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“~ﬂ&e11nguen¢y and crime.

The Development of Serious Criminal Careers and

the Delinquent ¥eighborhood

‘Lyle W. Shannon

"‘\\,\ o U EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A ‘ '

En&erstan&ang how serlous &ellnquent and cripinal careers
;develop and contlnue is a prerequisite to plannlng programs for

effective &ellnquency preventlon and crime controlu The findings

from two earlier longltudlnal birth cohort ‘studies are summarized

[

as an 1ntroducﬁ10n to—more 1nten51ve analy31s of the processes

whlch generate continuities in ﬁelanuent and crlmlnal behavior.:

)

HThese $tudles revealed that the areas in whlch juveniles were

SOClallZed playeﬁ an important role'in how the justice systenm

k‘respon&e& to their béhavior and they in turn either desisted from

further &elinquency'or continued into serious a&ultkmisbehaviora
,Since the emphasis in the secdn& study was'at the ecological
rather than the 1nﬁ1v1aual level, it was decided that more
,extensxve ana;351s oﬁ the official records and 1nterv1ews with
cohort nembers should be made in order to ascertain the 1mpact of
mxlmeu on the generatlon of dellnguency, contlnultleq in
delmnquency and crlme, and off1c1a1 societal regctlon to
Although block data had been aggregated

Lnio larger éaaloglcal unl ts (natural areas, census trdcts,

B

1 gee Assessxng the Relatlonshlg of adult Crlmlnal Careers
to Juvenile Careers, 1980, NIJJDP and Tﬁg Relatlonsh;g of

Juvenlle belinquency and A&ult Crime to the~Chang1ng Ecaioglcal
structure of the Cxwz, 1981, NIJ

x\
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police grid areas, and neighborhoods) , only neighborhoods would
be sufficiently homogeneous for a definitive test of milieu
effects.

Each of the 65 neighborhoods selected as spatial units for
analysis was categorized according to its belinquency and Crinme
Producing Characteristics (DCP) , In-Area Offense Rates, By—
Residence Offense Rates,.auvenile Delinquency Rates, and Adult
Crime Rates. While these lieasures were not completely
independent, neither were they completely congruent. Various
techniques of classification produce&»a series of multi-celled
tables into which neighborhoods ueré'plaée&, cells which'
contained neighborhoods that had been classified as High DCP ana
High Offense Rate and those at the OPPOSLte extreme, as well as
some neighborhoods which were cla551fmed as relatlvely hlgh on
~one varlahle but not the other.

Individual careers for the juvehile‘and aﬁult'perio&s vere
also characterized in a variety of ways, as was the relatlonshlp
of earlier to later behavxor of cohort members. Responses of

representatives of the justice system, as measured by

‘dispositions of pollce contacts and sanctions admlnlstered by the

- courts, were included as part of the chain of experiences which

pro&uced diverse otfense and intervention types. Beyond analyses

of the relatlonshlp of measures of aellnquency, crlme, career
types, and intervention types of individual cohort members to
each other within different types of neighborhood milieus, some

ecological analyses are also presented, i.e., analyses in which

i

|0

N

..3....
statistics for individuals are aggregated to the neighbothqod
level. The latter are discussed in a‘guar&e&.fashion because the
eéolagical fallacy has been 1ong recognized as productive of

findings which do not necessarlly apply to all individuals in

each spatlal unxt

Before summarizing the findings a brief digression must be

- made in order that the reader be aware of the framework in which

we have evaluated the results of this research. It is easy to

find statiStically significant relationships between independent

and dependent variables. They are always present at the

ecclogical level beCauSe social phenomena are spatially

&1str1hute& in urban areas and one social phenomenon is related

~to another.. therally hundreds and hundreds of studies have

shown thls commencxng 1n the 1920s. ﬂot only have we found

 stat1st1ca1ly s;gnlflcant Telationships of the same order as

those found by other sociclogists, we have also shown that over

95% of the variation in delinquency and crime rates in
nelghborhoods during the 1970s can be accounted for by their
demographlc chatacterlstlcs and prlor dellnguency and crime rates

{1950s and 19605)- Research of this nature has not only nade it

- evident that community resources should be focused on the inner

.c;ty and interstitial areas but has also revealed that

unsophlstlcate& attempts to control dellnquency and crime may
result in what we have termed "the haxdenlng of the inner 01ty."

This has become one of our major concerns.
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Bﬂf ecological studies are only the beginning. These
studies do not describe the processes by which juveniles come to
engage in delinguent behavior, sdmetimes'continue into adult
crime,vor how decisiong aré made to deal with them officially.
But, as we have said, they do suggest that the nature of the
nelghborhoud plays a powerful role in generatlng delinquency and
crime and how the community nespon&s to it. '

Also useful, but not as valnqble as some researchers have
believed, are studies which ;scefﬁgin the nature df high-risk
categories of youth or adults, categories that may have an
ecological component but which specify the demograp&ip and social
characteristics of groups with high delinquency and crime rates.
These studies enable us to "pre&ici" that persons with certain
characte;istics have a higher probability of engaging in
delinqueﬁt and criminal behavior than others. Although this
research may enable us to predict that persons placed in groups
with specified ch@racteristics will have high delinquency and
crime rates, that is not enough. Accounting for differential
group rates and continuities in delinquency and crime in
Categories of people constitutes just another step in the almcst
unending search for ansvers.

But we must push the enterprise even further, we must
attempt to discern how delinguency and crime arévgenerated within
types of spatial units whose milieus have been operationally
defined as more or less likely to produce dﬁllnguency and crime

and contlnultles in delinquency and crinme. Or, if we are placing
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people in groups based on combinations of their ecological and
demographic characteristics, we must deternmine how delinguent
behavior develops and how society reacts to it with differing
consequences within these groups. The ultimate test of our
understanding of the delinquency process is the ability to
account for or to predict individual behavior within
operationally defined groups. We know that there is no simple
explanation for delinguency and crime per se.

Turning back to the findings from the analyses described in
this lengthy report, we concluded that significant milieu effects
(Delinguency and Crime Producing Characteristics and neighborhood
In-Area and By-Residence Offense Rates) were present in the
development of serious delinquent and criminal careers and in the
severity of sanctions administered to cohort members (offense and
intervention types) but that they account for relatively small
amounts of the variance in consistency and continuity in
individual official careers. That nmeasures of the seriousness of
officially recorded delinquent and criminal careers, self-
reported seriousness, and disproportional intervention as
represented by offense seriousness/interventiqn scores ﬁére far
higher in the inner city and interstitial neighborhoéds«than in
others was not as important as the fact that consistency and’
continuity in these measures had considerably less relationship
to milieu dlfferences.n While consistency and continuity were
present in the inner city neighborhoods, they were found in some

other neighborhoods with quite different characteristics. When
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the unit of career measurement was changed from the individu&iyto
one which was representative ofv%he average experience of all
cohort members who were socialize&»within the ﬂeighhonhyod
(analysis at the ecological level)ﬁ considerably more Sf the
variance (up to 60%) was explained.

When the neighborhoods of socialization of cohort members
were aggrégated into inner city vs. other types of neighborhcods
and partitioned according to race/ethnicity and sex, with
interview-obtained variables (29 variables were reduced to 16 in
Preliminary analyses) such as failure to graduate from high
school, juvenile friends in trouble with the police, and access
to an automobile while in high school, significant amounts of the
variance in official seriousness, self-report seriousness, and
offense seriousness/intervention scores were accounted for
{multiple regression) at the juvenile level, more for the inner
city males, Rhite or Non-White, and other neighborhood males,
less for each of their female counterparts. Even more of the
variance in adult measures of crinme were accounted for when
Juvenile scores were added as independent variables.

In terms of process, the fact that the standardized
estimates that were significant varied’from group to group
suggested that the chain of experiences through which Juveniles
acquired a given level of official seriousness, self-report
seriousness, and offense seriousness/intervention scores, had
only limited group to group similarity. Unstandagdized estimates

indicated that the size of the effects of the independent -
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variables on measures of delinguency and crime were quite
different across groups.

Where did this leave us? Certainly witk +the conclusion that

the process of becoming delinquent is complex, that it differs by
Sex, type of neighborhood, and racesethnicity. This is not new.
Since tae day that sociologists ceased to concentrate their
efforts on the study of the male or White male, since it becanme
apparent that patterns ot delinquency and crine had complex
variation fronm group to group, explanations have becone more
diversified. Attempts to vrevent or control delinquency must
take this into account. While it may appear to the casual
observer that sociologists are in complete disagreement in their
explanations of the genesis of delinquency and crime, much of
this can be attributed to the fact that different Studies apply
to different types of juveniles and adults. Only a few have
utilized police contact, referral, and court sanctions data for
birth cohorts so as to include the entire range of delinquent and
criminal behavior for different types ot people during their
Years of risk from age 6 into adulthood. More limited samples
have produced sample-related findings.

If resources are scarce then they must not only be directed
at high-risk groups in manipulable settings but we must recognize
that the same strategyy may not be best for different high-risk
groups. SQme aspects of the social environment may not be

readily changed given the organization of society. But we can
N

modify the school System and we may be able to provide jobs for
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those for whom lack of jobs has its effect on delinquency rate&.

For example, we can experimentally work on school retention |

i
‘n\

programs and attempt to develop better links between school and

work. But we must not conclude that jobs in th;mselves'neduce
delinguendy and crime when it is apparent that early work has
different effects on different groups. What does a joh mean and
what does it permit? We must realize that what makes Ffor
integration into the larger society differs from group to group
within the same milieu, just as the exclusionary process appears
to be worklng differently from group to group, within and between
milieus (less explained variance for offense
seriousness/intervention scores) .

The reader who is most concerned with ‘how the
characteristics of juveniles appear to be mediated by
neighborhood milieu may wish to commence hiss/her réading ot this
report on page 144 with Chapter 12, A Last Look at Intervention
and Sanctions.

Since our primary concern is with milieu effects on the
experiences of individuals, and with whether or not these effects
are substantial, we are now continuing the analysis with the
reaction of the justice system to each of thousan&s of police
contacts by the charactéristics“of individuals, their prior
experiences, and the milieu in which the event took place.
Rather than considering juvenile and adult careers of males,
females, Whites, and Non-Whites, inner city vs. other residents,

the experiences of actors with past behavior and consequences are
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examlnéd event by event. This wall enable us to deal more
effectlvely w1th the problem of small Ns and facilitate the
development of a more precise model of the juvenile and adult

judicial process.
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The Development of Serious Criminal Careers and
the Delinquent Neighborhood

Lyle W. Shannon

Chapter 1. Review of the Racine Studies
INTRODUCTION
This rgsearch on the relatmonshlp of serious criminal
careers to delinguent neighborhoods and juvenile involvement in

the justice system stems from the findings of two earlier
poajects. The first project utilized data from three birth
cohorts (1942, 1949, and 1955 totalling 6,127 males and females,
of whom 4,079 had continuous residence in Racine) in an
assessnent of the relationship of juvenile delinguency to adult
criminal careers. The second project followed from it and
consisted of an analysis of the relationship of juvenile
delinquency and adult crime to the changing ecological structure
of the city.t

Work on the second project was facilitated by the fact that
offense and place ot residence had been coded by blocks so that

the data could be aggregated into any type of area or ;

‘configuration ot space desired. This provided a basis for

describing the changing relationskip of delinquency ana”crime io
the ecological structure oi the city on a cohort to cohort basis.
These imudlngs were of such 1mportance -that further ecologxcal
dndlyses were deemed necessary as the next step 1n a syst@ﬁatic‘
exploit%tién of the data. This project also had a strong

methodologié;l thrust in that four spatial systems wete utilized

= b ){1
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(census tracts, police grid areas, natural areas, and
neighborhoods) in order to determine whether chénge in the
ecoclogical structure was a more powerful determinant of
delinquency and crime rates or change in delinguency and crime
rates was a more powerful determinant of ecological structure.
{(The interrelationship of the four spatial systems is described
in appendix A.) We concluded that the smaller, relatively
homogeneous neighborhoods comprised the best spatial system for
further research, particularly that which dealt with the
development of serious offender careers.

hlthough our earlier research on the relationship of
juvenile delinquency to adult crime has taught us much about the
serious offender and has led to the conclusion that understanding
how these careers develop is a prerequisite to planning programs
for effectively dealing with the problem, we did not intensively
analyze those members from each cohort whose careers developed in
high delinquency and crime neiyhborhoods. Such an analysis would
contrast these serious offenders with seriocus oiffenders fron
other peighborhoods and both groups of serious offenders with
non-serious offenders from both types of neighborhcods in
Racine.? While juveniles and adults may be biaced on a continuum
in terms of the seriousness of their careers and neighborhoods
may be placed on a continuum of types and have been in the
various analyses, they were often referred to as though they were

dichotomies.

e e e e R e e e o

.

-

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS FINDINGS

Concentration vs. Dispersion of Police Contacts
Among Cohort Members

A brief overview off the findings from earlier analyses of

the three Racine birth cohorts described in Assessing the

Relationship of Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile Careers should

set the stage for a description of the analyses that we have just
completed as part of our continuing systematic utilization of the
Racine data in an eftort to obtain a better understanding of the
serious offender.

The first point that must be established is that although
delinquency and crime are widely dispersed throughout the city
{prevalence), there are many offenses in some areas {(high
incidence) and in these areas there are a disproportionate number
of serious offenders. These are not new findings but they have
not previously been generated from birth cohorts whose records
have been available Ffor lengthy periods of tine. Furthermore,
the birth cohort data are accompanied by offense and arrest data
for the entire city, some data sets Ccovering a period of 30 years
(1948 to 1978), as described in The Relationship of Juvenile

Delinquency and Adult Crime to the Changing Ecological Structure

of the City. These data produce similar ternporal and spatial
patterns of prevalence and incidence.

To be more explicit about the earlier findings we shall
first summarize those which indicate the extent to which

delinquency and crime are dispersed throughout the community.
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0f those pursons with continuocus residence in Racine, 68% of
the 1942 Cohort and 69% of the 1949 Cohort had one or more police
Contacts between the ages of 6 and the cut-off date of May 31,
1974. At that time persons in the 1942 Cohort were 33 years of
age and those in the 1949 Cohort were 26. Although persons in
the 1955 Cohort were only 21 years of age at the time of their
cut-off date, September 1, 1977, 59% already had at least one
police contact.

Considering the facts that such a large proportion of the
1942 Cohort (basically a White cohort) was socialized outside the
inner city, that from 69% to 84% (depending on the cohort) of the
White males had police contacts at one time or another, and that
from 50% to 90% of the Whites from the best residential areas had
at least one police contact at some time during their lives, it
cannot be said that delinquency and crime are minority centered

problems or restricted to those who were socialized in the inner

Tcity.

Over half of those interviewed (53.2% of the 1942 Cohort and
59.6% of the 1949 Cohort) stated that they had been stopped by
the police before the age of 18 for doing something wrong or
something the police”suspected was wrong, but onlyu37.5% and
48.0% had ever had their contacts recorded by the police. O0f
those who reported being stopped by the police, about 45% of each
cohort previously had only one incident of this nature and almost
70% had reported being stopped only once or twice before the age

of 18. About 60% of those interviewed indicated that their
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contact(s) with the police had been around the age of 16 or 17.
So, just as our otrficial data have shown, relatively few began to
have contacts with the police at an early age and most police
contacts took place around the age of 16 or 17.

Another line of questioning dealt with misbehavior before
the age of 18 which did not result in being caught by the police.
Over 66.4% and 69.6% stated that they had done things before they
were 18 for which they could have been caught by the police.

When asked what things they did, Liquor violations headed the
list followed by Theft and Disorderly conduct. When the persons
who were stopped by the police or who had engaged in undetected
behavior (by their own accounts) are combined, they add up to
well over 90% participation in youthful misbehavior of one type
or another for the males and 65% to 70% for the females.

Nevertheless, few continued to get into trouble after age 18
and even tewer were involved in serious trouble after 13. Among
those who had been both stopped by the police and had done things
for which they could have been caught (the group that would be
hypothesized most likely to continﬁe their misbehavior into
adulthood), on;y 10.6% of the 1942 Cohort and 13.9% of the 1949
Cohort had a mairr misdemeanor or felony police contact aftér the
age of 18. 0n1y15;3% and 6.1% had a felony police contact after
that age. Although most of those who were caught and most of
those who were not caught stated that they had reappraised their
behavior and ceased to engage in the acts which either got then

or could have gotten them into trouble, there still appears to be
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a select group of individuals who may be defined as serious
offenders.

Concentration vs. Dispersion
By Place of Contact and Place of Residence

To better understand patterns of concentration and
dispersion, we must examine the places at which people have had
police contacts in reference to their places of residence at the
time of contact. In the case of Blacks from the 1942 Cohort, for
example, 49.4% of the police contacts for those who were
residents of Subarea 1 occurred in Subarea 1 and 59.4% of the
contacts of those who were residents of Subarea 2 occurred in
Subarea 2. For the 1949 Cohort 42.0% of the contacts for Blacks
who were residents of Subarea 1 occurred in Subarea 1 and 52.4%
of the contacts for those who were residents of Subarea 2
occurred in Subarea 2. And for the 1955 Cohort 51.1% of the
contacts by Blacks residing in Subarea 1 and 53.5% of the
contacts by Blacks residing in Subarea 2 took place in their
subarea of residence-

Aside from the concentration of contacts within their area
of residence, the importance of Subareas 1 and 2 was dramatized
by the fact that 37.uv% of the 1942 Cohort's contacts, 33.7% of
the 1949 Cohort*s contacts, and 30.1% of the 1955 Cohort's
contacts took place in these two areas regardless of where the
individuals resided. Indeed, 90% of all of the contacts of
Blacks in the 1942 Cohort residing in Subareas 1 and 2 were in
these or contiguous swbareas, as wexe 80% for the 1949 and 1955

Cohorts. Persons from all hut one area in the 1942 Cohort, ail
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but two zreas in the 1949 Cohort, and all but three areas in the
1955 Cohort came into and had police contacts in Subarea 1.
Persons irom all cohorts from all 26 areas came into and had
police contacts in Subarea 2a

From 60% to 90% of the contacts of Blacks were generated by
those residing in the inner city Subareas 1 and 2 (almost all
Blacks in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts resided in the inner city, as
did 75% of the Blacks in the 1955 Cohort), as were from 40% to
60% of the Chicano contacts. However, only 15% of the contacts
by Whites were by residents of Subareas 1 and 2 (the proportion
of all cohort Whites residing in the inner city declined from 15%
in the 1942 Cohort to less than 5% in the 1955 Cohort) . While
fewer, 54% to 75%, of the police contacts by Blacks and 36% to

56% of those by Chicanos took place in the inner c;ty, only 19%

activity was expanding but the areas of residence for contact-—

Lesponsible Whites kas becoming more concentrated. Although

areas of contact are still highly concentrated for Blacks and
Chicanos, they are expanding, as are areas of residence for

contact-responsible members of their groups.

The Concentration of Serious Careers

Going beyond these patteras of spatial concentration, and
important to our current concerns, is the concentration of

contacts within each cohortts memrbership.
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As in other similar studies, relatively few persons were
responsible for a disproportionately large number of all police
contacts in all three cohorts. 1In the 1942 Cohort 9.5% was
responsible for 51.0% of the contacts. The concentration was
somewhat greater in the 1949 Cohort, where 8.0% of the cohort was
responsible for 50.5% of the contacts. Only 5.8% of the 1955
Cohort was responsible for 50.8% of the contacts.

Concentration of contacts was even greater among the females
than among the males in each cohort. For examnple, 8.7% of the
1942 females accounted for 51.5% of the contacts by females in
that cohort, while it took 12.6% of the males to account for
49.2% of their contacts. sSimilarly, 7.7% of the 1949 females
accounted for 51.5% of their contacts but it took 10.4% of the
males to account for 50.4% of their contacts. Among the 1955
females 6.7% was responsible for 53.8% of their contacts while
8.4% of the males were responsible for 53.5% of their contacts.

When the concentration of contacts by Pelonies vs. Non-
Felonies was examined we found that contacts for Felonies. were
even more highly concentrated among a small percent of the
members of each cohort than were all Non-Traffic offenses and
Non-Felonies. The fact that a small percentage of each cohort
prodﬁée& most of the contacts for Felonies led us to wonder if
these were the people who could be readily classified as chronic
offenders. Were they the people who had accumulated 4 or more or
5 or more contacts and among then the most serious offenses? In

other words, were the frequent offenders (those whose offenses
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produce contacts) alsoc the people who produced the bulk of the
contacts for Felonies or Non-Traffic offenses?

Those males in all cohorts who had 4 or more contacts for
Non-Traffic offenses (30% or less) accounted for more than 86% of
the Non-Traffic contacts. Felonies were even more concentrated
among males with 4 or 5 Felony contacts than were Non-Traffic
offenses. Similarly, females with % or more Non-Traffic contacts
accounted for a large proportion of the Non-Traffic contacts
among the females but the concentration of Felonies was even
greater than for Non-Traffic offenses.

Going one step further it was found that the median
seriousness scores of persons with 5 or more contacts was about
four times as high as the median seriousness scores for persons
with 2 to 4 contacts, 20.8 vs. 5.1 for 1942 White nales, 20.4 vs.
5.3 for the 1949 White males, and 24.7 vs. 6.0 for the 1955 White
males. Sinilar differences were found for females. Even greater
differences were found for Black males in the 1949 and 1955
Cohorts. Although a number of contacts tended to produce high
nedian seriousness scores for persons with 5 or more contacts,
whethet they be White, Black, or Chicano, male or female, it was
clear that the median seriousness scores for persons with 5 or
more contacts were not generated by contact categories at the
lower end of the seriousness scale. This is particularly true
for males. Thus we have additional evidencé to support the
position that persons with 5 or more police contacts should be

the subject of careful study. Furthermore, it was found that

7
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Non-Traffic contacts made up allarger proportion of the contacts
améng those with 5 contacts than of those with fewer contacts,
regardless of cohort, race/ethnicity, or sex.

Those with 5 or more contacts were rLesponsible for a larger
proportion of the Felony contacts than are those with fewer
contacts. We also found that the number of Felonies increased
with seriousness scores for each races/ethnic group in each agé
period, i.e., increases in seriousness of careers are not based
on number of contacts alione. Thus, the data told us again and
again that persons with 5 or more contacts who have high
seriousness scores, and who have probably committed a Felony,
constitute a group upon which atteation should be focused if we
wish to understand the process by which serious adult criminal
caréers are generated. While roughly 20% of each cohort's
nembers were responsible for 80% of the Non-Tratffic police
contacts generated by the cohort, an even smaller percent (8% to
14%) was responsible for ail their Felonies. Should the decision
be made to identify those who were responsible for about 75% of
the Felonies {and much of the other crime), the 5% of each cohort
who had 2 or 3 Felony contacts would be the target population.

Career Development and Decline

—— ——,

The mort prevalent pattern of delinquent behavior is one of
declining seriousness and discontinuation after the teen-age
period. The few who continue to have police contacts into their
late twenties with an increase in seriousness (and finally a

decline) are those who become well known. to the juvenile and
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adult justice systems and thus create the impression of
continuity and increasing seriousness in delinguent and criminal
careers. The careers of these persons are atypical of all who
have had contacts with the juvenile and adult justice systenms.
But it is this "™hard corew® group of continuers which suggests
that there is a relatively small group on whon attention should
be focused if we wish to understand the process by which serious
adult c¢riminal careers are generated.

Combining continuity types and controls for place of
socialization permitted selection of a relatively small
percentage of offenders who were most likely to have criminal
careers after the age of 18, persons whose careers included a
large number of felonies. In a high risk group composed of that
11.7% of the 1942 Cohort who were socialized in the inner city
and its interstitiusl areas and had continuous careers before 18,
53.3% had high seriousness scores after 18. No other area and no
other continuity tiype had even close to 50% with high seriousness
scores after 18. PFindings were similar for the 1949 and 1955
Cohorts.3 As promisiny as this sounds, one must look at the total
picture. While ¥3.8% of the inner city group with continuous
contact careers before 13 and high later seriousness scores

committed at least one felony after 18, they conprise only 26% of

. the persons in the 1942 Cohort and 29% and 22% of the persons

with felony contacts in the 1945 and 1955 Cohorts. The other

felony offenders, some of whom never had a police contact before

,the age of 18, are spread throughout the community.

28
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In every other manner in which the data have been exanmined
there was a high degree of concentration, i.e., there were
certain categories of persons who had a high probability of
having serious careers that include felonies. There was algo a
high deyree of dispersion in that people were scattered
throughout the community who either had no juvenile(pecord %r
only had intermittent contacts for minor offenses and who ﬁ
ultimately were charged with serious oiffenses by law enforcement
agencies.

It was apparent that some persons do devglop ever-expanding,
more serious careers. For example, those persons from each
cohort, male or temale, White, Black, or Chicano, who had |
contacts during the juvenile and young adﬁlt_pexiods haq the c
greatest probability of having contacts as adults. In #he 1942
Cohort, for example, 89.4% of the White males with cont%cts
during the age period & through 20 had contacts after age 21.
While comparable percentages were lower for the 1949 aﬂd 1955
Cohorts, progression was still more likely for this group than
any othex. At the extreme opposite end of the scale in terms of
continuity, one finds that 49% of those from the 1942 Cohbrt,
71.0% from the 1949, and 91.8% from the 1955 Cohort, with ﬁo
contacts by the age of 21 who had no conktacts after the age of
21. Between these two extremes are over one-half of the males of
each cohort and over 40% of the females in six different
combinations of age period to age period céntinuity or lack

thereoi. idecause most do not have extensive records as -juveniles
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there is no basis for the prediction of later criminal behavior.
Knowing that a high percent of those from a high risk group will
have serious offenses as adults is not the same as preficting who
in a total cohort will commit serious offenses és adults. It is
the lat%er with whom we are most concerned.

Much more could be said about concentration but the point is

“that there are serious offenders whose behavior is obviously part

of a dFvelopmental process and there are serious offenders who
are no%mcareer offenders. Both are a problem in the community
but prediction of one type is obviously more possible than the
other. While we have concluded that general prediction is not
feasible, the possibility remains that a better understanding of
the development of criminal careers will enable us to more
efficiently predict continuities of this type.

This leads to a recapitulation of what we have learned about

the serious offender.

Increasing Seriousness and the Serious Offender

Comparison of the three birth cohorts reveals that serious
offenders are on the increase. The percent of all police
contacts that were for Part I offenses increased from cohort to
coﬁbrt for persons aée 6~17: 12.7% in the 1942 Cohort, 15.9% in
the 1949 Cohoft, and 24.6% in the 1955 Cohort. Cross-cohort
seriousness has no£$only increased as indicated by the percent
who have ever had a Felony against either Property or Person

(9.8% for the 1942 Cohort, 12.1% for the 1949 Cohort, and 18.7% \

for the 1955 Cohort), but seriousness rates have become higher
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acraoss cohorts within age periods for males and females for
almost every race/ethnic|sex group, no matter which measure is
utilized. Yet serious career offenders are few. Only 2.5% of
the 1942 Cohort had a contact ané referral in each age period and
31.4% bad neither in any age period. Those who acquired at least
one contact and one referral had successively higher sericusness
scores in the next age period, increasing from a median of 7.4 to
10.7 to 34.0. The 1949 Cohort presented a similar picture with
2.2% having a contact and feferral in each age period and 30.9%
having neither in any age period. Those who had at least one
contact and referral in fach age period had successively higher
seriousness scores increasing from 9.0 to 13.1 to 27.0.%4

By COntrast, those who had contécts but no referrals in each
age period had very stable me@ian seriousness scores, 2.6, 2.6,
and 3.5 for the 1942 (Cohort aﬁﬁ 3.1, 2.1, and 2.9 for the 1949
Cohort. We have previously shépn that referral rates are higher

}

for the more serious reasons fof police contact. With few

exceptions, the grouﬁ# who wereareferred at any stage went on to
have higher\seriousne%s scores at the next stage than those who
were not reterred. A% each subsequent stage, however, there is
the problem 6& aetermining the effects of prior misbehavior and
referrals on énbsequen%behavior and it may be that referrals
result in more serious &elinguent and criminal bebavior than in
detertence.

While only 33.5% oi the 1949 Cohort was socialized in the

inner city and interstitial areas, 64.7% or those who were

o
1
Re

iy

o

-5
institutionalized were from that area. We also note that 7.3% of
those from the inner city and interstitial areas were
institutionalized in comparison with 3.9% of the total cohort.
There is an even larger difference in the race/ethnic composition
of those socialized in the inner city and interstitial areas of
the city with 77.7% of those socialized in the area being White
but only 45.5% of those institutionalized being White. The
Blacks made up over twice as large a proportion of those from the
inner city who were institutionalized as their proportion of
persons socialized there. The Chicano differences were even
greater proportionately.s

While 26.7% of the 1955 Cohort's members were socialized in
the inner city, 56.8% of those who were institutionalized had
been socialized there, an even greater difference than found for
the 1949 Cohort. |

All of the foregoing brings us to a description of various
ways to characterize neighborhoods and delineate the inner city.
This is a prerequisite to determining more precisely than before
the extent to which the juvenile and adult justice systems may
function differently in some systematic way within the range o£

wilieus in which cohort members reside.
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”E g Press, 1960); Dpavid J. Bordua, "pelinquent Subcultures:
FOOTNOTES ; ] Sociological Interpretations of Gang Delinguency," The Annals of

( I8 the American Academy of Political and social Science 38(1961) =

» ! 120-136; LeRoy G. Schultz, "“Why the Negre Carries Weapons,®

1 The two earlier projects have been described in the

: : . ) ;[ Jdournal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 53(1962):

following lengthy Project reporis: Assessing the Relationship of j 476-483; James F. Short and Fred L. Strodbeck, Group Process and
|
H

Adult Criminal Carecers to Juvenile Careers, 1980, 950 pp. Final i Sang Delinguency (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965) ;
Report to the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and § Solomon Kobrin, Joseph Puntil and Emil Peluso, "Criteria of
bDelinguency Prevention, Department of Justice, Grants Number ; iy Status Among Street Groups," Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency 4(1967) : 98-118; Marvin E. Wolfgang and Frances
Perracuti, The Subculture of Yiolence (London: Tavistock, 1967);
Paul Lerman, "“Individual Values, Peer Values, and Subcultural
Delinquency,*™ American Sociological Review 33(1968) : 219-235; angd
Sandra J. Ball-Rokeach, "Values and Violence: A Test of the

P 76JN8-99-0008, 76J8~-99-1005, T7d8~99-0019, and 79JN-AX~0010 and i
The Relationship of Juvenile Delinquency and Adult Crime to the |

a——

Changing Ecolegical Structure of the city, 477 pp., 1981. Final
Report to the National Institute of Justice, Lepartment of
Justice, Grant Number 79NI-AX-0081. Also see: Chapter 7, “a 7

Longitudinal Study of Delinquency and Crime," pp. 121-146, in " Subculture of Violence Thesis," American Sociological Review

¥ Quantitative Studies in Criminology. Charles Welford (ed.). 38(1973) : 736-749.
(Beverly Hills: Sage, 1978) and "Assessing the Rela tionship of
Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile Careers,"™ in Problems in 4 We would not throw out the baby with the bath by taking the
American Social Policy Research. Clark C. Abt (ed.), {(Cambridge: position that increasing seriousness is a function of official
Abt Books, 1980), pp. 232—-246. This longitudinal research on labelling but we and others have found considerable evidence that
delinguency and crime in Racine should not be confused with our i it is important to consider the process by which persons in the

E earlier research on the economic absorption and cultural juvenile and adult justice systems label those with whom they
integration of immigrant Blacks and Chicanos in Racine, a project ] have contacts and tollow this with Yextra attention.® fThe
on which we have published several volumes and more than 30 ¢ literature has, of course, dealt with this as well as with the
papers and reports. Likewise, it should not be confused with our labelling process in terms of self-definition. PFor a critical
earlier research on delinquency and crime in Madison and Racine, | review of the assumptions behind labelling theory and this
which was conducted in the wid-1950s and in the mid 1960s, and on @1 literature see: Charles Relford, "Labelling Theory and

& which we have also Published guite extensively. h Criminology,® Social Problems 23 (1975) ¢ 332-345. also see:

Theodore Ferdinand and Elmer Luchterhand, "“Inner City Youth, the
2 Racine is, in many respects, an ideal laboratory in which to Police, the Juvenile Court and Justice,® Social Preblems 18
Study how social processes operate in an urban setting. Being a , (1962) : 510-527; Edwin Schur, Labelling Deviant Behavior
city of approximately 100,000 it is of a more manageable size i (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1971); Richard Hard, "The
than are larger cities where problens of official data collection X Labelling Theory: A Critical Analysis, " Criminology 9 (1971 :

v and finding respondents for interviews are much more difficult to ' : 268-290; Nanette J. Davis, "“Labelling Theory in Deviance
overcome. Furthermore, many of our tindings parallel those ' Research: A Critique and Reconsideration, " Sociological
reported by Harvin Wolfgang, Robert Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin Quarterly 13 (1972): BU47-474; and Jay Willianms and Martin Gold,
in Delinguency in a Birth Cohort (Chicago: The University of “From Delinquent Behaviors to Official Delingquency," Social
Chicago Press, 1972) . For a discussion of the Racine and Broblems 29 (1972) : 209~-227.

Philadelphia research, see Joan Petersilia, "Criminal Career i

I Research, pp. 321-380, in Crime and Justice, Vol. 2, (Chicago: s The literature has been replete with findings of higher
The University of Chicago Press, 1980), Norval Morris and Michael rates of delinquency and crime for minority race/ethnic groups.
Tonry (eds.). In 1930 almost 20% of the population consisted of No one questions the existence of these differences based on
foreign—born Whites, while less than 1% was Black (Negro) . By official data. The issue is how these differences come about and
1940 the population of foreign-born Whites dropped to 16.5%, by , the extent to which they are differences based on socioeconomic
1950 to 12%, by 1960 to 8%, and by 1970 to 6%. &t the same time, i Status, dispositional procedure in the Juvenile and adult justice

i the Black population increased from 1% in 1940 to 2% by 1950, to systems, or subcultural variation related to background and lije
5.3% by 1960, and to 10.5% by 1970. ‘ ! experiences. In regard to the latter, Thornberry and Figlio,

[ Chapter 11, “Victimization and Criminal Behavior in a Birth
3 There is a literature on delinguent and criminal subcultures f Cohort," in Terence P. Thornberry and Edward Sagarin (eds.),
which provides a background for our findings. For example: . | images of Crime: Offenders and Victims (New York: Praeger
Walter B. Miller, "Lower Class Delinguency as a Generating Review D] Publishers, 1972), have shown that Black cohort members are more

0 of Gang Delinguency,® Journal of Social Issues 14 (1958) : 5-19; /i ~likely than Whites to be victins of robbery, stabbing, shooting,
Richard A. Cloward and Lloyd E. Ohlin, Delinquency and }; ‘pickpocketing, and larceny. This Suggests that the way of life
Opportunity: A Theory of Delinquent Gangs (New Yorks Free ;{
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of victims may make them more susceptible to victimization by
action. PFor a recent article on the Chicano case see Howard S.
Erlanger, "Bstrangement, Machismo and Gang Violence," Social
Science Quarterly 60 (1979): 235-248. &Erlanger®s point that
subcultural differences may readily and unintentionally generate
police contacts in the larger society is well taken. This is
particularly true if police and school personnel have little or
no understanding of the minority subculture. Also see Octavio
Ignacio Romano V, "The Anthropology and Socioloyy of the Mexican-—
Americans," El Grito 2 (1968): 13-28. While we take the
position that the higher incidence and prevalence of delingquency
and crime rates among minorities may be explained by their status
and group membership, it must be noted that some competent
researchers look at it otherwise. For example, Robert A. Gordon,
"Issues in the Ecological Study of Delinguency," American
Sociological Review 32 (1967): 927-944, believes that higher
rates of delinquency and crime are related to differences in the
distribution of I.Q.
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Chapter 2. Serious Criminal Careers and the Delinquent
Neighborhood: Methodology and Procedures

INTRODUCTION

Although we do not present a detailed description of the
process by which some members of the cohorts developed continuing
serious careers, devoting particular attention to the careers of
those who reside in high delinquency and crime neighborhoods as
juveniles,? we have developed scoring systems which represent
different types of careers. This has been accomplished by
considering chains of official experiences (juvenile police
contacts, the seriousness of reasons for police contacts,
referrals, and the severity of sanctions, these to be matched
with experiences during the adult period).

While the first research project to which we referred had as
its major concern the nature of delinquent and criminal careers
and the extent to which the former might be predictive of the
latter and the second research project concentrated on the
relationship of changing patterns of delinguency and crime to the
eqplogical structure of the city, this project combines these
concerns and thus requires a greater diversity of measures and
analyses of the data at a variety of levels.

‘ Some of the an&iyses to be presented in the foilowing
chapters describe the experiences of all 4,079 continuous
residence persons from the three cohorts, while others are
ecological and are based on statistics for the 65 neighborhoods,
thus the N becomes 65. In some other cases only those 49

neighborhoods with sufficient members from their ¢ohort for an
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analysis of their del@nquent and criminal careers are included.
In this case the analysis may even be made on a neighborhood~by -
neighborhood basis so that the number of persons included in the
analysis may be only those who resided in the neighborhood during
the juvenile period, the findings for comparison with other
neighborhoods. Some of these analyses may be based on very small
Ns for a particular neighborhecod.

As we proceed from chapter to chapter and analysis to
analysis, the reader will be informed as to whether statistics

are based on cohort members fros separate cohorts or all cohorts

combined. Furthermore, when the analysis is based on individuals

without reference to neighborhoods or groupings of neighﬁﬁrhoods,
this will be evident. Likewise, when neighborhoods are gfouyé&
and cohort members described as members of a group of |
neighborhoo&s this will be made clear.

Since we are concerned abBout how experiences differ within

neighborhoods and groupings of nelghhorhoods, we shall relate: the"

cohort statlstlcs derived to each of the various &emograghlc,

ecological, spatial, and oifense rate systems which are described

in this chapter. These are, of course, the ecological analyses
and ecologically organized tables.

As the analysis progresses we shall see that attempts to
develop ecologically distinguishable patterns‘of behavior and
societal reaction by attaching dependent and independent variable
measures to the records of cohort members results in more complex

and less readily comprehensible patterns than those which relate
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neighborhood delinquency and crime statistics to cther
neighborhood characteristics, that is, sinple ecological
analyses. As we move from chapter to chapter it will be nmade
clear whether we are &es¢ribing individual cohort members or
neighborhoods.
CATEGORIZING NEIGHBORHOODS

Demographic Characteristics and Offense Rates

The first step was to place members of each cohort in their
neighborhood of socialization. Whatever characterizes the
neighborhood milieu is defined as an independent variable in the
analyses which follow. These are generally lumped into
demographic and offense rate variables. Although individual
neighborhood identifications are retained, they are combined into
groups based on the background characteristics listed in Diagram
1, Box-A (1 and 2) . Thus we have neighborhoods that: 1) are
considered delinquency and crime producing on a basis of their
ecologidal characteristics and do have high delinquency and crime
rates; 2) are pot considered delinquency and crime producing on a
basis of theirﬁecological characteristics but have high
éelinquency and crime rates; 3) neighborhoods that are
considered, etc., but do not, etc.; 4) neighborhoods that are not
considered and do not, etec. Since it was decided to trichotomize
neighborhoods into those with low, medium, and high offense rates
rather than simply dichotonrize, there are more categories than
shown\in B and C of Diayram 1 in some of the arrangements of

neighborhoods which have been developed. Without this
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52 DIAGRAM 1, ANALYTIC SCHEME FOR ASSHSSING THE RELATIONSHIP OF MILIGU AND OFFICIAL RECORDS 7O SERIOUS JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFGNDER CAREERS
‘ i it i o s
e Types of Neighborheods
‘, 1. Delinquency and Crime Producing
4 Characteristics and High Delin-
i quency, High Crime
il
! 2. Delinquency and Crime Producing D . P—
4 A \ Charncteristics and Low Delin- Typea of Delinquent or Non-Delinquent
{ _‘hn stopigtivs of N“—l:l::i hoads an';‘t“;x‘;i Membar ,;-.., quency, lligh Crime duvenile Caveers as Developed from
! charaateristivs of Neighborhood d Cohort. Membars . ) \ Official Juvenile Records for 1942
; Reatding in Jeighborhoods as Juwentles aud as ddnlte 3. Delinquency and Crime Producing ;‘ﬁ?,ﬂa,z,d' 1955 (‘ihni(tg“ o Jor ?
" (dagregated Yeighborivod data Set) Characteristics and High Delin- : 4 oo Lot
: Aggregatud ’ quency, Low Crime (Age-by-Age Data Set)
: 1. Ecological Charactervistics of Neighborhoods: 4. Delinquency and Crime Producing L. Each age 6-17
; 1950, 1960, 1970 Characteristics and Low Delin- 2, Summary Prior to age, at age, and
‘ i ality quency, Low Crime after age, all ages
t ::g::zi::g gg:l;:;\' S. Do Notllave Delinquency and Crime ek &
Lng Jensity Producing Characteristics but 3. Summary ages 6-17
‘ Housing Vacancy Rate High Delinquency, High Crime For 1, 2, und 3;
§ Percent tlousing Units Occupied by Blacks ' g nq Y, Hig Police Couticts
{ Land Use Code 6. Do Not, etc., but Low Dellnquency, Seriousness of Reusons for
g Targets in Arcas (taverns, restaurants, cte. Niph Crime Contacts
i Population Density " R Referral
{ . e . . Do Not, etc., but lligh Delinquenc eterrals
f Percent Population Non-White s L?)W_(.}rime 4 § q Y Severity of Sanctions
; 2. Delinquency and Crime in Neighborheoods Base .
! on Cohort Records: 1950's, 1960's, 1970's 8. Do Not, etc., but Low Delinquency,
i 4 > Low Crime
_Total ¥61ite Contact Rate
; Total Non-Traffic Contact Rate
. Moving Vehicle Rate
S . ) ; Property Offense Rate c :
7 : * i Offense Against Persons Rate Blooka Aggregated into Delinquency
i ' Public Disorder Rate and Crime Avcas
Status Offensc Rate L. Migh Deli ! Nigh Crine R € 1
. . g . . rh Delinquency and i\ Crime Rates s ..
Avex‘nge Serloushess of (Ec'"t wets SQ“ ue 2 "yl Cri gp roducing Types of Criminal or Non-Criminal Caveers
Average Age of Dffenders B g e Trpucing an Developed from Official Adult Records
; Proportion of Contacts with Police as Charactervistics f:n» 794;; F}gﬁ o 1055 (‘ah:n't‘z' !
: ] 9, : g4
| Complainant ’ 2. Low Delinquency and High Crime Rates {[lqe_by_;jgo Data Soit)
; Proportion of Contacts Referred Delinquency and Crime Producing ) b fach 18-32 (1942). 25 (1949
; 3. Demographic Characteristies of Cohort Members Characteristics ‘ zlgc(xggg)' =32 (1942, (1949}, :
{ (May be used as controls) 3. Uigh Delinquency and Low Crime Rates ", S‘n ary prior to nge, at age, and f
! Cohorts: 1942..1949, 1958 Delinquency and Crime Producing s oM ! s 8 » O ;
! Se; B9, Characteristics after age, all ages :
i Race/ethnicity : 4. Low Delinquency and Low Crime Rates 3. Summavy ages 18-32, 2§, 2 :
I . Place of Residence (Neighborhood) as l)elinquéncy znd Crime Producing For 1, 2, ‘nud 3 ) )
Javenile Characteristics Pollce Contacts (26 reasons for o
: - : . contact may be aggregated into . :
: 5. ligh Delinquency and ligh Grime Rates sFelony vs. Nonefelony, Part T vs, ;
1 Do Not have Delinquency and Crime “part 11, ote.)
,{: : Producing Choracteristics Soriousness of Reasons for Contacts §
i} 3
{ 6. Low Delinguency und Digh Crime Rates Refervals .
! ! ;0 §ll,tn|}:wi..yextl;. Hgh Crime Rate Severity of Sunctions
‘ 7. High Delinquency and Low Crime Rotes o o '
}‘ Do Not llave, cte. 4
‘i 8. lLow lelingquency and how Crime Rates
i L bo Not Have, cte.
“
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preliminary reduction from 65 neighborhoods to categories of
neighborhoods, some of the detailed quantitative analysis of
career histories would have been difficult to manage and
describe.

In considering the variables in Box A (1 and 2) of Diagram 1
we have perhaps been unduly concerned about different ways in
which they may be viewed and manipulated because we have
previously found that final results vary somewhat with the
operational definitions (measures of the variables) selected. We
have found, for example, that the proportion of the variance in
neighborhood offense rates explained by ecological variables or
by ecological variables and prior offense rates varied depending
on how these rates are caiculated. We have also found that the
results vary depending on whether the numbers of offenses in
neighborhoods or rates are utilized.2 To some this may seem
unimportant but there is an argument for considering the nuﬁber
of offenses in an area as well as the rates because people ﬁok
recognize and react to offense reports, particularly when they
are dramatized in the media with.p&lice grid maps as was déne in

Racine. ]

As a consequence, we have examined the delinquency adh crime
and types of offense variables as rates, as numbers, anduqs they
appear as clusters oh several versions of computer-creatdid and
contoured maps with neighborhood overlays. In addition tb

measures of delinquency and crime by decades, we have also

considered cohort total police contuct rates and felony rates
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individually and combined. We must be sure that the procedure
utilized will result in a meaningful classification of
neighborhoods, i.e., if a neighborhood is classified as high
delinguency/crime in one way or another or in a multitude of
ways, can it be recognized by the people who reside there ag well
as by those in the justice system as a high delinquency and/ox
crime neighborhood? This is necessary because it is hypothesiz¢d
that recognition of a neighborhood as high delinquency, high
crime, etc., has its effects as do the actual présence iﬂ‘the
neighborhood of a yreater proportion of persons who engage in
these behaviors and a greater incidence of the behaviory If we
have not considered this sufficiently then the analyses conducted

will not be a complete test of the hypotheses.

Grouping Neighborhoods

Table 1 shows the relationship of neighborhoods as High,
Medium, or Low Delinquency and Crime Producing to their in-
neighborhood and by-neighborhood-of-residence delinguency and
crime rateé. Note that the total number of persons from all
cohotts who remained within the same neighborhood during the
juvenile period of socialization has been reduced to 3,442. HMaps
1-6 for felony-level offenses atre included in order to show the
extent to which patterns differ depending on whether In-Area or
By-Residence data are utilized. As a heuristic device we have
contodred the bloeks with felonies for areas of each set, In-Area

and By-Residence. These are presented with a neighborhood

overlay in Map 7. Note that nost of the High Delinquency and
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Offense ' |
Rates Dglinguency and Crime Producing Characteristics g
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Area Residence High Hediun Low |
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2(118y | 49 (75) i ;
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10 (56} ! f
11 (48) t !
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, 13 (91) | |
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18 (55) I | : !
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\ S et -1 ] ‘
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19 (69) { 54 (75) | P il
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h | 29(78) | 34 (57) /
1 371 i 50 (66)
{ ! 35 (63) ! o 1
I 56 {80) ! J ~
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o / N | 36 (103)
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Crime Producing neighborhoods on Table 1 are congruent with the
boundaries of high crime neighborhoods shown on this RBap «

Whlle these maps mav qive fhe inpression that offenses are

T I AR -

scattered over rather large areas of theﬂ01ty, and this is h
correct as we have frequently stated when discussing the
concentration and dispersion of offenses, there is a great deal
of concentration of the place of residence of mnembers of each
cohort who have had contacts with the police for serious
offenses, just as there is a similar concentration by place in
which offenses took place. (This is dealt with even more fully
with blocks as the unit in Appendix B.)

Going to the tinal step in categorizing neighborhoods, as
shown in Table 2, each becomes not -just a High, Medium, or Low
Delinquency and Criue Producing neighborhood but a High
Delinguency, High Crime, and ecologically High Crime Producing
neighborhood, etc., according to the scheme in Box B of Diagram
1. To obtain the high delinguency, high crime classification we
looked at various rates and numbers for neighborhoods based on
ages 6 through 17 vs. 18 and older offenses. {The variables
utilized in developing the distribution of neighborhoods by
delinguency and crime rates shown in Table 2 are listed in
Appendix A.) Reterence to the tables and naps which have been
constructed led us to conclude that the High Delinquency/Crime
and Delinguency/Crime Producing areas as well as other types are

sufficiently delineated by the neighborhoods to progeed with the

analysis based on these units.
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‘ | ‘ ‘ ¥ H AND
NELGHBORHOODS BY JUVENILE/ADULT COMBINATIONS OF HIGH
LOW OFFENSE RATES AND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND cnxn31
PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHRBORHOODS AND NUMBER OF
COHORT MEMBERS IN EACH DURING JUVENILE PERIOD

_Juvenile/adult Delinouency,.and Crime Producing Gharactoristics:s

i
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Neighborhoods as characterized in Tables 1 and 2 provide a
framework for neighborhood-by-neighborhood and aggregated

neighborhoods comparisons of types of careers as a test of the

High t Hedium I Low
AT HA 1(5) f 6 (29) L 41@27)
2 (118) { 23 (62) 1 47(68)
5(75) | 33(71) I
7({83) i 46 (80) i
8 (87) | 49 (75) l
9 (78) I 67(12) §
10 (56) N [
12 (69) I |
13091 ] |
17(63) | I
18 (55) | |
19 (69) ! ;
[
61(11 14 (90) | 24 (19)
B3 LR () ; 20 (56) f 30 (30)
I 56 (80) | 34(57)
I 70 (15) : 38(73)
- -1
11 (48 i 4 (47) | 25(70)
Lo o6 | 29 (78) | 48(10)
| 55 (56) | ;
| s
3(25 ! 15 (64) I
LI LA 60%7)) i 21(66) ! 27(46)
64 (3) { 22 (56) | 28 (83)
65 (5) I 32(117) { 31(99)
1 35 (63) I 36 (103)
I 37 (46) {- 39 (58)
I 53(71) | 42 (k7)
! 54 (75) | ST(41)
[ 62 (12) t 52(59)
i 66 (4) I 57(66)
i 68 (4) I/ 58(14)
I 4 59 (8)
[ I 63 (26)
t !

i ile an ‘ i ates by neighborhood
Based on juvenile and adult pol;ge contact rat Y h
of residence for cohort members at time of contact and juvenile and

adult felony rates by place of felony and place of residence.
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areers are generated in

different neighborhood milieus and that community (justice

system) reactions to these careers diftfer depending on the type

of neighborhood. However, there is a judgmental element to the

categorization of neighborhoods generated in this fashion and as
a8 consequence considerable eifort to construct other typologies
was made, thus providing additional options tor analysis.

COMPUTER~-GENERAYED CATEGORIES OF NEIGHBORHOODS AS DELINQUENCY
AND CRIME PRODUCING AND OFFENSE LEVEL TYPES

This section describes the development of six types of
neighborhood clusters generated by the SAS FASTCLUS procedure.
The SAS FASTCLUS procedure performs a disjoint cluster analysis
on the basis of Buciidian distances computed from gquantitative

variables and may be conducted in such a way as to produce the

number of clusters desired. The advantage of this procedure is

that it considers combinations of characteristics, a more
sophisticated approach than the simple additive technique
utilized in our first selection procedure.

Ten demograhic, housing, and other characteristics were

selected from those utilized in developing the three groups oi
neighp\\hoo&s in the previous analysis:

population change
1960—80,\Q

970~80; change in population density g960~&0; percent
Black 1970; percent femalerheaded households 1970;vtarget density

19703 number of taverns 1970; housing guality 1970; percent
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residential vacancy 1970. The rank-order of neighborhoods

: T clustered by this procedute correlated .787 with the rank-order

B presented in Table 1.

7

T for each cluster, unstan&ardxzed and standardized.
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The’unstanddrﬁlzed and standardlze& scores for the

{ delinquency and crime producing variables (hypothesized) for each

neighborhood are preé&nt&d in clusters in Appendix C, as are the
means, standard dev1at1@ns, etc., of the scores for each variable
Perusal of
Table 3 in Appendix C reveals that Cluster 1, that which consists
of neighborhoods which would be characterized as least productive
¢ of delinquency and crime, had neighborhoods with a growing
population, increasing density, low percentage of Blacks, low
percentage of female heads of households, high target densities,
{ high residential land use, few taverns, high residential housing
scores, and low residential vacancies. Cluster 6 had the
opposite characteristics. The changing characteristics of these
(s clusters as one moves from one end of the continuum to the other
may also be seen by inspection of Table % in Appendix C which is
based on standardized scoresa.
¢ The next step was to recategorize neighborhoods according to
their In-Area and By-Residence Offense Rates, using the same

FASTCLUS procedure mentioned earlier. The In-Area measures were

C the same as those utilized previously (Appendix A, Table 2), with

one variable eliminated to reduce redundancy. The By—ﬁesi&ence
‘measures were the same as those utilized previously (Appendix A,

¢ Table g)- Four clusters of pelghborhoods were produced by In-
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Area Offznse Rates and six clusters with By-Residence Offense

Rates. These clusters correlated .815 for By—-Residence but only

it -'E.,

Table 1.

N M ey i »JVL-M I QU R R

Since we had some difficulty with neighborhoods with either
snall census or cohort populations {less than 5% of the
population), their populations producing highly inflated offense
rates, 14 of the 65 neighborhoods were eliminated and the
FASTCLUS procedure was run again. We found that with only 51
neighborhoods considered the computer-produced clusters

correlated .§26 with the Delinquency and Crime Producing groups

of those remaining from Table 1. In-Area clusters correlated
-866 with those shown in Table 1 and By-Residence clusters
correlated .829. %The unstandardized and standardized data are
presented in Appendix C, Tables 5-20. Of the By-Residence
Otfense Rate clusters, that which was highest (Cluster 6) was
characterized by high average police contacts, high average
seriousness, high average referrals, high average juvenile felony
level contacts, high average adult felony level contacts, and a
high number of felonies, all except the latter based on the
appropriate cohort denominator (see Appendix C, Table 7).
Cluster 1 was at the opposite extreme on. every offense variable.
In-Area Ofiense Rate cfﬁstgrs vere based on similar variables.
With 51 neighborhoods remaining, the correlations between

clusters of Delinquency and Crime Producing neighborhoods and

clusters of Oxfense Rates were .645 with In-Area é;gupé and -.598

.984 for Infﬁrea clusters wlth theApreXi$B§wg£Qﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁyﬁb@%mw%wmwmeMW&wa~‘
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d s + ; Iy . { TABLE 3. NEIGHBORHOODS BY IN-AREA OPFENSE RATES AND IN~-AREA
& with By-Residence groups. The DCP FASTCLUS and In-Area and By y DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND
1 (. Residence clusters now correlated .529 and .520 respectively. ( @ NUM%EE.OF coHORT MEMB&RS~IN mhcw ?UgifgaiiXEQiEE Pgﬁfenma@*‘
B R Y S e D sl G N AL PR N o - L ey . R )
s ol % il S N L ity *® ~§§@wﬁ§@$&~ﬁ@ﬁ@wﬁﬁﬁwwdﬁﬁﬁﬂmaﬁw&&m~%Jﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ@&iﬁmwﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁf -‘f TN T Delinguency and Crime Producing Characteristics
whose posgitionsg in the c1USter1ng scheme have been descrlbed as i w In-Area 6 5 4 3 2 1
i (- anomalous in our #eport{ had probadbly served to decrease the § o ' I [ } ] 0 n
relationships betﬁeen néi~hborhodd milieu and experience chains b 7(83) | 629 | [ | !
LORSALP =g Hered perien 4 [ 10(56) | | 18(55) | s r |
1 during the juvenile and adult periocds and between the juvenile : 12{23; ; { : ; % :
{ and adult periods. Remember, we are not describing the t : ' { : } : ': {
4 ) relationship of individgal cohort member*s delinquent and 3 : ggg;?): : };gg;; ; 30(30) ; : ;
criminal behavior to their milieu influences. These are strictly ; 3(78) : _; ; ~} : :
[ : - : aracterists ' nei ; e ) I : l [ | I
{ ecological correlatlons, the thracterlstlcs of neighborhoods in _ | ; | gg;g; | %g(;g; | gg(g7) | l
: . : . S et ey : 2 | I ] ( | 47(68) | l
terns of Offense Rates to Delinquency and Crime Producing i [ | | 1&(99) [ 42(47) [ 50(66) | [
Characteristics. i ' | | 16(68) | ' ! ‘
: oS | | ! [ 19(69) | r ! !
{ From these sets of clusters we have pProduced Tables 3 and 4 ; £ { : : %g:gg; : : : ‘{
. - | : [ 32(117) r z t
as companion tables to Table 1. They are, of course, I | | | 33(?1) l K I l
considerably more complex because we have six groups by é ) : : : iggggi ; : % i
{ Delinguency and Crime Producing Characteristics and four groups ! € { { { ggggg; ; { g {
by In-Area Offense Rates and six groups by By-Residence Offense é ; { : ‘ ; { ‘ : **{
Rates I 3(25) | | A5(64) | 38(73) | 21(66) | 28(19) |
e {i 1 ] ! I 22(56) | I 27¢46) | 26(23) i
2 ; ~ R : . ¢ I [ I 36 (103) ¢ | 28(83) | 39(58) }
{ In order to develop companion tables to Table 2 (Pables 5 % | | ‘ §7(g§) | i g}gﬁi; | 81(27) |
. s ari i ? | [ I 53(71) | I 51(41) | i
and 6), FASTCLUS was used with the same variables (Appendix &, ; 1 ‘ [ 54 (75) | | 52(59) i |
Table 3) for juvenile and adult offense rates as previously. : : ; 57 (66) : % 55(56) : }

'g FASTCLUS produced three juvenile offense rate clusters and four

adult offense rate clusters. These neighborhoods produced by

FASTCLUS had quite low correlations with the juvenile and adult

2

€ rate clusters presented in Table 2; Jjuvenile rate neighborhoods ﬁ } ©
!
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F TABLE 4. NEIGHBORHOODS BY BY-RESIDENCE OFFENSE RATES AND PoE TABLE 5. NEIGHBORHOODS BY JUVENILE OFFENSE RATES AND IN~AREA
v BY IN-AREA RESIDENCE DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 4 DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND
> PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND NUMBER OF COHORT MEMBERS B NUMBER OF COHORT MEMBERS IN EACH DURING JUVENILE PERIOD
IN EACH DURING JUVEN ILE PERIOD S . [ ;| et it T o R T G e P wmmux«:T) U AT b sl i S o~ P e ST TR AR o s Sty it
o b T T e S e S 0 g v g R )
e T s b A el B T e T - e z - i : Delinquency and Crime Prod ucing Characteristics
il
Delinguency and Crine Producing Characteristics | Juvenile
E ‘ 1O Rates 6 5 4 3 2 1
' By Resi- ‘
dence 6 5 4 3 2 1 ! ) f | I | [ |
‘ I 7(83) | b 8(29) | 30(30) | [
; ] | I ] ] I [ 3 I 10 (56) | o1 18 (55) | I ! I
I 2(118) | | 13(91) | | I i ) I 11(48) | o ' ] ] I
¢ 6 I 7(83) | ] | ( [ ¥ IR [ 12(69) | R | l ' |
| | I 8(87) | | ! a [ ! | ! - +=] -1 | | -]
] [ 11(u8) | | I i I f I | ] | b I !
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' i | ! | { | I i I 8(87) | b 15 (64) | 50{66) | !
s I 3(25) | I 6(29) | | ] ! ] I 9(78) | [ 16 (66) | ] l |
5 [ 9(78) | | I [ ! ] | | L 1763y | | I I
| i | ] [ i I | ! P 19(69) | ] | {
i I | | ! I "t | | I 23(62) | ! l [
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were correlated .195 and adult rate neighborhoods .175. The

original DCp groupings shown in Table 2 but with the small

-
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groupings and .542 with adult rate groupings. The FASTCLUS DCP

clusters were correlated with juvenile rate clusters .3671 and

with adult rate Slusters .373.

DEVELO?ING A SCORING SYSTEM WHICH REPRESENTS JUVENILE AND ADULT
EXPERIENCES IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Geometric Scoring

The next problem to be dealt with, and a thorny one indeed,

involved the developnent of a coding scheme which would permit

some sort of numerical representation of the wide variety of
delinquent and criminal Careers found amony members of each

cohort and their subsequent experiences with the juvenile and

adult justice systeas. Although we have always been partial to

Geometric scoring systems, it is crucial that they be accompanied

by some parallel metric and rank-order system which may be

utilized in statistical manipulations. The complexity of some of

the most extensive careers nay be noted by reference to Appendix
D. In these examples the police records of the mother and father

are presented Chronologically with that of the cohoy't member.

Sutfice it to say that although we shall at other times be

concerned with the relationship of a cohort member's behavior to

that of the family, this is not a part of our current analysis. g

Representing one person's career with a score is sufficient

challenge and, even though this has been one of our long-time R

concerns, the encapsulation of the cohort member*s behavior and

justice system responses is a formidable task.
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We commenced by agreeiny that each person should be placed
in the no contact category or in one of three places depending on
how many polize contacts he or she had preceding and after any
given age. The same would be done for seriousness of reason for
police contact, referrals, and sanctions. The objective was to
Place 20% of the members of each cohort in the Low group, 60% in
the Medium group, and 20% in the High group. However, as a
consequence of discontinuity in many of the distributions,
particularly at earlier and later ages,'the Low group tended to
have more than 20% and the Medium group less than 60%. The High
group usually came close to 20%. The cutting pointg which were
developed for each age, for each cohort, and for each variable
are presented in Appendix E.

The Geometric scores which were produced are shown in Table
7. 1A person who fell in the Low category for police contacts and
who was Low on the seriousness score but had no referrals or
sanctions would have a score of 9, as may be discerned from the
footnote on Table 7. A person who was High on police contacts,
seriousness, referrals, and severity of sanctions would have a
score of 2340. Each Geometric score represented a combination of
Zero, low, Medium, or High for contacts, seriousness, referrals,
and sanctions. Some scores did not appear because a person with
contacts and serioﬁéness but no referrals would not have
sanctions. Any score of 585 or above involved at least one‘
contact, a seriousness score, at least one referral, and at least

one sanction. Sanctions weighted heavily in determining
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TABLE 7. GEOMETRIC SCORES, METRIC EQULVALENTS, AND RANK~-ORDER
BQUIVALENTS
Geometric Metric Rank Geometric Metric Rank
Scores? Equivalent? Order3 Scores Equivalent oOrder
0 0000 0 | 658 2221 50
9 1100 1 | 660 3221 51
17 1200 4 l 674 2321 53
18 2200 5 | 676 3321 54
20 3200 6 ] 786 2231 59
34 2300 8 I 802 2331 62
36 3300 9 | 804 3331 63
73 1110 10 | 1105 1212 67
81 1210 13 i 1106 2212 68
82 2210 . 14 | 1108 3212 69
84 3210 15 | 1122 2312 71
98 2310 17 ] 1124 3312 72
100 3310 18 ] 1170 2222 77
146 2220 23 i 1172 3222 78
148 3220 24 I 1186 2322 80
162 2320 26 | 1188 3322 51
164 3320 27 I 1316 3332 90
274 2230 32 | 2129 1213 g9y
276 3230 33 | 2130 2213 a5
290 £330 35 i 2148 3313 99
292 3330 36 I 2194 2223 104
585 1111 37 | 2196 3223 105
593 1211 4o l 2210 2323 107
594 2211 41 | 2212 3323 108
596 3211 42 l 2324 3233 114
610 2311 Ly | 2340 3333 117
612 3311 45 I
X Geometric Scores were developed as showun below:
‘ None Low Medium High
Police Contacts 0 1 2 4
Seriousness 0 8 16 32
Referrals 0 64 128 256
Sanctions 0 512 1024 2048
2 Metric equivalents were developed with first colunn,

referring to contact§, 0 = none, 1= low, 2 = medius, 3 = high;
second column referring to seriousness\scores, third <olumn

referring to referrals, and fourth column referring to severity
of sanctions. ‘

a Ranks were provided for all geometric scores but are shown
only for those which occurred. :
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Geometric scores. The impértance of this as an encapéulating
device will be shown as the analysis progresses.

Metric Equivalents
The metric equivalent of each Geometric score is‘shown

commencing in the second column of Table 7. The first figure
indicates whether contacts were zZero, Low, Medium, or High, the
sSecond whether seriousness was Zero, Low, Medium, or High, etc.
In this case, weight is given to number of contacts, then

seriousness. While the Geometric order of careers and metric of

Careers are not equivalent, this is not a problem for each serves

a different purpose.
Ranking

The rank order for each Geometric score is presehted
commencing in the third column of Table 7. If we wish to
correlate Geometric scores with another variable, we simply use
their rank order.

Since the reader may be concerned about the
interrelationship ot these variables, Table 8 is included for
each cohort, through age 17 (jﬁVenile), and after’age 18 Qaduli).
One would expect the Geometric scores and rank orders to approach
1.000 but not reach it because Gedmetrlc scores are not 1nterval
Scores as are the ranks. Sane Geometric scores are weighted
heavily by sanctions and the metric scores are wemghted by number
of contacts and serlousné 58, these correlatlons should be
considerably lower, and they are. In between these sets of

corr¢lations are those for rank order and metric sSCores.
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TABLE 8. INTERRELATIONSHIP OF GEOMETRIC, METRIC, AND RANK-ORDER
MEASURES OF DELINQUENCY AND ADULT JUSTICE SYSTEH

INVOLVEMENT
Juvenile Experience
Geometric Scores Metric Scores
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955
Metric 504 470 .685
Rank-Order <947 948 .984 .698 .667 .757
Adult Experience
Geometric Scores Hetric Scores
1942 1949 1955 184z 1949 1955
Metric 577 .641 .763
Rank-Order <977 980 .987 678 .725 .807
Juvenile vs. Adult Experience
1942 1949 1955
Geometric ~ 451 U482 484
Metric " .507 545  .531
Rank-Ogﬂer ’ .578  .596 524

s ‘ e
JMhat nust be remembered, as tkese scores are referred to

from time to time, is that each represents a somewhat different

. facet of juvenile and adult experienges with the justice systen.

But, whichever is used, we still find little difference in the

7
7

relatlonshlp of juvenile to adult experlence scores, as shown by
the bottom panel of Table 8. Whether scorés are weighted toward

contacts or sanctiong, thetu appears to be relatlvely little
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difference in the correlations between juvenile and adult scores
. = IR o

within and across cchorts.
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b Although our research does not give people a ®feel®™ for the
neighborhoods, we are not unaware of the value of this kind of
research. Monographs such as Elijah Anderson‘'s A Place on the
Corner (Chicago: fThe University of Thicago Press, 1978) present
a picture of life in a Chicago neighborhood that may be found in
i i It is this type of
work that puts filesh on the bones of our rather hard, statistical
descriptions of inner city neighborhoods.

2 See Chapter 10, Table 8, following p. 103 of The
Relationship of Juvenile Delingunency and adult Crime to the

Changing Ecological Structure of the City. Revised Final Report,
July 1982,
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Chapter 3. Developing Delinquent and Criminal Careers and the
Distribution of Experience Types by Neighborhoods

REPRESENTIRG EXPERIENCE TYPES WITH TREE DIAGRAMS
Now that the reader is familiar with the various career

scoring systems, we shall examine them as they develop f£rom

contacts to those scores which represent chains of experiences in

the juvenile and adult justice systems for ail menmbers of each
cohort. To illustrate the progression of cohort members we
include Tree Diagrams 1-3 for juvenile careers and Tree Diagrams
4-6 for adult careers. Mbst members of each cohort fell into
only a dozen experiential chains as represented by the Geometric
scores included in the right-hand boxes of each Tree Diagram.
The exact set oif experiences from all possibilities varied
slightly from cohort to cohort but one immediately notes that
most of those who were in the High contact category were in the
High seriousness category, and that from cohort to cohort a
higher proportion of the latter were in the High referral
category. And beyond that, from cohort to cohort the proportion
with sanctions increases so that for the 1955 Cohort pﬁer half

from the High referral category are in the High sanctions

; category.

Turning to the adult career Tree Diagrams, we must remember
that the decline in the proportion with no adult contacts from
38% for the 1942 Cohort to 58%‘for the 1955 Cohort is related to
years at risk after age 18. Most of those from each cohort in
the High number of contacts category were also in the High

seriousness group and, of the latter, most had fallen in the
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Medium or High referral group. Of those in the High referral
group, a markedly increasing proportion was found in the High
sanctions group from cohort to cohort. This trend will become
more meaningful as the analysis progresses.

While Tree Diagrams 1-6 show only raw numbers of persons at
various stuges from contact to sanctions, the next set of Tree
Diagrams, 7-12, shows the percent of each cohort with various
characteristics at each stage from contact to sanctions.

If cohort members are in the High number of contacts
category as juveniles, this indicates, as suggested simply by
looking at raw numbers, that they also fall into the High
seriousness of careers group. It becomes even clearer when the
percentages in these tree diagrams are observed. Those who have
a Geometric score of 2340 are few indeed, but that proportion of
each cohort who received other high Geometric scores indicating
some level of sanctions may be found at the énd of numeroué‘
experience chains, not only at the end of that ¢hain which
represented high number of contacts, high sexriousness, and
frequent reférrals. Thus, as we have stated in earlier research
reports, there is a Cértain amount of inconsistency in the
severity of sanctions meted out and the seriousness of behavior
that has preceded them. fThis is not bur concern at the moment,
however; what we are dding is setting?up a model of cohort
members! experienées as represented bf Geometri¢ scores.

The adult Tree Diayrams also reveal that there are sizeable

proportions of each cohort who have Gdometric scores representing

sen metan
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high severity of sanctions who appear at the end of experiential
chains where they would not be expected if there was complete
consistency between behavior resulting in contacts and referrals
and sanctions.

A third set of Tree Diagrams, 13-18, has percentages based
on the number of persons in each cohort with contacts for the
first three stages and then the number of persons with referrals
for the last stage. Thus, each set of percentages provides a
different model (cohort distribution} with which those fdr
various types of neighborhoods may be éompared- |

In this model we control for contact level to better
determine how persons with a given level of contacts and
seriousness scores are dealt with by the police an& how those

referred are sanctioned. fThis model makes it somewhat clearer

- that inconsistencies in the reactions of persons in the juvenile

justice system create Geometric scores”that would not be
éxpected, at least in the proportions found. The sanme is true
for patterns generated by the adult system.

RELATING EXPERIENCE TYPRS TO NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES

In-Area and By-Residence Rates as Key Variables

Our hypothesiis is that at each stage fror contact to
sanctions personﬂ from neighborhoods with high Delinquency and
Crime Producing Characteristics and high rates from other |
delinquency and grime series will have proportions of persons in
the various categories different from persons from other types oﬁy

neighborhoods. And, it would be expected that experience chains
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represented by High Geometric scores would be "found most
frequently in High DCP and High Delinquency and Crime
neighborhoods.

Furthermore, the guestion is not si&plybone of whéther
chains of experiences generated in one kind of neighborhood vs.
another differ, but is one of whether differences develop during
the process of interaction between persons in the neighborhood
and the justice system. ¥We must, therefore, determine the extent
to which the variation which exists at each stage of the
development of delinguent and criminal careers (with the sane
cutting points as those utilized in developing Geometric scores)
is related to neighborhoad characteristics. We must be sure that
at the first and then each subsequent stage the relationship
between measures of justice system involvement increase beyond
those at the previous stage if we are to argue that the justice
system operates differently for persons from neighborhoods
perceived as very delinguent and/or criminal than for persons
from neighborhoods perceived as less delinguent and/or criminal.

Tables 5 through 7 in this chapter permit these stage-by-
stage or measure-by-measure comparisons’s It should again bhe
noted (in reiference to Table 1) that neighborhoods may be
arranged in groups with either In-Area or By-Residence Rates as a
categorizer along with Delinguency and Crime Producing
Characteristics. Each arrangement produces a different model of
how the distribution of people in a cohort should change fron

those neighborhoods with the highest expectancy of high police

3

]

=
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contact rates to those with the lowest expectancy and from those
with Geometric scores representing High contact rates, High
seriousness scores, frequent referrals, and severe sanctions to
those with the lowest Geometric scores representing persons with
either no or very little contact with the justice system.

For example, if we key on Delinquency and Crime Producing
Characteristics tirst and within-groups Rates second, the groups
of neighborhcods would be arrayed from those with high Geometric
Scores stage by stage to those with expected low Geometric scores
stage by stage as shown in the "A" row of the model which
follows. If we keyed on a combination of Delinquency and Crime
Producing Characteristics and then Rates used in characterizing
neighborhoods, they would be arrayed as in the “Ek" row. If we
keyed on Rates first and within-groups Delinquency and Crime
Producing Characteristics next, they would be arrayed as shown in
row "C." If ;e keyed on a combination of Rates and Delinquency

and Crime Producing Characteristics, they would be arrayed as

shown in Row "D."® 1In this case we have grouped neighborhods by

Rates for place of contact. A completely different set of

distributions is produced when Rates by place of residence are

used because the neighborhoods with high place of contact rates
are somewhat different rrom the neighborhoods with high place of
residence rates, etc. In the model below Delinguency an& Crime
Producinyg Characteristic is first and Rate is second in each
pair.

A. HH HH HL MH MM ML LH LY LL

B. HH HM HH My HL LK ML LH LL

C. Hm MH LH Hil in LM HL ML LL
D. HH 133} Hy b Ly HL Ly ML LL

€A
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Does the proportion of the nembers of each group of
neighborhoods which fall in each of the Geometric scores differ
in some systematic fashion as we move fronm HH to LL? How do
these groups of neighborhoods differ from the cohort
distribution? If the proportions in each group of neighborhoods
differ, is it best related to the types of neighborhoods as they
are arrayed in A; B, C, or p? or is it possible that the highest
correlation could be obtained by anoﬁher arrangement? If so, the
hypothesis of neighborhooad impact based on our %haracterization
of neighborhoods is in trouble.

But no matter what is foungd in the analysis of neighborhood
variation step—by-step frow contacts to sanctions, it will be
necessary to determine how people are distributed in g larger set
of spaces defined by neighborhood characteristics and Geometric
Scores representing what happens to‘the people in either

neighborhoods or a group of neighborhoods. The distribution of

members of each cohort at the first stage and then again as they

are represented by Geometric Scores may be found in Appendix P.
The relationship of cohort memberst* scores at each stage, I,
II, I11, and IV to the Delinqguency and Crime Producing
Characteristics of their neighborhoods and In-Area Rates and By-
Residence Rates is shown in Table 5. Although we have discussed
the possibility of different tindings based on various orders of
combinations of neighborhood characteristics, the differences

between &, B, ¢, and D are small. The fairly systematic

increases in correlations trom cohort to cohort and the generally

e

e e oo

]

iy

iy

)

&

184

TABLE 5. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES TO
INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Through Age 17 After Age 17
I II III 1v I II IIZ v

'
.

Jaizhiorhcods Irganized by In-drec Sates i Swime Droduging charazteriasios
1942 Cohort

A 096 .095 056 .038 L1l4 +116 .156 .Q072
B .097 101 067 MG <103 .107 +157 .076
c 114 .118 084 +026 123 .123 171 085
D 106 113 .089 +037 , 108 JA11 V163 .081
1949 Cohort .
A .110 119 +126 064 . 154 «159 <139 +100
B Ll16  .129  ,127  ,065 .153  ,155 136,098
c ,115 +130 134 .073 .153 154 .135 . 106
D 116 .131  ,130 .070 .152 .152 134 100
1955 Cohort .
A .231 227 .197 131 .205 196 191 178
B 218 213 .184 .118 .192 +184 J1720 .162
c 215 .209 .188 119 . 189 +181 «173 160
D 211 .205 .182 113 . 186 178 . 165 .133

.
. - 3 .
3 = >, 7 M Traseadie s NRADR2TENTI TN 2S
hdovnsods O I by Zesidence Tazes i Jvivie Evoduains Thmraztent
weiziborncods Jraandsed by Sesiderse Sazes i Jndvia Sng

1942 Cohort

A 093 ,090 .055 .037 CoLle 22 53 o072
B .090 .092 063 .032 124 +128 .153 +069
G .103 102 079 021 +133 <137 156 082
b} .096 .098 .077 +028 .130 134 153 ,076
1849 Cohort
A . 125 +129 141 .078 .170 176 1560 .110
) 131 136 150,084 JA720 178 160 113
c .153  .152  .175 111 J194 199 77 (129
D J145  ,146 167  .102 .185  .189 a7 125

1935 Cohort

A <247 0,243,214 151 .3223 .13 207 193
8 V2649 L2440 L2160 152 .225 L2216 »207 196
c 255 W2%7 0 a1 N <234 225 215 198
d 235 249,225 .16l «230 222 219 Jleg

+ Number of Police Contacts
L1i JSeriousness Scores

III Number of Referrvals \
IV Severity of Sanctions

A EMOHL MH MM ML LH LM
8 HH dM MH MM HL LH ML LM
€ HH MH LH HM MM LM HL ML
D HH MH OHM MM LH HL LM ML LL

[l i ad

L
L
L

.

The Iirst letter of each pair indicates whether che neighborho?d ?as Highé
“adium, or Low crime producing characteristics and che second latter whether
the neighborhood had High, Medium, or Low offense rates.
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higher correlations tor orderings based on By—-Residence Rates
rather than on In-irea Rates are notable. While After 17
correlations are higher than Through 17 correlations for the 1942
and 1949 Cohorts, they are lower for the 1955 Cohort, but the
latter should be expected considering the shorter perioa of
exposure as adults for the 1955 Cohorti members.

Perhaps most important of all, however, is the fact that
correlations declined from the contact and seriousness stages on
through to the sanctions stage in some cases but in others
increased up to the referral stage before producing the lowest
correlations at the sanctions stage. In other words, although we
know that some factors result in differential referral rates and
the application of sanctions, none of the crderings of
neighborhoods in this analysis revealed increasing relationships
between neighbornood characteristics and the distribution of
recorded cohort behavior as we moved from number of contacts to
severity oi sanctions.

Since the correlations shown in ‘rable 5 include all persons
from each cohort with a juvenile neighborhood of residence {1942
Cohort = 549 persons, 1949 Céhort = 1113 persons, 1955 Cohort =
1780 persons) without regard to whether they had contacts,
seriouspess scores, referrals, orksanctions, the results were
influenced by the spatial distribution of persons with no
contacts or no referrals, each of which‘determined involvement
with the justice system at the next stage. The extent to which

the results were influenced by the distribution of persons with
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no contacts may be seen by reference to Tables i, 5, 9, and 13 in
Appendix F. The number of persons from each cohort in each
grouping ol neighborhoods in Tables 5 through 7 may also be found
in Appendix F.

Table 5A is identical to Table 5 except that all no contact,
no referral, etc., members of each cohort have been removed stage
by stage. Thus the correlations in this table are based on the
distribution of persons with contacts, seriousness scores,
referrals, and sanctions. Not only does the overall pattern of
correlations differ from those in Table 5, but, most important,
it reveals that there is little relationship between type of
neighborhood and severity of sanctions administered to cohort
members who were referred.

While most of the correlations in these tables are
statistically signiticant, they are low and indicate that
classifying the neighborhoods as we have done in Table 1, however
they are arranged, accounts for very little of the difference in
the number of contacts, seriousness scores, number of referrals,
or severity ol sanctions acqguired by cohort members who resided
there as juveniles. This, of course, does not f£ly in the face of
our strong ecological findings in earlier research in which we
found that inner city and interstitial transitional areas were

sharply different from others in terms of offense rates,

seriousness, referrals, and sanctions. Tt does suggest that

these arrangements of neighborhoods are not as discriminating as

were some earlier arrangements and that some of the otherwise
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TABLE 5A. RELATIONSHIP O) NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES TO
INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM:*

&

e

Through Age 17 After Age 17
L I II- III IV I II III IV
Neighborhoods Organized by In-Area Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics
1942 Cohort

i

A .027 .010 .000 .047 115 .127  .167 =-.003
B .037  .047 .024 .038 112 .128 .177  .001
c .047 .05% .038 ,010 .121 0 .129 .184  .007
D .046- ° .068 .041  .025 .115  .128 .183  .004
1949 Cohort
A 121 177 .140  .048 .102 116 .109  .070
B .118 .185 .137  .052 .098  .104 .104  .073
C 112,186  .146  .066 .106  .110 .104  .079
D .114  .189  .141  .064 .099  .102 .103  .077
1955 Cohort
A .157  .152  .145 .013 .187  .168 .175  .062
B .151  .141  .136 -.009 .163  .140 .147  .057
c 160  .154 .148 -.016  .165 .145 .153  .035
D .153  .144  .141 -.020 154 .130 .138  .046

Neighborhoods Organiced by Residence Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics
1942 Cohort .
A .038 .017 .005 .039 . 127 .143 164 .007

B .035 .032 .022 .025 .134  .152 .164 004
c .077 .075 .052 -.015 .150  .170 .169  .034
D .052 .058 .048  .006 144 164 164 .02l
1949 Cohort
A .154  .199  .163  .068 .109  .125 .123  .074
B 167 213,177 .077 .110 125 127 .082
C .204  .245  .208  .128 L1190 132 .138  .088
D .189  .233 .198 .108 .118  .130 .138  .093
1955 Cohort . ‘
A .175  .171  .163  .044 211 194 .194  .090
.182 .179  .169 .043  .207 .191 .191  .105
214,209 .20% .080 233 .219  .204  .119
199 .195 .185  .055 212,197 .192  .116

T

* This table is the same as Table 5 except that the No Contact, No Seriousness

scores, No Referrals, and No Sanctions categories have béen removed so that
€ the relationship at each stage to neighborhood characteristics is based on
variation in the degree to which the attribute is present.
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important variation in rates was minimized by the vrocess of

- placing cohort members in high, medium, or low categories as

described in Appendix E.

Juvenile and Adult Rates as Key Variables

In Table 6, the scores from number of contacts to severity

of sanctions are organized by neighborhood Delinquency and Crime

Producing Characteristics and Juvenile or Adult Offense Rates.
Juvenile Rates (through age 17) are generally more closely
related tec neighborhood characteristics than are Adult Rates
(after agéi17) for the 1955 Cohort but the opposite was found for
the 1942 and 1949 Cohort juveniles. Since the correlations in
Table 6 are even lower than the correlations in Table 5, it would
appear that this organization of‘neighborhoods adds little to our
attempt to account for neighborhoo& variation in police contacts,
seriousness scores, referrals, and séverity of sanctions scores.
Table 6A makes it even more apparent thé& measuring the variation
in cohort members* experiences with the justice system, one stage
at a time during the juvenile and then the adult periods,
produces results which lend little support to a neighborhocd
milieu explanation of delinquency and crime. ﬁable 6A suggests
that some of the variation in severity of sanctions occurs in a
pattern which is even the opposite of that which was expected.

A More Complex Schene’

even more complex sScheme for T
organizing neighborhoods by Delinquency and Crine Producing

Characteristics and Juvenile/Adult Offense Rates. The mHesults

&
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TABLE 6. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE AND ADULT TABLE 6A. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE AND ADULT
OFFENSE RATES TO INCREASIN(: INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM OFFENSE RATES TO INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM#
H Through Age 17 After Age 17 ” Through Age 17 After Age 17
I IT IIT Iv I IT | ’ I1T Iv I 11 I1I v I It IIT Iv
Neighborhoods Organized by Juvenile Rates & Crime Producing Charvacteristics / Neighborhoods Organized by Juvenile Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics
1942 Cohort, h o / 5 1942 Gohort
A .095 .093 .053 .036 .107  .109 .155  .076 A .034 016 -.001 .042 115,130 172 .006
B 107 110 .075 .024 100 .104 160 .091 B .051 .058 .031 -.002 112,130 .185  .025
C .106 .108 .074 .021 .099 .102 .163 093 C .062 .070 .034 -.005 116 .131 .190  .030
1949 Cohort } . 1949 Cohort
A J121 0 .124 0,139 .073 <162 .163 -149 (109 i | A .153  ,195 ,162 061 .103  .120 .118  .081
B <138  .137 .163 .095 170 .175 .iso «127 ' B .188 .225 .196 .100 .107  .123 129 .109
C <140 .137 (165 .094 .168  .174 /157 .126 c :196  ,228  ,200 .100 101 (116 .125  ,105
1955 Cohort ; i 1955 Cohort
A .223 .218 .193 .135 .199  .187 184 177 %v A .135 .145 147  .030 .189  .162 .171  .082
B 185 .187 .180 .130 177 .163 .157 ,158 ! B <155 141 (155 .037 163 124 .139  .088
C .181 171 .166 .122 .162  .148 145 (149 C 146,125 144  .035 <160 .121 134,090
Netghborhoods Organized by Adult Rates & Crime Pﬁod@gihg Characteristics e Neighborhoods Organized by Adult Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics
1942 Cohort 1942 Cohort
A .086 .085 .043 .033 <109 (112 148  .061 A 0l -.012 -.018 .040 L1110 .128 .159 -.012
B .091 .095 .050 .021 .108  .113 .149 - ,058 B -.003 -.009 -.0l16 .008 .108  .127 .162 ~,015
C .087 .089 .048 .014 .108  .113 .149  .055 “ C .001 ~-.009 -.013 -.005 <110 .131 .162 -,018
1949 Cohort 1949 Cohort .
A 107 116 .127  .0bl 157 .163 145 (107 A .128  .184  .147  .036 .099 (118 15 .072
B J111 0 L1220 141 .071 .161  ,167 156,127 B .137  .206 .167 .041 102 ,119 .128  ,090
C .103  .116 .135 .064 .158 .166 150 121 ¢ C <130  .204 .163 .030 .094  .113 .119  .081
1955 Cohort 1955 Cohort
A .230  .225 .198 .133 .201 .194 190,176 A <157  .150 .148 .015 .191  ,182 179 .063
B .216  .210  .193 .124 .183  .178 172 157 o B 157 145 (154 -.010 .178  .178 163 .042
C .211 .203  .190 .123 177 0 .173 .168  .152  §” C .160 .147 .156 -~.008 %78  .185 .165 .039
I Number of Police Contacts % * This table is the same as Table 6 except that the No Céntacﬁ, No Seridusness
II Seriousness Scores ! scores, No Referrals, and No Sanctions categories have been removed so that
III Number of Referrals . ¥ the relationship at,each stage to neighborhood characteristics is based on
IV Severity of Sanctions RARM variation in the degree o which the attribute is present.
A HH HL MH ML LH LL o
B HH MH HL LM ML LL , - | e
C HH MH LH HL ML LL R 1 o | AN
The first letter of each pair indicatés whether the neighbdfﬁood had High, v *ijt
Medium or Low Delinquency and Crimp Producing Characterjstics and the second :
letter whether the neighborhood had High or Low q;fense Rates. ;
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TABLE 7. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND COMBINATIONS OF
JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE
JUSTICE SYSTEM 3

Y
A S,

et L S

Through Age 17 After Age 17
I II IIT IV I II IIT v
Neiahborhoods Organized by Offense Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics
1942 Cohort

A 096  .095 .054 .033 (109 .112 .158 © ,075
B .092  .091 .050 .031 110,114,155 .068
c 105 .109 .073 .01l 102 .106  .164  .086
D .097  .101 .063 .008 107 .118 " .159 .070
1949 Cohort
A 123 .127 (143 .074 166 .173 (154 115
B 116 .123  .138  .069 164 171 153,114
c 138 139 171 .095 174,180 165 137
D 122 130 .158 .083 L1700 .177 162 .136
1955 Cohort
A .226  .220  .197  .137 .200  .189  .,186 .177
B 230 .224  .200 .136 201 .192  .188  .177
c 179 .168  .169  .120 (156 L1440 141 141
D .195  .185 .181 .121 164 (157 (152,143

N

S v o

oy

I Number of Police Contacts
II Seriousness Scores
IIT Number of Referrals

IV Severity of Sanctions

A (H)HJ-HA (H)HJ-LA (H)LJ-HA (H)LJ-LA (M)HJ-HA (M)HI-LA (M)LJ-HA (M)LJ-LA
(L)EM-HA (L)HJ-LA (L)LJ-HA (L)LJ-LA

B (H)HJ-HA (H)LJ-HA (H)HJ-LA (H)LJ-LA (MHJ-HA (M)LJ-HA (M)HJ-LA (M)LJ-LA
(L)HJ-HA (L)LJ-HA (L)HJ-LA (L)LJ-LA

C HJ-HA(H) HI-HA(M) HJ-HA(L) HJ-LA(H) HJ-LA(M) HJI-LA(L) LJ-HA(H) LJ-HA(M)
LJ-HA(L) LJ-LA(H) LJ-LA(M) LJ-LA(L)

D HJ-HA(H) HJ-HA(M) HJ-HA(L) LJ-HA(H) LJ-HA(M) LJ-HA(L) HJ-LA(H) HJI-LA (M)
HJ-LA(L) LJ-LA(H) LJ-LA(M) LJ-LA(L)

The first letter, A and B, indicates whether the neighborhood has High,,
Medium, or Low crime producing characteristics and.the second letter whether
the neighborhood had High or Low delinquency and/or crime rates. TIn C and D
the designations are the opposite.

! Based on juvenile and adult police contact rates by neighborhood of resi-
dence for cohort members at time of contact and juvenile and adult felony
ratps by place of felony and place of *esidence. |
; * ! . |
i ‘;,- : “‘
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differ little f£rom those in Table 6 where neighborhoods are
organized according to Juvenile Rates and according to Adult
Rates. What we see is simply another instance in which the
neighborhoods in which juveniles reside as juveniles has sone
relationship to their contact, seriousness, referral, and
sanctions scores, and that the impact of neighborhood types has
increased from cohozt to cohort. Table 7A, the last in this
series, reveals that, with the exception of contact, Seriousness,
and referral relationships for 1949 Cohort juveniles, variation
in level‘of experience with the justice system continues to have
little relationship to neighborhood characteristics.

Be all that as it may, we have done no more than produce
findings which lend support, but very little, to the milieu
explanation following the usual stage by stage approach to
investigation of the strength ot relationships.

The correlations shown in Table 8 were based on the

Geometric scores of cohort members with their rank-orders as the

basis for manipulation. Thus, instead of being ordered as shown
in the Tree Diagrams, ranks are substituted for Geometric scores
so that severity of sanctions predominates. Doing this, do we
find that neighborhoods have more or less impact on the
delinquency and adult crime rates of cohort members? The
ditferences are not large but the answer is more in every cohort,
no matter how the neighborhoods are arTanyged within a system or
which system of neighborhoods is utilized. No matter which

system is utilized, there are systematic increases in the

i
8
i
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TABLE 7A. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND COMBINATIONS OF
JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE
JUSTICE SYSTEM

Through Age 17 After Age 17
I IT IIT IV I II ITI Iv
Neighborhoods Orqanized by Offense Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics

1942 Cohort

A .030  .014 -.002 .033 <117 .133 <175 .003
B .019  .001 -.010 .033 116 .132 .169 -,005
c -049  .061 =-.030 -.027 117 135 192 .020
D -022 .026 .009 -.027 115 136 .180  .000
1949 Cohort
A .155  .203 .168 .058 .104  [123 <122 084
B <143 198  .161 047 .103 .122 121,080
C <195 .243 211  .092 101 118 .130 L1112
D .166  .233  ,195 .060 099 117 .128  .101
1955 Cohort _
A -160  .149 152  .025 191 .169 174,077
B 161 .151  .153 .018 193 179 .178  .068
C -152° 129  .152  .018 .159  .133 .133  .072
D .160  .140 .160 -.001 +169 164 .148  .050

* This table is the Same as Table 7 except that the No Contact, No Seriousness
scores, No Referrals, and No Sanctions categories have been removed so that

the relationship at each stage to neighborhood characteristics is based on
variation in the degree to which the attribute is present.
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TABLE 8. RELATLONSHIP OF NELICHBORIOOD CHARAGTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES 10 INCKEASING INVOLVEMENT IN JUSTICE SYSTEM
Nedgiibepieods, dwganised Py gein Deoducing, Chavacteria? foa Redghlovhonde sy San D dye cp e
Producd g Clomacropd i e i
Combivot forsy gt dueenS ooy A5
In-Area Rates Residence Rates Juvenile Ralps Adult Rates fateo
Through 17 After 17 Through 17 After 17 Through 17 After 17 Through L7 After 17 Throngh 17 After 17
1942 Cohart:
A 063 107 061 .107 A 061 J110 . 052 097 A 60 o
B 069 110 063 .106 B 067 121 L050 095 B , 056 104
C 074 V122 .066 118 G 064 24 044 093 ¢ A58 S
] 075 116 068 Jd12 ] 050 107
1949 Cohort;
A LA12 123 <129 135 A 125 2133 L L1130 A 128 +139
B .115 .120 138 139 B 150 149 124 147 i 122 AW
¢ 122 125 .168 .157 ¢ 151 147 116 A4 ' 155 . 158
] 120 <121 158 <152 ] 119 56
1955 Coliort: »
A .165 189 .185 «205 C A 166 .186 167 187 A L1068 187
B 151 A72 187 . 207 i <156 » 164 158 .168 B 169 187
e .52 70 205 2212 3 145 193 155 L1063 ¢ 145 G
] V146 164 195 210 D 50 JAH2
. Y - W 1' i
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correlations as one noves frpm the 1942 to the 1955 Cohort,

attesting to the perpetuation of Delinguency a%d Crime Producing
areas, the hardening of the inner city, as this process has been

referred to previously. And in nmost cases the After 17

correlations are higher than those for ages 6‘through 17 .
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Chapter 4. Linking Levels of Contact with the Juvenile a&nd
Adult Justice Systems by Neighborhood Types

THE INTERRELATIONSHIF OF MEASURES WITH COMBINED COHORTS

Continuing our concern with the guestion of closer linkages
between levels of contact with the juvenile and adult justice
systems by neighborhood types, Tables 9 and 10 are presented. In
each of these and the following tables one may see how the
relative number of contacts, offense seriousness, number of
referrals, and severity of sanctions are interrelated within
neighborhoed types for the éomhined cohorts (we have previously
found that there was relatively littlie difference in the
correlations which existed for each cohort) for 3,203 cohort
members with an assigned neighborhood of juvenile residence.
Similar patterns of correlations were produced for males and
females and for each race/ethnic group, the male interrelations
again somewhat higher than the females and the Black and Chicano
correlations generally slightly higher than the White
correlations.

Just how patterns of interrelatonship vary from one group of
neighborhooas to the other is not readily discerned by perusal of
either table but the average of the six correlations for
juveniles in neighborhoods by In-Area and By-Residence Offense
Rates is highest for neighbbthoods with High Delinquency and
érime Producing Characteristics but with Low Offense Rates.
0ddly enough, the next highest average is for juveniles in
neighborhoods with Low Delinguency and Crime Producing

Characteristics but with High Offense Rates. Patterned
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TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS i TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS
THROUGH AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: (COMBINED COHORTS % AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMBINED COHORTS
) | LR .
Delinquency & Crime Producing Characteristics { Delinquency & Crime Producing Characteristics
i
In-Area HIGH MEDIUM LOW ’ In-Area HIGH MEDIUM LOW
Offense Rates Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Offense Rates Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
Ser '.950 . 949 .952 Ser. .960 .958 .965
HIGH Raef. 761 .719 798 .743 739 .709 HIGH Ref. .786 .770 774 . 746 739 .724
Sanc .518 .486 .685 .546 .500 .666 .700 .619 .689 Sanc. .670 .658 .768 .656 .639 .799 .526 .530 .669
Ser .945 .951 . 940 Ser. .961 . 956 . 954
MEDIUM Ref. .736  .703 721 .875 .762  .700 MEDTUM Ref. 767 .745 .729  .706 732 .711
Sanc. .539 .503 .783 465 .426  .607 .5331 .502 .702 Sanc. .709 .693 .855 .590 .598 .794 .618 .626 .812
Ser . 945 .950 . 947 Ser. ,976 .962 .957
LOW Ref. .841 .778 .723  .696 .685 .647 LOW Ref. 720 L7104 .729 714 .727 .718
Sanc .678 .585 .821 459 (455 .617 450 .456  .655 Sanc. .552 .577 .802 .621 .625 .788 .647 .638 .834
By-Residence , HIGH MEDTUM LOW By-Residence HIGH MED IUM LOW
Offense Rates Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref, OEfense Rates Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
' Ser.  .952 .960 . 964 Ser. .961 .961 .959
HIGH Ref. .769  .731 .783 .751 805 ,751 HIGH Ref. .793 .773 .757 .716 .720  .676
Sanc. .536 .503 .705 .553 .519 .694 571 .571 .742 Sanc. .685 .668 .780 .653 .638 .840 .552 .552 .758
Ser. . 925 . 944 . 942 Ser. .963 .953 .954
MEDIUM Ref. .676 .575 744,692 .710 .663 MEDIUM Ref. 697 .729 .730 .720 .738 .719
Sanc. .339 .302 .543 457 .433 .581 .504  .485 .683 Sanc. .523 ,595 .723 571 .597 .756 .637 .636 .820
Ser. .922 « 947 . 944 Ser. . 949 . 960 . 959
L.OW Ref. 730 .697 646 .614 677 .643 § 0 L.OW Ref. .386 .331 .715 .701 711,721
Sanc. .708 .559 .874 .388 .361 .546 .396 .416 .608 § ’ Sanc. 475 0423 .839 .60l .576 .772 . .656 .649 .866
|
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differences are not sufficiently distinctive, however, to pernmit
more to be said about the juvenile period.

The adult period (Table 10) presents a different‘gattern,
with the lowest average correlations found in those neighborhood
types which had the highest correlations for juveniles. And in
the adult case, high correlations were found in those
neighborhood types with High Delinquency and Crime Producing
Characteristics and High Offense Rates. These correlations
suggest that the relationship of contacts to seriousness,
referrals, and sanctions has become better established during the
adult period than the juvenile period among those who;, as
juveniles, resided in neighborhoods that had become recognized as
likely to be and are in fact producers of delinquency and crire.

When the same table was produced according to place or
residence as adults, the relationships between contacts,
seriousness, referrals, and sanctions were either similar or
changed in a pattern which reduced the differences between
categories of In~Area Offeﬁse Rates and Delinquency and Crinme
Producing Characteristics. It cannot be said that this set of
neighborhood types influences or is systematically related to
variation in consistency during the adult period. When
neighborhood type was based on By-Residence 0Offense Rates and
Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics, differences in
consistency hy adult neighborhood types were also changed but
remained highest in those neighborhoods with High By-Rusidence
Offense Rates. Since this is an important finding, we shall

explore it even further at a later point in this report.

e

SN e
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CHANGING INTERRELATIONSHIPS FROM COHORT ‘TO COHORT

Rather than attempting to make either too much or too little
of these correlations, we shall turn to Table 11, which presents
the interrelationship of each level of contact with the ﬁustice
system through and after age 17 by cohorts. Although there are
strong cohort similarities in the relationship of measures
through and after age 17, it is also clear that referrals through
age 17 and sanctions through age 17 have beconme more highly
correlated with after age 17 variables from cohort to cohort. In
this case the intercorrelations produced for females were
somewhat lower than for nales, indicating the juvenile/adult
continuity was less for contacts, seriousness, referrals, and
severity of sanctions.

While race/ethnic differences were modest, it was clear that
the four stages from number of police contacts to severity of
sanctions were more highly interrelated for the Blacks than for
the Whites, with those for the Chicanos generally in between. As
in other analyses which we have conducted over the years, it
becomes apparent that the justice system operates somewhat

differently, stage by stage, for minorities than for the larger

White population, culminating in a disproportionately heavily

sanctioned minority group population.
INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF MEASURES EY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE

The pattern of correlations for each cohort is sufficiently
similar that combining cohorts is justified for Table 12. 1In

this table we see how each measure of contact with the justice
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TABLE 11. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS { i
THROUGH AND AFTER AGE 17: ALL NEIGHBORHOODS COMBINED
Through 17 After 17 j
Contacts Seriousness Referrals Sanctions i
1942 Cohort i
Contacts .503 501 .569 .512 j
Seriousness 493 .498 .548 .506 }
Referrals 448 453 .551 . 545
Sanctions 223 217 271 .338
1949 Cohort
Contacts 544 .522 .558 .522
Seriousness .511 .493 .519 .489
Referrals . 498 .482 .582 584
Sanctions 273 .251 .355 .394
19585 Cohort
Contacts .528 .519 <549 . 486
Seriousness .498 494 517 461
Referrals .510 494 .588 .518
Sanctions .430 .420 .490 447
(\‘ -
1) ‘!f“
N » (%2




RENTTRT o h

{
b, + RN
I 1
3
* - o I S e g e ) }
"\ .2 f‘: r (R € 0% ) Y :E) P ]
! . 1
1
]
H )
TABLE 12, RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORBS, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS THRQUGH AGE 17 AND AFTER AGE 17 BY
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE: COMBINED COUORTS
Dalinguency & Crime. Prodiaing Chavacteristics
g‘f‘;gﬁ‘;g HIGH-After 17 MEDIUM-After 17 LOW-After 17
Cnt., Sex. Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Snce. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne.
Rates
Cnt. . 544 + 536 +591 . 525 .589 570 .605 530 +335 312 .382 .255
: HIGH Ser. .499 495 552 4493 .543 .531 552 +430 .358 .388 <355 248
. Through 17 Ref. <507 . 505 614 + 546 4556 .546 651 .568 371 +350 . 590 .259
Snc. .329 +320 .392 446 .283 .286 365 .394 .292 245 486 . 337
. Cnt., 463 429 .536 482 510 .508 549 513 515 .508 498 444
MEDIUM Ser. L7 400 473 430 488 .492 .516 .96 485 .480 473 432
Through 17 Ref. 472 429 .600 .565 W431 a42 .532 . 580 497 472 .532 . 522
Snc. 371 317 446 47 213 . 230 .306 408 379 369 476 454
Cnt. 501 .530 471 536 499 .493 <530 . 501 467 W451 496 458
LOW Ser. 489 .505 470 .589 JA68 469 .500 477 +432 421 450 418
Through 17 Ref. 440 437 475 4631 440 425 551 512 450 430 2511 .524
Snc. 275 4232 .223 .301 177 202 .276 .266 .263 .362 2343 347
oy-Residence HIGU-After 17 MEDIUM-After 17 LOW-After 17
R Cut. Ser, Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser, Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser, Ref., Sne,
ates .
Cnt. .562 .549 .605 +535 .610 610 .633 .578 . 532 507 . 549 482
HIGH Ser. .519 512 561 .505 572 .582 579 531 .530 . 500 551 514
Through 17 Ref. 521 .510 .623 .556 . 520 532 591 .600 426 404 494 574
Snc. 345 V329 403 455 2342 . 359 442 463 . 269 »263 485 . 580
. k-3
Cnt. 314 .353 .382 446 472 467 .553 482 489 »479 2492 Rt
MEDIUM Ser. 272 + 306 364 4358 456 456 .521 470 448 Ja4 Jahh 401
Through 17 Ref. .363 410 468 576 V437 624 . 561 525 476 458 514 490
© Snc. 113 126 148 233 177 191 262 . 366 +301 <300 355 328
Cnt. -.110 ~.198 .186 134 458 451 .433 443 424 409 A6l N1y,
LOW Ser. -.254 ~-.347 v 328 147 V425 423 L416 418 406 .398 431 419 :
Through 17 Ref. -.072 -.125 + 331 19 .358 +371 467 +507 439 +409 529 554 \
Sne. ~-.093 -. 140 ~-.046 -.083 .073 .103 145 .170 34 <297 434 453 i 4
:
; -
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System through and after age 17 is related to every other measure
within neighborhood types. Here we are able to see'how the
juvenile and adult periods are most closely linked in High In-

Area or Medium Delinguency and Crime Producing neighborhoods,

particularly in High In-Area and By-Residence Offense kate

neighborhoods. However, sanctions through age 17 have relatively

low relationships to any of the after age 17 measures. It is
also clear that the Lelationship between contacts, referrals, and
ultimate sanctions is lowest in Low In-Area Offense Rate
neighborhoods, particularly the relationship between sanctions
through 17 and other variables at age 18 or later. And the
lowest of all, even inverse, are between variables through age 17
and after age 17 for Low By-kesidence Offense Rate and High
Delinguency and Crine Producing neighborhood types. Here we have
a rather intriguing inconsistency in which it is apparent that
what happens during the juvenile periof does not tell us what to
expect during the adult period. Of course, it is an anomalous
neighborhood type because its characteristics are similar to
other High Delinqguency and Crime Producing neighborhoods but yet
rates by their residents are low. |

When Table 12 was produced according to adult‘place of
residence the most notable change was an increase in
juvenile/adult continuity tfor Medium(in~Area Offense and lLow
Delinquency and Crime Producing neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods now have the greatest juvenile/adult continuity.

But whatever the pattern of changes was, the end result was no
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greater patterned continuity, even less, in terms of the
hypothesis than when cohort members were examined according to
juvenile neighborhood of residence. By contrast, the High By-
Residence Offense Eates and High or Medium DCP neighborhoods and
High DCP and Medium Offense Rates neighborhoods produced the
greatest continuity between juvenile and adult careers.

However complex the patterns of relationships shown in these
tables, one must conclude that cohort members residing in High
In-Area or By-Residence Offense Rate neighborhoods are having
different experiences than are those who reside in Low In-Area or
By-Residence Oifense Rate neighborhoods, particularly if these
are also High DCP neighborhoods. We shall later more closely
examine the members of each cohort who reside in each of these
neighborhood types in order to obtain a better idea of how age
period differences in experience chains are produced.

We now turn to Table 13 in which neighborhoods are
characterized by their Delinquency and Crime Producing
Characteristics and whether their Juvenile Neighborhood kates
were Low or High or their Adult Neighborhood Rates were Low or
High. While neighborhoods with Low or Medium Delinguency and
Crime Producing Characteristics and Low Juvenile or Adult Rates
had the lowest average intercorrelations of measures, high
intercorrelations were nﬂt consistently found in other types of
neighborhoods for the cambined cohorts through age 17. There was

even less consistency torxr the correlations during the adult age

period (Table 14), although the average of a set of
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TABLE 13. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SER[OUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS

THROUGH AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMBINED COMORTS

Juvenile

Neighborhood

Rates

HIGH

LOW

Adult

Neighborhood

Rates

HIGH

LOW

Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Ser.
Retf.

Sanc.

Delinquency & Crime Producing Characteristics

HIGH MEDIUM LOW
ént. Ser. Ref, GCnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
.952 957 947
.766 .725 787 .740 .718 .668
.516 .486 .686 .527 .493 .619 .527 502 .680
. 940 944 . 945
.738 .696 .685 .650 .712  .669
.583 .526 .788 LA31 406 .626 467 467  .670
HIGH MEDIUM LOW
Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
951 .951 . 943
.763 .723 .766  .732 .770 .716
.526 .493 .698 501 .472 (641 .539 .529 .698
. 924 .950 . 946
.732 .680 713 .665 .696 .653
.515 .462 .765 463 .432 L4711 (461 665
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TABLE 14.

AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMEINED COHORTS

RELATIONSHIF OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS

Juvenile

Neighborhood

Rates

HIGH

LOW

Adult

Neighborhood

Rates

HIGH

LOow

Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Ser.
Ref.
Sanc.
Ser.
Ref.

Sanc.

Delinquency & Crime Producing Characteristics

HIGH MEDTIUM LOW
Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
961 .958 .967
.792 774 .755 .734 .750 .727
.683 .670 .780 646 .634 ,795 640 .643 .788
.963 .958 .953
.737  .7286 .722  .700 719 711
.624 .614 .762 .580 .586 .791 .631 .627 .838
HIGH MEDIUM LOW
Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt,. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref.
961 ,958 .946
.786 769 .770 .739 742 .708
0677. 0664 + 0777 .1637 0627 3782 .601 .599 '790
0967 iﬁ958 0960
.727 711 .714  .699 724 .718
.590 .615 .796 .593 .594 .800 .645 .643 .836
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intercorrelations was highest for neighborhoods with High
Delinguency and Crime Producing Characteristics and those with
High Juvenile or Adult Neighborhood Rates. When ﬁhis table waswm
produced on a basis of adult neighborhoods of residence, the
pattern of differences by type of neighborhoods was less
Systematic than before with neither Juvenile nor Adult Rates and
Delinquency and Crime Producing Characte:istics having an orderly
relationship to variation in consistency in number of contacts,
seriousness, referrals, or severity of sanctions.

Table 15 is a companion to Table 12 but the pattern of
intercorrelations between measures during the juvenile and adult
periods is not as readily discerned. While most of the high |
correlations between measures for the juvenile and adult periods
are for cohort members who resided in High or Medium Delinquency
and Crime Producing and High Offense Rate neighborhoeds, the
correlation§ between sanctions during the juvenile period and
measures dutring the adult period were generallﬁl;ower than were
other correlations whether cohort members resiéwﬁ in High or Low
Rate neighborhoods or in High, Medium, or Low Delinquency and |
Crime Producing neighborhoods. This statement must be followed,
however, by the finding that sanctions during the juvehile period
were most highly correlated with sanctions during the adult
period in neighborhoods that were characterized as High
Delinquency and Crime Producing and with High Juvenile and Adult
Rates. 1In other words, the phenomenon of sanctions followed by

sanctions was somewhat more of an inher city and interstitial
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TABLE 15. RELATIONSHIP OF CéNTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 17 AND AFTER AGE 17 BY
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE:

COMBINED COHORTS

Juvenile
Neighborhood
Type

HIGH
Through 17

LOW
Through 17

Adult
Neighborhood
Type

HIGH
Through 17

Loy
Through 17

Cnt.
Ser.
Ref.
Snc.

Cnt.
Ser.
Ref.
Snc,

Cnt,
Ser.
Ref.
Sneg.

Cnt.
Ser.
Ref.
Snc.

HIGH-After 17

Delinquenay & Crime Producing Characteristica

MEDIUM-After 17

LOW-After 17

Cnt. Ser. Ref, Sne. Cnt. Ser, Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Snc.
542 .528 +594 .519 .546 .533 .591 .532 472 460 460 +366
496 489 .548 .489 .518 507 +554 510 436 427 428 «364
.508 498 617 .539 525 516 .609 »599 454 .435 «499 421
+335 .316 +385 443 .292 +296 354 429 .282 .282 .390 .356
517 525 .538 .556 499 +498 4520 L492 479 466 .503 476
484 485 .527 + 505 469 479 486 458 449 442 462 V434
487 488 SN .619 +391 401 W513 516 467 44 +525 .553
317 .324 .376 429 . 146 175 +266 +300 314 .306 .393 394
HIGH-After 17 MEDIUM-After 17 LOW-After 17
Cnt. Ser. Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser. Ref., Sne,
545 534 .594 .528 + 587 581 +608 524 558 .555 +567 540
.500 495 .552 94 .565 + 566 571 498 .524 517 .518 511
512 +504 .618 .555 .536 +537 .576 +547 446 423 .523 570
.336 .322 .399 451 278 279 «338 .358 .293 273 L437 Al
.382 +396 401 419 477 +470 514 + 503 +453 +436 468 418
371 372 .403 423 443 Jhh2 479 472 .423 Jal4 +433 .389
«347 +345 +450 449 400 +398 544 1566 469 447 » 5916 +499
247 »203 .207 .175 .173 .199 .286 <369 .310 .308 37T 377
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area phenomenon than an occurresxce in other types of
neighborhoods.

Analysis of cohort members on a basis of their adult
neighborhoods of residence produced some increases in continuity
between the juvenile and adult periods, particularly for those
who resided in High DCP areas with Low Juvenile or Adult Offense
Rates--otherwise the pattern of continuity was little more
consistent with the hypothesis of neighborhood effects than
before. In other words, the results of this analysis provided
only modest support for the idea that experiences were of a
snowballing nature in High Offense Rate and High DCP
neighborhoods.

One final summary table (Table 16) is presented in this
section in which the rank-order of Geometric scores is utilized.
The correlations in this table f£ail to be supportive of the idea
that juvenile and adult experience chains are more highly
correlated in neighborhoods with High Delinquency and Crime
Producing Characteristics and High In-Area or By-Residence or
High Juvenile or Adult Rates than in neighborhoods with other
combinations of these characteristics. When the same table was
produced based on ﬁeighborhoo& of adult residence the only
evidence of consistent effects was found f6£ Adult Rates and here
there was a systematic decrease in cogtin&ity between the
juvenile and adult periods from High Adult Neighborhood Rates and
High Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics to Low Rates

and Low DCP. Ve must conclude that however much single measures

o T AT,
- : " 3

e A

o

1=

3

T

TABLE 16. RELATIONSHIP OF EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES) THROUGH AGE
17 TO AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES:

COMBINED COHORTS

In-Area
Offense Rates

High

Medium

Low
By-Residence .
Offense Rates

High |

Medium

Low
Juvenile
Neighborhood Rates

High

Low
Adult
Neighborhood Rates

High

Low

Delinquency & Crime Producing Characteristics

HIGH

.551
«531
433

.557
.539
.008

.546
+545

.554
.326

MEDIUM

.530
.535
. 427

.583
.488
.352

.561
<443

.507
498

Low

.423
.549
.468

.626
450
.552

452
.510

.533
.483
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of contact with the juvenile and adult justice systems have
produced some modest support for the position that the milieu
produces higher or lower rates and interrelationships of these
rates, the Geometric scores representing combinations of
different experience levels generalily fall short of providing
Stronger support for the idea that quite differeunt experience
chains are produced by different identifiable miliecus.
TRYING IT WITH COMPUTER-GENERATED CLUSTERS

Since we have earlier characterized neighborhoods by
EASTCLUSkproce&urés but still have not utilized these clusters in
compa;ison analyses to those presented, we concluded that the

analyses described in Tables 9, 10, 12, 15, and 16 should be

~redone with neighborhoods grouped according to the FASTCLUS

prqgé&ure but with these small population neighborhoods omitted.
Howéver, when the analyses were redone, we found that the pattern
of differences between aggregated mneighborhoods as represented by
coefficients of correlation were only slightly changed. Although
the grouping of neighborhoods produced by FASTCLUS resulted in
somewhat more homogeneous clusters of neighborhoods than did the
aggregations of neighborhoods produced for the first sets of
analyses, the final results were similar. 'There were no
systematic patterns of higher intercorrelations of variables in
the clusters with High Delinquency and Crime Producing
Characteristics and High In-Area or By-Residence Offense Rates
for the juvenile or the adult period with progressive increases

or decreases to clusters with Low Delingquency and Crime Producing
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Characteristics and Low In-Area or By—-Residence Offense Rates.
Nor were there any systematic patterns of relationship between
juvenile and adult experience chains that could be identified as
the product of differences in neighborhood milieu.

Although the FASTCLUS program had produced homogeneous
groups of neighborhoods, the analysis again failed to produce any
pattern of correlations supportive of the proposition that milieu
determines the experience chains of juveniles or adults or the
relationship of juvenile to adult experiences.

One problem that should be mentioned was the limited
variation in mean delinquency or crime (metric) scores or justice
experiences scores (Geometric Ranks) between the FASTCLUS DCP
clusters. While the cohort means of the extreme clusters were
significantly different from the means of clusters at the other
end of the continuum, adjacent clusters were usually not
significantly different (Duncan's Hultiple Range Test). In
essence, there were usually one or two clusters with
significantly higher rates than the others but differences
between clusters beyond this were not significant. The inner
city, interstitial, and transitional neighborhoods, as in other
configurations, had high rates while most others were lower.
Little or, for all practical purposes, none of the variation in
rates was accounted for by the LIP clusters of neighborhoods.

The same problem was encountered in the development ot In-
Area and By-Residence Offense Rate neighborhood clusters. Two of

the clusters were significantly higher on mean levels of metric
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and Geometric rank scores than the remaining clusters. However,
these measures did not necessarily h