and students. That is, perceptions
of offense seriousness seem to be based on amounts of injury, theft and damage
caused by crimes.

The collection of cohort delinauency data in Denmark did not include direct
measures of injury, theft or damage. It is, therefore, not possible to use these
factors as seriousness indicators in this study. We have chosen, instead, to
use sanctions.applied to the boys by the court as indicants of offense serious-
ness. This can be justified on two bases.

First, one can think of a sanction or sentence as a reflection of a judge's
global perception of the seriousness of the offense at hand (shown by Sellin and
Wolfgang to be highly correlated with injury, theft and damage measures). Second,
sentences prescribéd for common law offenses by the penal code (in Denmark as
elsewhere) are generally based on similar criteria. It is, of course, often charged

that extra-legal factors can also influence sentencing decisions, thus reducing
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the reliability of this measure of seriousness. Fortunately, however,
the Danish system of justice is highly regularlized (Christiansen, 1977) sz
that reliability is at a maximum in this cohort study. Even in the
United States disposition decisions have usually been demonstrated to
be highly dependent on the nature of the offense and on the offender's
prior record. When these factors are held constant little variance is
explained by extra-legal factors. (see Thornberry, 1973).

By reputation, the Danish system is even more standardized.

The foregoing justification touches only lightly on the matter of
offender prior record as an influence on sentence. It must be acknow-
ledged that the legitimate use of sanction as a seriousness measure is
based on the assumption that prior record is uncorrelated (or ﬁinimally
correlated) with the type of offense committed on any one occasion.

This issue will be discussed later.

Scale Construction

There are two purposes for a serilousness scale in this study. Each
uses the scale in a slightly different way. First, for some analyses,
+he most serious charge of a multiple-charge offense must be selected
to represent the incident. The seriousness scale will be the basis for
such a selection. Second, offenders' careers must be characterized by
seriousness, both overall and at specified stages. This involves all
charges of all arrests, and the summation of their seriousnesses.

While the scale will be used slightly differently for the two pur-
poses, the basic construction is largely the same for both. Differences
will be discussed later. The common features will be described here.

The‘major obstacle to be overcome when using sanctions or sentences

for almost any purpose is that sentences are not undimensional. That-

-223-
is, they consist of fines, various types of jails, various levels of
prison, probation, parole, and a separate dimension of time that ap-
plies to all of the other dimensions except fines. Several of the
dimensions can occur in combination, thus complicating the task fur-
ther. If all sanctions were fines or all were time spent in one
type of. confinement, the measure could be an interval or ratio one;
The only workable solution-to the problem was simply to begin by
ordering the dimensions accofding to some basic principles. Then ela-
borations were added to account for varying amounts of time and money
associated with each gross category.

The basic dimensions of sentences in Demmark are very similar to
those used in the U.S., but there are a few differences worth taking
into account. First, the distinction between jail and prison is diffe~
rent in Denmark than in the U.S. Prison is used in similar ways in the
two countries. However, post sentence incarceration in Danish equiva-
lents to County Jails are not found in Demmark. Related to this is
a second divergence from our own system. Denmark employes a method of
sanction called, in Danish "Hafte", colloquially translated as "easy
jail". Easy jail time may be served in a variety of ways, perhaps
suited to the offenders' needs. It is most frequently punishment for
traffic offenses. It may be served on weekends, during vacations, or
other periods that conflict minimally with the offenders' work. In
addition, the environment in the h@fte is considerably less harsh than
that found in prison. Danish criminologists commonly order hafte below
simple probation time in harshness of sanction (see Wolf, 1965). Fi-
nally, the Danes make liberal use of fines as sanctions for common law

offenses; these will constitute a large category of cases.
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The basic ordering of the various types of sanctions are:

1. fines

2. easy jail (hefte)

3. probation

4, prison

This ordering emﬁodies one of the principles used to produce the
final scale: Any confinemen; or threat of confinement (probation) is
considered meore severe than a fine. Of course, probation is customa-
rily placed below prison in seriousness. Hzfte i1s placed below proba-
tion in accordance with Danish criminologists' practice. Another prin-
ciple used to construct the scale is that each dimension could be
enhanced or diminished in seriousness by the addition of 1) another
dimension of the sanction or 2) a longer or shorter period of time
served (or larger fine paid]. Thus, a probation term is made more
serious by the addition of time to be served in hafte. Hzfte is made
a more serious sanction by the addi£ion cf a fine. A long period of
probation is more serious than a short period.

Another principle applied is that where more than one dimemnsion of
sanction is included in the sentence, the one that is higher on the
sericusness ordering is to be the primary categorization. Other dimen-
sions will serve only as enhancements.

A preliminary ordering of sanction combinations was generated on
the bases of these principles. However, when a frequency distribution
was produced based on these categories, it became clear that finer
distinctions should be made within some of the categories containing
fines since fines are so frequent. Each category containing fines as

a part of its definition was broken into three subcategories based on

1
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the amount of the fine. There were three such criginal categories, so
that there were ultimately nine categories containing fines. Since the
new distinctions (based on smaller increments of fines) were less
substantial than the distinctions of the preliminary version of the
ordering, it seemed inappropriate to assign ranking numbérs that were
incremented in the same degree that the original grosser ca£egories
were, i.e. a whole number. The new distinctions, then, were characte=-
rized by decimal increments of .33 and .67. In other words, the ori-
ginal category that was defined as "below median fine, with no addi-
tion penalty" had a rank-of "2". When finer distinctions were made
within this category, the two new categories were given rankings of
2.33 and 2.67 rather than 3 and 4 respectively.

The application of these principles resulted in the final order-

ings:
1. 0 Juvenile offenses, charges dropped
2, 0 Charges dropped
3. 1l No sanction, but a warning has been given
4. 2 Fine of 50*or less, no additional penalty
5. 2.33 Fine of 90 or less, no additional penalty
6. 2.67 Fine of 140 or less, no additional penalty
7. 3 TFine of 200 or less, no additional penalty - or =-

50 or less plus additional penalty

8. 3.33 Fine of 300 or less, no additional penalty - or -
90 or less plus additional penalty

9. 3.67 Fine of 9000 or less, no additional penalty - or =
140 or less plus additional penalty

10. 4 Fine of 200 or less, plus additional penalty

1l. 4.33 Fine of 300 or less, plus additional penalty

12. 4.67 Fine of 9000 or less, plus additional penalty
13. 5 Below median days of easy jail

14. 6 Above median days of easy jail - or - below median
days plus additional penalty

*
Danish’'Kroner

—— S
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13, 7 Above median days of easy jail plus additional
penalty

ls6. 8 Zero months present sentence plus unspecified
probation

17. 9 Zero months present sentence plus below median
probation v

18. 10 Zero months present sentence plus above median
probation .

19. 11 Below median present sentence plus zero months
probation _

20 12 Below median present sentence plus below median
probation

21 13 Below median present sentence plus above median
probation

22 14 Above median present sentence plus zero months
probation

23 15 Above median present sentence plus below median
probation

24 16 Above median present sentence plus above median
probation

25 17 Below median months of prison

26 18 Above median months of prison - or - below median
months of prison plus additional penalty

27 19 Above median months of prison plus additional
penalty

Characterizing the Seriousness of a Delincquent Career

The first use of the scale is to characterize the seriousnéss of
an offender's career overall, and at specified intervals. For this
purpose, we have simply treated the ordinal scale as interval, using
the rankings as scores, and have summed the sanction scoreé applied to
the offender over the specified time period. This produces a total
seriousness score which summarizes the seriousness of the delinguents’
acts. A mean or median of the sanction scores can also be taken for
the purpose of determining the average seriousness of the offenses a

boy commits independent of the number of offenses he commits.
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Chwosing the Most Serious Charge

For some analyses it is necessary to categorize offenders by
the types of offenses they havé committed (e.g. burglary, assault,
etc.) at, for instance, the first arrest level. Where a boy has been
charged with multiple offenses, it is sometimes necessary to charac-
terize him only on the most serious of his offénses. We must, there-
fore, have a way of selecting the most serious offenses with which
he was charged. The first step toward this end was to apply a serious-
ness score to each possible charge. We have accomplished this by
taking a mean of the sanction scores applied to each offense type
(charge) across all offenders, where there was only one charge for
the arrest. All arrests in offenders' histories were used to calcu-
late the means. This was done to maximize the mumber of charge
occurances on which to base means. Single charges only were selec-
ted because it would have been impossible to separate out the effect
of each charge on éhe sanction. (This was tried in early éttampts at
constructing the seriousness score, using regression equations, but
was not ultimately feasible). All arrests were used rather than only
the first arrests so that the number of such charge types on which
a mean sanction was based would be maximized. This can be Jjustified
only be noting that number of prior arrests is not significantly
related to offense type. Therefore, while sanctions are, in general,
higher with larger numbers of priors, this increasing the mean scores
compared to what they would be i1f only first arrests were used, the
effect is not biased by type of charge.

Tt is, of course, true that there is considerable variation in
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that seriousness can vary within an offense type. This fact causes
some unreliability in the measure of seriousness since a very serious

burglary may actually be more serious than a very minor assault. This

problem is reduced but not eliminated by the fact that all of these
offenses were of sufficient seriousness to receive court sanctions
and, therefore, the range oﬁ seriousness is reduced compared to what
it would be if arrests were included that did not result in court
sanctions.'

The use of single charge arrests only to generate mean sanctions
caused ce;tain problems. The major problem is that some charges were
not represented among single charge arrests and, therefore, could
not be categorized. These gaps were filled by elicting ratings for
the uncategorized charges from kﬁowledgeable raters, i.e. criminolo-
gists at the Institute - both professionals and students., Certain
common, representative charges that did have mean sanction scores
were presented to the raters as anchor péints. Then, the raters were
asked to assign ratings to the uncategorized charges, taking into
account the existing scores for the already categorized charges. The
mean of the raters for eaph of the charges was used as the final
seriousness score for the charge.

One final problem faced by both methods was that ties sometimes ?
cccurred. The primary method used to break ties was to use the third
decimal place to break the tie. Sometimes, however, this did not
distinguish between scores. In these cases, random numbers tables
were used to break the ties.

The combination of all these methods and problem resolutions

yielded the following scores for each type of charge.

yl‘
Offense Description

Murder

Robbery

Rape

Severe theft (weapon, or great value)
Negligent homicide

Heterosexual immorality with children
Homosexual immorality with minor
Blackmail

Crime by officials

Offense against public decency

Arson '

Embezzlement, fraud

Bodily injury

Forgery

Giving false evidence in court
Incest

False statement before a public
authority

Offense against one's family
Violence or threat of violence
Military law (awol etc.)
Violence against authority
Theft, house-breaking

Imitation of money

Receiving stolen goods
Narcotics violations

False accusation before a court

Made incorrect statement before a
public authority

Civilian camp violation

Driving under the influence of alcohol
Customs violafions, smuggling

Pimping

Acquiring stolen goods

Miscellaneous category

Plants inconvenient for traffic
Driving with suspended licence

Seriousness

£ 18.000
15.655
15.100
14.000
13.932
13.600
12.810
12.002
12.001
11.900
11.533
10.549
10.333
10.236

9.000
§.832

8.750
8.678
8.382
7.854
7.725
7.575
7.058
6.866
6.218
6.167

6.083
5.671
5.655
5.500
5.401
5.264
5.208
5.000
4.853

Rank
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17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
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Driver 1ll1 or over-worked
Cruelty to animals
Larceny by £inding
Irresponsible driving
Unlawful appropriation

Identifies person responsible for
paying for an. accident

Prostitution

Attached trailers .
Limitations on vehicle loads

Special rules

Police rights in controlling vehicles
Stopping and parking

Shopkeeper's lisensing law

Gives false evidence intended to
implicate another

Other violations
Size of vehicle (height, lenght)

Person who uses a car must have
insurance

Food rationing violation (old law)
Lighting

Concerning vehicles.and drivers of
Streetcar

Detrimental trade gambling
Race driving

Incorrect written statement on matters
with which had no knowledge

Failure to register auto properly
Driver's licence

Clear passage for poliée, £ire equipment
ambulance

Regarding licence plates

Directions in traffic (signals,; etc)
Not yet specified

Driving with trucks

Speed for motor vehicles

Regarding who the owner lets drive the car

Other vehicle regulations

4.667
4.308

" 4.042

4.000

'3.923

3.900
3.674
3.673
3.672
3.671
3.468
3.467
3.389

3.372
3.371
3.338

3.337
3.336
3.335

3.334
3.333
3.332

3.331
3.290
3.252

3.251
3.212
3.188
3.162
3.153
3.142
3.141
3.115

36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

49
50
51

32
53
54

55
56
57

58
59
60

6l
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
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Attached trailers - machines
Brakes, lights and licence
Fundamental rules (respect and attention)

Rules that apply to cars apply to
motor bikes as well .

Not specified

Malicious damage

Brake and stearing gear

Signals and signs

Driving around railroad tracks, off-road

Offense against personal freedom
Crime against the state

Law concerning vacations

Weapon law (no cerfificate)
Rules for motor cycles

Hunting law, licenses, etc.
Other rail vehicles

Traffic regulations and traffic reductions

Right of way to approaching traffic
Sailor's laws

Law concerning shops opening hour
Speeding

Weight laws

Meeting and overtaking

Practice driving violation

Vehicle's place under swing and turning

Regarding the driver's responsibility
for the condition of the vehicle

Communication by commercial radio
Failure to report to Folkeregister
Other equipment violations

Placing things on streets
Vehicle's place on the roadway
Equipment violétions for tractors
RR law

Excessive noise

Bicycle egquipment -

Rented cars

3.077
3,068
3.067

3.061
3.042
3.041
3.011
3.006
3.005

3.004
3.003
3.002
3.001
2.997
2.879
2.860

2.845

2.833
2.832
2.831
2.818
2.785
2.756
2.750
2.728

2.717
2.673
2.672
2.671
2.628
2.607
2.554
2.444
2.434
2.417
2.416

69

70

71

72
73
74
75
76
77

78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
Sl
92
83

94
95
96
87
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
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Causing a civil disturbance
Rulas for cycles in trafific
Drivers age requirements
Obligations at traffic accidents
Restaurant law

Regarding use of foreign vehicles
Traffic rules for streetcars
Railway crossing

Use of traffic path

Rules for pedestrians

Equipment violations for horse-drawn
vehicle

Begging

Hanging on windows or playing on streets

2.401
2.332
2.331
2.268
2.267
2.125
2.003

2.002

2.001
1.981

1.952
1.950
1.830

106
107
108
109
110
111
112

113
114

115
116
117
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