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The Development of seri.ous Cri.minal Careers and 

the Delinquent Neighborhood 

Lyle W. Shannon 

:eXECUTIVE SUI1M:ARY 

Understandingllow seJ:'ious delinquent and criminal careers 

develop and continue is a prerequisite to planning programs for 

effective delinquency prevention and crime control... The findings 

from two earlier longitudinal birth cohort studies are summarized 
\\ 

as an introduction to more in.tensive analysis of the processes 
)'1 

which generate continuities in deli.nquent and criminal behavior .l, 

These cstudies revealed that the areas in which juveniles were 

socialized played an important role in how the justice system 

responded to. their behavior and they in turn either desisted from 

further del.inquencJor continued into serious adult misbehavior .. 

"Since the emphasis in the second study was at the ecological 

rather than the indiv'idual level" it was decided that niore 

extensive analysis of the official records and interViews with 

cohort members should be made in order to ascertain the impact .of 

milieu, on the generation of delinquency, continuities in 

delinquency and crime" and official soci~tal rerflction to 
" delinquency and cri.me. Although block data had been aggregated 

i.nto larger ecological units (natural areas,cen$us tracts, 

" 
--,..... ____ .w..-_____ ....,. 

- .. 

" 
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police grid areas, and neighborhoods), only neighbo'rhoodsW'ould 

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 Delinquency and Crime 

Producing Characteristics (DCP), In-Area Offense Rates, By­

Residence Of£ense Rates, J"uvenile Delinquency Rates, and Adult 

Crime Rates. While these measures were not completely 

independent, neither were they completely congruent. Various 

teChniques of classification produced a series of multi-celled 

tables into which neighborhoods were placed# cells which 

contained neighborhoods that had been classified as High DCl> and 

High Offense Rate and those at the opposite e:x:treme, as well as 

some neighborhoods which were classified as relatively high On 

one variable but not the other. 

Ind:i.vid.ual careers for. the juvenile and adult periods were 

also characterized in, a variety of ways, as was the relationship 

of earlier to later hehavi.or of cohort m.embers. Responses of 

representatives" of the justice system,. as measured by 

"dispositions of poli.ce contacts and sanctions administered by the 
o 

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

produced diverse offense and intervention types.. Beyond analyses 

of the relationship of measures of delinquency,. crime, career" 

types 6 and intervention types of individual cohort m.embers to 

each other within different types of neighborhood milieus, some 

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

I 
! 

1 

} -
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statistics for individuals are aggregated to tli.e neigh.borhood 

level. The latter are discussed in a guarded £ashion because the 

ecological fallacy has beel). long recognized as product.ive of 

findin.gs which do not necessarily apply to all indiv".iduals in 

each spatial unit. 

Before summarizing the findings a brief digression must he 

made in order "that. the reader he 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 

ecological level because social phenomena are spatially 

distributed in urban areas and one social phenomenon is related 

to another. Literally hundreds and hundreds of stUdies h"ave 

shown this commencing in the 1920s. l~ot only have we fOUnd 

statistically significant relationships of the same order as 

those found hy other sociologists,. ve have also sholln that over 

95% of the ll"ariation in delinquency and crime rates in 

n.eighborhoods during the 1970s can. be accounted for by their 

demographic characteristics and prior delinquency and crime rates 

(1950s and '1960s}.. Research of this nature has not only made i.t 

evident that community resources should be focused on thei.hner 

. city and interstitial areas but has also revealed that 

unsophisticated attempts to control. delinquency and cri.memay 

resul.t in w"hat we have termed "the hardenillg' of the inner cit.y.n 

This has become one of our major concerns. 

-
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But ecological studies are only the beginning. These 

studies do not descr'ibe the proceSSes by which juveniles come to 

engage in delin.lIuent. behavior, som,etimes continue into adult 

crim.e .. or how decisi.on':S are made to deat witI). them officially. 

But, las w'e have said, they do suggest that the nature of the 

neighborhood plays a po'W'erf'ul role in genera"cing delinquency and 

crime and how the community r,:esponds to it. 

Also useful, but not as valuable as some' researchers have 

believ'ed, are studies which ascertain the nature of high-risk 

categories of youth or adults, categories that may have an 

ecological component but which spec~\fy the demograpllic and social 

characteristics of groups with higl1L delinquency and criae rates. 
, 

These studies enable us to "predict." that persons with certain 

characteristics have a higher probability of engagin.g in 

delinqUent and criainal 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 almost 

unending search'for answers ... 

But we must push the enterprise even further, ve must 

atteapt to discern how delinquency and cr1.e are generated within 

types of spatial units whose l!\ilieus have been operationally 

defined as more or .less likely to produce delinquency and ,.crime 

and continu~ties in delinquency and criae. Or, if we are placing 

'r 

: 
! t':'t 
I .", 

i 
J II 

'/ 
I 
\ 

! '!J 
I 

II 
1 
I 
1'9 
I 
i 

I 
I! n 
II ") 
II 
I 
I 

~ 
I 

1') 

I 
I 
! 

i 
I 
j 

I: ,I 
11 
I:J 

II G 
Ji 
Ii 
I' fl 
i~ I 

! i t 
1. f 
til 
r~ ; pi ;I"! 
ii, I 
}I' I 
~) 

1\ 
t 

, I 

t I 

.----_ .. _--

-5-

people in groups hased on combinations of their ecological and 

demographic characteristics., we must determine how del.inquent 

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 predj~ct individual behavior within 

operationally defined groups. He know that there is no simple 

explanation for delinquency and crime per see 

Turning back to the findings from the analyses described in 

this lengthy report, we concluded that significant milieu effects 

(Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics and neighborhood 

In-Area and By-Residence Offense Rates) were present in the 

developmen"l:, 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 cQnsisb~),\.Icy and. continuity in 

individual official careers. That measures of the seriousness of 

officially recorded delinquent and criminal careers, self­

reported seriousness, and disproportional interVention as 

represented by oifense seriousness/intervention scores were far 

higher in the inner city and interstitial neighborhoodscthan in 

other.s was not as important as the fact that consistency and 

continuit~ in these measures had considerably less relationship 

to milieu differences., While consistency and continuity were 

present in the inner city neighborhoods,. they were found in some 

other neighborhoods with quite different charact.eristics. When 
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the unit of career Ileasurement was changed froll the individual:., tp 
(:\ 

one which was representative of the average experience of all 
\\ 

cohort members w-h(~ were socialized1iwithin the nei~hbOrh?od 
« .. 

(anal.ysis at the ecological level), considerably more of the 

variance (up to 60%) was explained. 

When the nei.ghborhoods of social.izat~ .. on of cohort members 

w~re aggregated into inner city vs. other types of neighborhoods 

and partitioned according to race/ethnicity and sex, wi.tIl. 

interview-obtained va:r'iabl.es (29 variables were reduced to 16 in 

prel.iminary ana.lyses) such. as failure to graduate £rom high 

school, juvenile friends in trou.ble with the police, and access 

to an automobile while in high school, significant amounts of 'l:he 

variance in official seriousness, sel.f-report seriousness, and 

offense seriousness/intervention scores were accounted. for 

(multiple regression) at the juvenile level, more for th~ inner 

city males, White or Non-White" and other neighborhoodllales, 

l.ess for each of their f'emale counterparts. Even more of the 

variance in c~dul t measures of Crime were accounted for lihen 

juvenile sco~es were added as independent variables. 

InterJR's of' process, the fact that the standardized 

estimates that ~ere significant varied froll group to group 
c',--

suggested that the chain of experiences through which ju,veniles 

acquired a given level of official seriousness, self-report 

seriousness, and offense seriousness/intervention scores, had 

only lim.ited group to group simil.arity. Unstanda~dized estimates 

indicated that the Size of the effects of the independent .' 
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variables on measures of delinquency and crime were quite 

different across groups. 

Where did this leave us? Certainly with the conclusion that 

the process of becoming delinquent is complex, that it differs hy 

sex, type of neighborhood:, and race/ethnicitY.This is not new. 

Since tile day that sociologists ceased to concen'crate their 

efforts on the study of the male or White male, ~~ince it became 

apparent that patterns of delinquency and crime had complex 

variation from. group to group, explanations have become more 

diVersified. Attempts to prevent or control delinquency must 

take this into account.. While it may appear to the casual 

obse:r:ver that sociologists are in complete disa9r~\ement in their 

explanations of the genesis of delinquency and cri~e, much of 

this can be attrihuted to the fact that different studies apply 

to different types of jUveniles and adul.ts.. Only a few have 

utilized police contact, referral, and court sa~ctions data for 

birth cohorts SQ as to inclu,de the entire range of delinquent and 

criminal behaVior for different types of people during their 

years of risk from age 6 into adulthood. More limited sampl.es 

have produced sa.ple-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 sa.e strategy may not be best for differ~nt high-risk 

groups.. Some aspects of the social environment may not be 

readily changed given the organization of society. But we can 

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 o~ delinquency 

For example, we can experimentally work on school retention 

programs a:nd attempt to develop better links between school and 
c, 

work. But we must not conclude that jobs in themselves reduce 

delinqu.enq'Y and crime when it is apparent that early wc)rk has 

different effects on different groups. What does a jolt Blean and 

what does it permit? We must x'ealize that what makes, .for 

integration into the larger society differs fro In group to group 

within t.he same 111ilieu, just as the exclusionary process appears 
Ii 

to be working di:fferently from group to group, within and between 

milieus (less e~plained variance for offense 

seriousness/intervention scoJ:'es) .. 

The reader Who is most concerned with 'how the 

characteristics of juv'eniles appear t.o be lIediated by 

neighborhood mili.eu Blay wish to com.mence his/her reading of this 

report on pag~ 144 with Chapter 12, A Last Look at ~ntervention 

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 thousands of police 

contacts by the characteristics of individuals, their prior 
" 

exp~riences, Clnd the milieu in which the event took place. 

Rather than considering juvenile and adult care'ers of males, 

females, Whites, and Non-Whites, inner city vs. other residents, 

the experiences of actors with past behavior and consequences are 

;x = Tl 

-9-il 
examin~d event by event. This will enable us to deal more 

\1 

effectively with the problem of small Ns and facilitate the 

~evelopment of a more precise model of the juvenile and adult 

jUdicial process. 
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~he Development of Serious Crim1nal Careers and 
the Delinquent lfeighborhoQ,d 

Lyle w. Shannon 

Chapter 1 .. Ueview of. the Racine studies 

INTRODUCTION 
.' , 

This research on the relationship of serious criminal 

careers to delinquollt neighborhoods and jt.lVenile involvement in 

the justj"ce system stems from the finding,s of ucwo edrl.ier 

p~;jects.. The first project ut,ilized da1l:<~ from three birth 

coho.rts (1942, 1949, and 1955 totalling' 6,127 males and ±;'emales, 

of UhOill 4,079 had continuous residence in Racine) in an 

assessment of the relationship of juvenile delJ..nquency to al1ult 

criminal ca.reers.. The second project followed from it and 

con.sisted of an analysis of the relationship of juvenile 

delinquency and adult crime to the changing ecological structure 

of the city.! 

Work on the second project was facilitated by the fact that 

offense and place ot residence had b~en 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 relationship of delinquency and crime to 

the ecol.ogical structure of the city on aooh,ort to cohort basis., 

These findings Wf1rt~ ot such im.portance~that fUrther ecological 

analyses were d,eem.~d necessa.ry iiS the nex,t step in a systeJilatic 

exploitation of the aatd.. This project also ltada strong o 
,:;! 

methodologica,l thz:ust in that four ~patial systems were utilized 
'::::: 

.-,' 
I) 

J, :} 

," 

o 
q 
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(census tracts, police grid areas, natural areas, and 

neighborhoods) in order to determine whether change in the 

ecolog~ca struc ure was . . I t a more powerful determinant of 

; . 

delinquency and crime rates or change in delinquency 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 whi.ch dealt "ttl ith the 

developnl,ent of serious offender careers_ 

Although our earlier research on the relationship of 

juvenile dell..:nquency \-\ . to a~.ult crime has taught us much about the 

serious offender and has led to the concl usi.on that understandi.ng 

how these careers develop is a prerequisite to planning program~ 

for effectively dealing with the problem, we did not intensively 

analyze those members from. each cohort, whose careers developed in 

high delinquency and criJn.e neighborholt'){l\s. Such an analysis would 

contrast these serious offenders with serious o±fenders from. 

other neighborhoods and both groups of serious offenders with 

non-serious offenders fl:Olll both types of neigllborhoods in 

Racine. 2 While. juveniles and adults may be placed on a continuum 

in terms of the seriousness of their careers and neighborhoods 

may be placed on a continuum of types ana ha.ve been in the 

various analyses, they were often referred to as though they were 

diChotomies. 

.- - } 
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REVIEW OF PREVIOUS FINDINGS 

Co:q.centrati21!. !.§.- p-i§EersiQE. 2.t. ~~ £ont~ 
!!!lQ!lS £Q!lQ1;:!. tlgmb ~§. 

-

A brief overview of the findings from earlier an.alyses of 

the three Racine birth cohorts described in Asses§infI. thg 

!telationsh.t£ of ,';pul;t Crim~al ~~~ :!:.Q Juvenils= £~£§. should 

set the stag'e for a description of the analyses that we have just 

completed as part of our continuing systematic utilization of the 

Racine data in an effort to obta.in 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 for lengthy periods of time. Furthermore, 

the birth cohort data aI:e accompanied by offense and arrest da.ta 

for the entire city, some data sets c~vering a period of 30 years 

(1948 to 1976), as described in !hg ~elationshiE of Juv~~ 

QelillilY,gncy s:nd. Adm £nil!.§. !Q thg ChS1!SI:illil ,I:col.Qgical structure 

Q! the £ity. These data produce similar tempo~al and spatial 

patterns of prevalence and i.ncidence. 

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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Of those pf,jrsons with continuous 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 19l~2 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 ag"e 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 socia.lized outsid.e 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 t;o those who llere socialized in the inner 

. city. 

Over half of those interviewed (53.2% of the 1942 Cohort an.d 

59.6% of the 1949 Cohort) stated that they had been stopped by 

the police before the age of 18 for doing something wrollg or 

something the police suspected was wrong, but only 37.5% and 

48.0% had ever had their cont-acts recorded by the police. Of 

t.hose 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 tw~ce before the age 

of 18. About 60% of those interviewed indicated that their 
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cont.act(s) with the police had been around the age of 16 or 17 .. 

So, just as our official 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 ha.v'e been caught by the police .. 

When asked what things they did, Liquor violations headed the 

list f'ollowed 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 m.ales and 65% to 70% for the fem.ales .. 

Nevertheless, few continued to get into trouble after age 18 

and even fewer were invobre(l in serious trOUble after 18.. Among 

those who haa 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 continue their misbehavior into 

a4ulthood}, only 10.1>% of the 1942 Cohort and 13.9% of the 1949 
Ii 

Cohort had a ma,j,"'l.r misdemeanor or felony police contact after the 

age of lti.. Only 3 .. 3% and 8 .. 1% had a felony police contact after 

that ag·e.. Alt.hough most of those who were caught d.nd lllost of 

those who were not caught stated that they had reappraised their 

behavior and ceased to engage in the acts which either got them 

or could have gotten them lllto trOUble, there still appears to be 

. r .. 
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a select group of individu&ls who may be defined as serious 

offenders ... 

Co~~entrati9..n .!§. .. !!,isEersioll 
itt flac~ of Conta£i !!!!'Q PlSo£g of Residm1£g 

.. 

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 th~ 

.:time of £Q!l~.. In the case o:t Blacks frota 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 a~d 53.5% of the 

contacts by Blacks resi.ding in Subarea 2 took place in their 

subarea of residence. 

Aside ;frOm the conc~:ll.t.ration of contacts within their area 

of residence, the importance of Subareas 1 and 2 was dramatized 

by the fact that 37 .. b% 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 ~n Subareas 1 and 2 were in 

these or contiguous stibarel;4'3.), as were 80% for the 19q.9 and 1955 

Coho~ts. Persons from all bpt one area in the 1942 Cohot't, all. 
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but two (1.reas in the 1949 Cohort, and all but three areas in the 

1955 Cohort came into and had police contacts in Subarea 1. 

Persons trom all cohorts from all 26 
.a areas came into and had 

police contaots in Subarea 2. 

FrOID 60?; to 90% of the contacts of Blacks were generated by 

those residing in the inner city Subareas 1 d an 2 (almost all 
Blacks in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts resid,ed -in the ..... innet' city, as 
did 15 % of the Blacks in the 1955 Cohort), as were from 40% to 
60% of the Chicano contacts. Ii owever, 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 hy Blacks and 36% to 

56% of those by Chicanos took place in the inner city,. only 19% 

to 32% of the contacts by Whites were in these subareas.. From 

cohort to cohort the area of Hhite delinquent and. criminal 

.s:illvi,ty was expanding but the areas of r~sidence for contact-
-- ----.........-

!:e~E.QJl.2illi liM tes !!~ .Q.g£.9!!.!in.g !!!or~ cong:g1!tra~_ Although 

areas of contact are still highly concentrated for Blacks and 

Chicanos, they are expanding, as are areas of residence for 

contact-responsible membe'I:S of their groups. 

:f~ foncentr&,ti2!l 2i ~tlm:!2 Career§ 

Going beyond these patterns of spatial concentration, 

important to our current concerns, is the concentration of 

contacts within each. cohort IS meillbership. 

, " 

and 
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As in other si.milar studies" relatively few persons were 

responsible for a disproportionately large number of all police 

contacts in all three cohorts. In 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 50.8% 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 am.ong the males in each cohort.. For example" 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. Sim.ilarly" 7 .. 7% of the 1949 females 

accounted for 51.5~ of their con·tacts 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 fer 53.5% of their contacts. 

When the concentration of contacts by Felonies 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 Nen-Traffic offenses and 

Non-Felonies. The fact that a small percentage of each cohort 

produced most of the contacts for Felonies led us to wonder if 

these were the people who could be=~eadily classified as chronic 

offenders. Were .. they the people who had accumulated 4 or more or 

5 or more contacts and among them the. mest serious offenses? In 

other words" ~lere the frequent. offenilers (those whose offenses 
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produce contacts) also the people who produced the bulk of the 

contacts for Felonies or Non -Traffic offenses? 

Those males in all cohorts who had 4 or lUore contacts for 

Non-',rraffic offenses (30% or less) accounted for more than 80% of 

the Non-rraffic contacts. Felonies were even fIlore concentrated 

among males with 4 o.r 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. telonies was even 

g-reater than for Nen-Traffic offenses. 

Going one step further it WdS found tha.t the median 

seriousness scer~s 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 fo.r 1942 White males, 20.4 vs. 

5.3 for the 1949 White males, and 24.7 vs. 6 ... 0 for the 1955 White 

males. Similar differences were found for females.. Even greater 

differences were found fer Black males in the 1949 and. 1955 

Cohorts. Although a number of contacts tended to produce high 

median seriousness scores for persons with 5 or more contacts, 

Whether they be White" Black" or Chicano, lllale or female" it was 

clear that the median seriousness scores for persons with 5 or 

more contacts were not generated by contact categories a.t the 

lower end of the seriousness scale... This is particularl.y t.rue 

for males. !l'hus we have additional e.vidence to support the 

position that persons with 5 or more police contacts should be 

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

l-_________________ .......o-________ --.....~ _________ ~"'_________"_~_~ _ ____'_~_~ _____ ~_~.~ ____ ~_~_._ 
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Non-Traffic contacts made up a larger proportion of the contacts 

among those with 5 contacts than of those with fewer contacts, 

regardless of cohort, race/ethnicity, or sex. 

Those with 5 or more contacts were responsible for a larger 

proportion of the Felony contacts than are those with fewer 

contacts.. tie also found that the number of Felonies increased 

with seriousness scores Lor each race/ethnic group in each age 

period, i.e., increases in seriousness of careers are not based 

on number of contacts alone.. Thus, the data told us again and 

again that. persons vith 5 or m01:e contacts Who have high 

seriousness scores, and who have probably committed a Felony, 

constitute a group upon which at.teAtion should be focused if we 

wish to understand the process by which serious adult. criminal 

careers are generated. While roughly 20% of each cohort's 

members were responsible for 80% of the Non-Traffic police 

contacts generated by the cohort, an even smaller percent (8% to 

14%) was responsible for all their Felonies.. Should the decision 

be made to identify those who were responsible for about 75% ot 

the Felonj,es (and mUch of the other crime), the 5% of each cohort 

who had 2 or 3 Felony contacts would be the target population .. 

Career ~~veloEmen! ~ Decline 

The mo.r-T prevalent pattern of delinquent behavior is one of 

declining seriousness and discontinuation after the teen-age 

period. The fey who continue to have police contacts into their 

late twenties with an increase in seriousness (and.finallY a 

decline) aLe 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 delinquent and criminal 

careers. The careers of thes~~ persons are atypical of all. who 

have had contacts wit.h the jmJ'enile and adult justice systems .. 

But it is this uhard corell group of continuers which suggests 

that there is a relatively sma.ll group on whom attention should 

be focused if we wish to und""rstaIld the .... process by which serious 

adult criminal careers are ganerated. 

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 uge of 18, persons whose careers included a 

large number of felonies. In a high risk group composed ot that 

11.7% of the 1942 Cohort Who were socialized in the inner city 

and its interstitiilil ;areas and had continuous careers before 18, 

53.3% had high seriousness scores atter 18.. No other area and no 

other continuity t:ype had eV.en close to 50% wi·t:.h high seriousness 

scores after 18. Findings were similar £o~ the 1949 and 1955 

Cohorts. 3 As prom'ising as this sounds, one must look at the total 

picture. While i.J3 .. U% of the inneI:' ci.ty group 1iith continuous 

contact careers before 18 and high later seriousness scores 

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

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

with x·elony contacts in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts.. The other 

felony offenders, Some of whom never had a police contdct before 

)the age ot 18, are spread throu9hout the cOlllllunity_ 

. 
,~---~~-- - - - ~-
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In every other manner in which tIle data. have been examined 

there was a high degree of concentration, i~e., there were 

certain cat;,egories ot persons who had a high probability of 
" having serious careers that include felonies.. There was al~5o a 

high degree of dispersion in that people were scattered 

" throughout the community who either had no juvenile record rpr 

only had intermittent contacts for minor offenses and who 

ultimately were charged with serious offenses by laW' enforcement 

agencies. 

It was apparent that some persons do dev~lop ever-expanding, 

more serious Cdreers. For example, those persons from each 

cohort, male or ~emale, White, Black, or Chicano, who had 

contacts during the juvenile and young adult periods ha~ the 
" 

" greatest probability of huving contacts as adults.. In ~~he 1~)L'2 
I 

Cohort, for example, 89.4% of the White males with conti~cts 

during the age period 6 through 2,0 had contacts after age 21. 

While comparable percentages were lower for the 1949 atj'd 1955 

Cohorts, progression was still more likely for this group than' 

any otheL. At the ext~eme opposite end of the scale in terms of. 

continuity, one finds that 49% of those from the 1942 Cohort,. 

71.0% from the 1949, and 91.8% froll. the 1955 Cohort, with no 

contacts by the age of 21 who had no contacts after the age of 

21. Between these two extreiues are over one-half of the mal.es of 

each cohort and over 40% of the iemales in six different 

combinations of age period to age period continuitY' or lack 

thereof. U.~cause most do not have extensive records as juveniles 
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there is no basis for the prediction of later crimin.al behavior .. 

Knowing that a high percent of those froll\, a high ris,lt group will. 

have serious offenses as adults is not the same. as p~:edi.cting· who 

in a total cohort will commit serious offenses a~ adalts. It is 
" 

the la tte~c with whom we are most concerned. 

Much more could be said about concentration hut the point is 

that there are serious offenders whose behavior is obviously part 

of a developmental pI:ocess and thet"e are seri.ous offenders who 
\( 

are notl,career 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 crimina.l careers will enable us to more 

efficiently predict continuities of this type. 

This l.eads to a recapitulati.on of What we have learned about 

the se~ious offender. 

!ngreasing Serio~~ness ~~ ~~ ~rious ~nde~ 

Comparison of the three birth cohorts reveals that serious 

offenders are on the increase. The percent of all police 

contacts that were fo,r Part I off'enses increa.sed from cohort to 

cohort for persons age 6-17: 12.7'fu in the 1942 Cohort, 15.9% in 

the 1949 Cohort, anti. 24.6% in the 1955 Cohort. Cross-cohort 

seriousness has not only increased as indicated by the percent 

who have ever had a l!'elony against either Property or Person 

(9 .. ,B% for the 1942 COho:z;t, 12.1% for the 1949 Cohort, and 18.7% 

for the 1955 Cohort), hut seriousness rates have become higher 

--
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across cohorts wi.thin age periods for males and females for 

almost every race/ethn:ic(sex group, no matter which measure is 

utilized. Yet ser.ious career of:t;Emd.ers are few. Only 2. .5% of 

the 1942 Cohort han a contact aI~tl referral in each age period and 

31.4% had neither in any age p~1:iod. Those who acquired at least 

one contact and one referral q.ad successively higher seriousness 

scores in t.he next age perio(i, increasing from a median of 7 .. 4 to 

10.7 to 34 .. 0. The 1949 Coh(Jrt presented a similar picture with 

2.2% having a contact and t"(~ferral in each age period and 30.9% 

having neither in any age period. Those who had at least one 

contact and. referral in ~~aclll age period had successively higher 

seriousn~~ss scores incr~~asing froll1 9~0 to 13.1 to 27 .. 0 ..... 

By contrast, those, who had contact,s but no referrals in each 

age peri()d had very stlabl.e meliian seriousness scores, 2 .. 6, 2 .. 6, 
'.\ 

and 3 .. 5 for the 1942 Cohort an'iJ. 3.1., 2.1, and 2.9 for the 1949 
\\ 

" Cohort.. \ile have prev:iously shd\wn that referral rates are higher 

£or the more serious reasons fo\~ police contact. With few 
Ii 

exceptions~~ the group'p who wereil referred at any stage went on to 
\ 

have higher, seriousnel~s scores at the next stage than those who 

were not ret.\~rred. At. each subsequent stage, however, there is 

the proble,m ot determining the effects of prior misbehavior.' and 
. \. 

referrals on s~bseguen~ behavior and it may be that referr.als 

result in mor.eserious ctelinquent and crimi.lial behavior than in 

deterrence. 

~hile only 33.~~ of the 1949 Cohort was socialized in the 

inner city and interstitial. areas, 64.7% 01.: those who were 
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institutionalized were froUl that area.. We also note that l' .. 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 differenae in the race/ethnic compositiol~ 

of those socialized in the itmer city i'\nd interstitial areas of 

the city with 77 .. 7% of th,ose soci,alizeo. in the area being White 

but only 45.5% oi those institutionalized being White. The 

Blacks made up over twice as lar~re a pI.~oportion of those from the 

inner cit.y who were institutionalized as their proportion 'Of 

persons socialized there. The Chicano differences were even 

greater proportiona.t.ely .. 5 

While 26 .. 7% o.t the 1955 Coh~C)rt's members were socialized in 

the inner city, 56.8% of those wJh.o were institutionalized had 

been socialized there, an even gteater difference than found for 

the 1949 Cohort. 

All of the .foregoing brings us to a descri.ption of various 

ways to cha.racterize neighborhoods and delineate the inner city. 

This is a pr:erequisite to determining more precisel.y than before 

the ext.ent to which the juvenile and adult justice systems may 

function d:i.fterently in sOllie systematic way within the. range of 

milieus in which cohort mQmbers reside. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 The t.wo earlier projects have been described in the 
following lengthy project repor~s: !§gessing thg Eg~tionshi£ of 
Adult Criminal Careers ·co Juvenile Careers, 19tiO, 950 pp.. Final 
Report'totiie;-NatioiiaI DlstitUteforJUvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, Department of Justice, Grants NUm.ber 
76JN-99-Q008, 76JN-99-1005, 77JN-99-0019, and 79Jil-AX-oOl0 and 
!he ~tion2hiE. of ~.illL@ile Delinguency .agg Adult fril!1~ .!:Q the 
£hanqina Ecoloqi~al §truqtY£~ of ~ £i!z, 477 pp., 1981. Final 
Report to the National Institute of Justice, Lepartment of 
Justice, Grant ~umber 79NI-AX-0081.. Also see: Chapter 7, "A 
Longitudinal study of Delinquency and Crime," pp .. 121-146, in 
,Quantigtive §1udi~s in CriI!!inQ!Qgy. Charles Welford. (ad .. ) • 
(Beverly Hills: Sage,. 1978) and "Assessing t.he Rela tJ.onship of 
Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile Carleers 6 II in Problems in 
American Social Policy Mg§~h. Clark C~ Abt (ed.), (Cambridge: 
Abt Books, 19l:$O), pp .. 232-246. This longitudinal research on 
delinquency and crime in Racine should, not be confused with our 
ea~:lier research on the economic absorption and cultural 
integration of inmigrant Blacks and Chicanos in Racine, a project 
on which we have published several volumes and more than 30 
papers and reports. Likewise, it should not be confused with our 
earlier research on delinquency and crime in Madison and Racine¥ 
which was conducted in the mid-1950s and in the mid 1960s, and on 
Which we have also published guite extensively. 

2 RacinC::l: is, in many respects, an ideal laboratory in which to 
study how social processes operate in an urban setting& Being a 
city of approximately 100,.000 it is of a more manageable size 
than are larger cities where probl~ms of official data collection 
and finding ~espondents for interviews are much more difficult to 
overcome.. Furthermore, many of our tin dings parall.el those 
reporte{J by Harv~n Woltgang 6 Robert Figlio,. and Thorsten Sellin 
in Delipguency in i! Birth f.QhQtl (Chicdg'o: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1972). For a discussion of the Racine and 
Philadelphia research, see Joan Petersilia, "Criminal Career 
Research, pp. 321-380, III ££img ~pg Justi~, Vol. 2, (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1980), Norval Morris. and Michael 
Tonry (eds.). In 1~30 almost 20% of the population consisted of 
foreign-born Whites, While less than 1% was Black (Negro). By 
1940 the population of foreign-born Whites dropped to 16.5%, by 
1950 to 12%, by 1960 to 8%, and by 1970 to 6%. At the same time, 
the Black population increased from 1% in 1940 to 2% by 1950, to 
5.3% by 1960, ana to 10.5% by 1970. 

3 There is a .literature on delinquent and criminal subcultures 
which provides a background for our findings. For ex.ample: 
Walter B. Miller, "Lower Class Delinquency as a Generating neview 
of Gang Delinquency,.11 Journal, Qf 2.Q.Qi~l Issues 14(1958j: 5-19; 
Richard A. Cloward and Lloyd E. Ohlin, ~linqugn.QY ~ng 
Q££Qtl!mity: !~.£Y. of ~!!!lY.ill!.t Q.a!!gJ~. (New York: E'ree 
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Press, 1960); David J. Bordua, "Delinquent Subcultures: 
Sociological Interpretations of Gang Delinquency, u ~ bnnals of 
,the !m,eric@ !£ademy of ~tical ~nd ~.Q£ill Sc~ence 38 (1961) : 
120-136; LeRoy G .. Sch.ult.z, UWhythe Negrf\) Carries Wea.PQ!ls,u 
ilournql .2! £;riminal L.i'!!~h £tlminoloqy illlllPoll£g ~~!1£g 53 (1962) : 
476-483; James F. Short and Fred L. Strodbeck, Q£ouR ~Qg§2 ~Q 
~ang I!~i!!quency (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,. 1965); 
Solomon Kobrin, Joseph Puntil an.d Emil Peluso, "Criteria of 
Status Among Street Groups,n !!ru!~ Q! Resgam in Crime m 
Dglinq,ygncl: 4(1967): 98-118; Marvin E. Wolfgang and Frances 
Ferracuti, Xhg §ubcg1tu6g of yiol&n£g (London: Tavistock, 1967) i 
Paul Lerman, "Individual Va.lues, Peer Values, and subcultural 
Delinquency, II l!:m~rica!1 Soc.!Q!QgicaJ, !lm!.i£.!! 33 (1968): 219-235 i and 
Sandra J. Ball-Rokeach, ,tValues and Violence: A Test of the 
S ubcul ture of V'iolence Thesis," lliri.9ill! soci.ol,Q9:i£.a! Review 
38 (1973):: 736-749. 

" We would not throw out the baby with the bath by taking the 
position that increasing seriousness is a function. of official 
labelling but we and others ha v'e found conSiderable evidence that 
it is important to consider the process by wh.ich persons in the 
juvenile and adult justice systems label those \lith Whom they 
have contacts and follow this with "ex.tra attention." The 
literature has, of course, dealt with this as well as with the 
labelling process in terms of: self-definition.. :r'or a critical 
review of the assumpt,ions behind labelling theory and this 
literatUre see: Charles Welford, "Labelling Theory and 
C:C'iminology," Social Problems 23 (1975): 332-345. Also see: 
Theodore Ferdinand and Elmer Luchterhand, "Inner City Youth, the 
Police, the Juvenile Court and JUstice," Social Problems 18 
(1962): 510-527; Edwin Schur, Label~ing neVIant BehiY-rpr 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prenti('''e-Hall, 1971) i Richard Ward, liThe 

Labelling Theory: 11 Cri,tical Analysis, It 9;:iminoloqy 9 (1971): 
268-290; Nanette J. Davis, "Labelling Theory in DevianCe 
Research: A Critique and Reconsid.era tion, II SO,2iolmlical 
,Quarterly 13 (1972): 447'-474; and Jay Williams and Martin Gold, 
"From Deling:uent Behaviors to Official Delinquency," 2,Qcial 
~roble~s 29 (1972): 209-227. 

5 The literature has been replete with findings of higher 
ra tes of delinquency and crime for minority race/ethnic groups. 
No one questions the existence of these differences hased on 
official data. The issue is how these differences come about and 
the extent to which they are differences based on socioeconomic 
statuS t dispositional procedure in the juvenile and adult justice 
systems, or SUbcultural variation related to background and life 
experiences. In regard to the la,tter, Thornberry and Figlio, 
Chapter 11, "Victimization and Criminal Behavior in a Birth 
Cohort,1I in Terence P .. Thornberry and Edward Sagarin (eds.), 
!~?lg~ Q.£. ££.!~: Qffenders illl~ .Yi£li1!!§ (New York: Praeger 
Publishers, 1972), have shown that Black cohort nlembers are more 
likely than Whites to be vi.ctims of robbery, stabbing', shooting, 
pickpocketing, and larceny.. This suggests tha·t the way of life 
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of victi.ms may make them more susceptible to vi.ctimization by 
action. For a recent article on the Chicano case see Howara S. 
Erlanger, UEstrangement, Machismo and Gang Violence," social 
~cienc~ Qua£'t:eEly 60 (1979): 235-248.. Erlanger's point that 
subcultural differences may readily' and unintentionall.y generate 
police contacts in the larger society is well taken. This is 
particul.arly tru.e if police and school personnel. have little or 
no understand.ing of the minori ty subculture. Also see octavio 
Ignacio Romano v, n1~he Anthropology and Sociology of the Mexican­
Americans, II El Gri~ 2 (1968): 13-28.. While we take the 
positi~n that the highe~ in~i~ence and prevalence of delinquency 
and CI:'l.me rates among ml.nor:l.tl.es may be explained by their sta.tus 
and group m.embership, it must be noted that S01J.e competent 
researchers look at i.t otherwise.. For example, Robert A .. Gordon, 
llIssues in the Ecological study of Delinquency,tl American 
SociolQgical Review 32 (1967): 927-944, believes th~Igher 
rates of delinquency and crime are related to differences in the 
distribution ot 1.Q. 
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Chapter ~~.. Serious Criminal Careers and the Delinquent 
Neighborhood: Methodology and Procedures 

I NTH OD UCTION 

Although we do not present a detailed description of the 

process by which some members of the cohorts dev.eloped continuing 

serious careers, devoting particular attention to the careers of 

those who reside in high delinquency and crime neighborhoods as 

juveniles,l we have developed scoring systems which represent 

differen~ 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 ad.ult 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 

r~lati9,nship of changing patterns of delinquency and crime to the 

ecological structure of the city, this project combi.nes these 

concerns and thus requires a greater diversi.ty of meaSUres and 

analyses of the" data at a val;iety of lev·els. 

Some of the analyses to be presented in the following 

chapters describe the experiences of all 4,079 continuous 

residence persons from. the three cohorts, while others are 

ecologi.cal and are based on statistics for the 65 neighborhoods, 

thus the N becomes 65. In som.e other caSeS only those 49 

neighborhoods with sufficient m~Ulbers fr.om their Gohort for an 
u 

.'" 

I , 
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analysis of their delinquen'c and criminal careers are included ... 

In this case the analysis may even be, made on a neig'hborhood-by­

neighborhood hasis so that the number of persons included in the 

analysis m.ay be only those who resided, in the neighborhood during 

the juvenile period, the .fin,dings for comparison with other 

neighborhoods. Some of these analyses may be based on very sma~l 

Ns for a particular neighborhood .. 

As we proceed from chapter to chapter aud analysis to 

analysis, the reader will. he informed as to whethex; statistics 

are based on cohort members fr0~ separate cohorts or all cohorts 

combined. Furthermore, when the analysis is based on individuals 

without reference to neighborhoods or groupings of neighb'!:l>rhoods, 

this will be evident.. Likewise, when neighborhoods are grouped 

and cohort mem.bers a.escribed as members of a group of 

neighborhoods this will be made clear. 
,\ " 

Since we are concerned about ho~ experiences differ within 

neighborhoods and groupings of neighborhoods, we shall relatekhe, 

cohort statistics derived to ea.ch of the various demo,graphic, 

ecological, spatial, and offense rate systems which are described 

in this chapter. Tllese are,. of course, the ecological an'alyses 

and ecologically organized tables. 

As the analysis progresses we shall see th.at attempts to 

develop ecologically distinguishable patte~ns of behavior and 

societal reaction by attaching dependent and independent variable 

measures to the records of cohort mem.bers results in more complex 

and less readily com.prehensible patter'ns than t.hose which relate 

I 
I 

I 

1 
~ 
1/ 
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neighborhood delinquency and cri.me statistics t.o othel: 

neighborhood characteristi.cs, tha.t is, simple ecological 

analyses.. As we mOVe from chapter to chapter it will be made 

clear whether we are describing indiv.idual. cohort members or 

neighborhoods. 

CATEGORIZING NE!GHBORHOODS 

De!l!.QSlraphic Cha~~ris:t.ics !!nd Qffeneg Ra~ 

The first step was to place members of each cohort in their 

neighborhood of socialization. Whatever chal:acterizes the 

neighborhood milieu is defined as an independent va.riable in the 

analyses which follow. These are generally lumped into 

demographic a.nd offense rate variables. Although indi.vidual 

neighbor,hood 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 d basis of their 

ecological characteristics and flQ. have high delinquency and crime 

rates; 2) are not. considered delinquency and crime :gI:'ouucing on a 

basis of their ecological characteristics but have high 

delinquency and crime rates; 3) n'eighhorhoods that are 

considered, e~c.t but do not, etc.; 4) neighborhoods that are not 

considered and do n.ot, etc.. since it was decided to trichotomize 

neighborhoods into those with low, medium, and high offense rates 

rather th.an simply dichotolltize, there are 11I.ore categories than. 

shown in Band C of Diagram 1 in some of the arrangements of 

neighborhoods whi.ch have been developed.. Without this 
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OIAGRMI l. ANAI.Y'I'IC SCIIHMH I'OR ASSBSSING TIIIi IUlI.ATIONSIIIP OIl ~lII.lllU ANO 0I1111CIAI. RI1CORIIS TO stmlOUS .IllVIlN1IoIJ ANIl AIlUI:r OPI'UNnm\ CAltIlIlRS 

A 

t..',I~lJH~h~l·,:Gtt: ... ·D (If Ncig/rb(~J,h()~.'lia GHd ('()/II..~l·t. Nl!mhat':1 
.'(<Jui.Uug it! :",~:?lIb,'/'lr,,(}d,/ an ,Iuvelli/"ll ,~'rJ all /lJrti.tl: 
(,1!J!1I'l?:7tltc.i .\·.:ia',b')l'lu)(,d ;'ott(l /],,/:) 

I. Ecological Characteristics of Neighborhoods: 
J9SP, 19&0, 1970 

Housi ng Qua li ty 
lion sing Oensi t)' 
Honsing Vacancy nate 
Percent lIousing Units Occupied b)' Blac!;s 
Land U$e Codl' 
Targets in Area$ (tavel'ns, rcstauI'ants, eto:, 
Population Density 
Percent Popul:ltit)/l Non-White 

~. Delinquency and CI'i01C ill Nci ghborhoods Based 
on Cohol't Records: 1950's, 196q's. 1970's 

Total "61"itel:ontact Rate 
'Total NOll-Traffic Contact l\ate 
Novillg Vehicle Rate 
pl'operty Offl'nsc Hate 
Offense Against Persons Rate 
Puhlic 01sorder Rnte 
Stntus Offense Rate 
Average Sel'iousl\(!ss of CClIltacts 
Average "got' of Offonders 
Proportion of Contacts Idth Police ns 

Complainant 
proportion of Cnnt:lcts Refcrt'ed 

3. Ocmographlt: Churnctoristics of Cohort ~lclllbct'S 
VIa), be used lIS controls) 

Cohorts: 1!)4~=Hl49. 1955 
Sex 
Race/ethniclty 
Plnce of Residence (Neighborhood) as 

.J'/tveni Ie 

C 

B ---, .. "-.~,,-,, - ...... ~- ~ --., 
TYreo of Nci(llz/JOI'/ioodo 

1. Do 11 nqucncy and Cr ime Producing 
Characteristics and lligh Oelin-
quency. High Crime 

2. Oclinquency nnd Crimc Producing 
Charncteristics nnd I.OI~ !leI in-
qllcncy. Iligh Crime 

3 • Ilo linqllellcy and Crime Producing 
Characteristics !lnt! High Ilelin-
qucncy. I.ow Crime 

4. Dc lin1luoncy and Crime Producing 
Chnracteristics nnd I.ow OeHn-
qucncy, Low Ci'ime 

5. 1)0 Notllave lle linqucncy nnd Crime 
Producing Chnr.octeristics but 
lIigh llelinquency. lligh Crime 

6. 00 Not, etc •• 
lITiiii' Crime 

but I.o\~ Ilo I inquenc>' , 

7. Do Not, etc., but IIigh Ill! linqucnc)" 
I.OW-Crime 

8. 110 Not, etc •• 
I.OW-Crimc 

but I.o\~ Ilc 1 tnquellcy, 

lIZIlC'kll Ag(JI'(lgatl'fi into [lcZiJlqIlOJI,'Y 
alld C}'imc Al.'clllJ 

1. lllgh Delinquency and Iliglt Crime nntes 
Dallnquoncy amI Crime Prpducing 
Characteristics 

LO\~ Delinquency nnd Iii gh Crime nates 
Delinqllenc), Ulltl Crime Producing 
Charllcteristic$ 

3. lIigh Delinquency nlld 1.0\~ Crime llates 
DolinqllcJ\cy mltl Cdma Producing 
Choracterlstlcs 

4. I.m~ Ill' 11 nqllcncy nnd l.o\~ Cl'imo llates 
1ll.>IInqucllcy nnd CrlllIe Producing 
Chnrncterlstics 

s. lligh llelillqucncy IIl1d IIIgh Cdme Rq.tt's 
00 Not have Oellllqllt'IlCY II/III Crime 
ProilliClng Chnractl1rlstlcs 

(" I.ow 1lt:'\l'lIlll(\l\CY IIl1d lligh Crime Rotcr. 
110 lI~t IlIlvt'. etc. 

7. III gh llo ilnqllcllcy mId I.o\~ Gl'ime Rnt(,H 
()o .tI!lJ: lIave. etc. 

8. I.ow !leI illClIll'ncy IIlId 1.llw Grimc Itntc~ 
llo !'I.0} lI:tvI'. etc. 

o 

D 
1'YPlJlJ oj' Dl'l blqlu'llt <'t' Non-De1.inqll<·lIt 
oIuvonita Cal'cel'a WI VtJvcl"l1£'d [t'OI/1 
Official .TuvmrHe IIm'Vl,da [m' 1941), 
i949, (lnd 1955 C('/I<}/,tG 
(AO<,-bl/-A(I(! Data 8M) 

1. ~ach lIge 6-17 

2. Summary Prior to lIge, at age, nnd 
after nge, nil ages 

3. SUlIlmnry nges 6-17 
For L, 2. lInd 3: 

Pollce Contacts 
Seriousness of Reasons for 

Contllcts 
l\efel'fD is 
Severity of Snnct lOllS 

Pypea of CI'imlncll 01' NOII-Cl'imillul (.·(U'I~m'lJ 
at! V('/J(lZopcd )lIOI/ 0Jj'l'l't'al Adult /i'ec()}'dll 
I,ll' 1911], 1949, al/d 1955 Cel/IOl'tu 
(/I(Jc-bY-A(J1' Va til }.~I t) 

I. Iluch ngo 18-32 (1942), 25. (1949), 
20 (1955) 

2. Sunnnm'y pdol' to ngo, at uge, lind 
II ftcl' nge. u 11 nges 

... Sununary nges 18-32. 25. 20 
FOI' I, 2, IIntl 3: 

I'ollce COlltncts (26 reaSOnS for 
contnct lIlay be nggl't:'gatcd Into 

"Yeluny vs. Non-Felon)', Part r vs • 
.. 1',lI't Il, etc.) 
S~'rlO\lSI\CSS of 1\~'asoIl5 for C()l\ta~·ts 
l\l'£01'l'1I15 
Sl'Vel'lty of Sanot lOllS 

·--'1 
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prel,iminary reduction from 65 neighborhoods to categories of 

neighborhoods, some of the detailed quantitative analysis of 

career histories would have been diffi.cult to manage and 

describe. 

.. 

In considering the variables in Box A (1 and 2) of Diagram 1 

ve have perhaps been unduly concerned about diff;'erent ways in 

which they may be viewed dnd manipulated because we have 

previously found that fin.al 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 off'ense rates varied depend.ing 

on how these rates are calculated. We have also found that the 

results vary depending on whether the numb.ers of offenses in 

neighborhoods or rates are utilized. 2 To some this may seem 

unimportant but there is an argument for considering the nu.lI.tber 

of offenses in an a:cea as well as the :cates because people .. do 

recognize and. react to offense reports, particularly when t,bey 

are dramatized in the media with police grid maps as was d(~ne in 

Racine. i 
I 

Ii 
As a consequence, we have examined the delinquency aq1d crime 

and types of offense variables as rat.es, as numbers, and,,, als they 

appear as clusters on several versions of computer-create(~ and 

contoured maps with neighbo:chood overlays. In addition to 

measures of delin<juency ana. crim.e by decades, we have alslD 

considered cohort total police contact rates and felony rates 
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individually and combined.. W'e must be sure that the proce;dure 

utilized will result in a meaningful classification of 

neighborhoods, i.e", if a neighborhood is classified as high 

delinqu.ency/crime in one way or another or in a multitude of 

ways, can it be recognized by the people who reside there aSI, wel],. 

as by those in the justice system as a high delinquency and/or 

crime neighborhood *t This is necessary becaus/~ it is hypothesiz~l~d 

that recogn.ition of a. neighborhood as high dlelinquency, h.1l-gh 

crime, etc., has its effects as do th.e actu;al presence ir:/, the 

neighborhood of a <Jrt:ater proportion of pe;'tsons who engq!lge in 

these behaviors an.d a greater incidence of the behavior" If tie 

have not considered this sufficiently then the analyseS{ conducted 

will not be a complete test of the hypotheses. 

Groupin.9:, !gighborhQQds 

Table 1 shows the relationshi.p of neighborhoods as High, 

Medium, or Low Delinquency and Crime Producing to their in­

neig'hborhood and by-neighborhood-of-residence delinquency a.nd 

crime rates. Note that the total nUlIlber of persons t;com all 

cohorts who remained. within the saDIe neighhorhood during the 

juvenile period of socialization has been reduced to 3,442. Maps 

1-6 for felony-level offenses ate 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 

contoured the bloGks with felonies for areas of each set, In .... Area 

and By-Residence. These are presented with a neighborhood 

overlay in M.ap 7.. Note that most .of the J1igh Deling'uency and 

J 
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TABLE 1. NEIGHfJOR1100D$ BY IN"·ARBA AND BY-RhSIDENCE OFFENSE 
RATES' AND I~-ARl'lA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING 
CHARJACTERIS'.l.'ICS OFNEIGHBORliOODS AND NUMBER OF CO)lORT 
l1mlEERS IN l::ACH DUIUNG JUVENILE PERIOD 

.. 

-------------I;..--____ tj.. _________________________________________ _ 

Offense 
Rates Df~linquency and Crime Producing Characteristics 

In- By ... 
Area ResiQience High M.edium Low ---1;...----

H 

H 

1 (5) 
2 (1l8) 
7 (83) , 
8 (fn)1 
9 (7BJ 

10 (5~) 
11 (4$) 
12 (69) 
13 (91) 
17 (63) 
18 (55) 
16 (66) 

60 (71 

[ 
I 
r 
I 
I 
f 
t 
I 
t 
I 
I 
r 
r 
I 
I 

6 (29) 
49 (75) 

23 (62) 
67 (12) 

4 (47) 
62 (12) 

l 
I 
I 
( 

I 
f 
I 
I , 
t 
I 
( 30 (30) 
I 
I 
I 

--..,'~---.,J...j'.j~I------------'-----l-------------., ______________ _ 
Vii 1l. 5 (75) I 46 (80) I 47(68) 

L 

19 (69) r 54 (75) r 
61 (11) f 20 (56) r 

I 29(78) I 
r 33 (71) t 
t 35 (63) I 
I 56 (80) I 

25 (10) 
34 (57) 
50 (66) ,', 

r 14 (90) r 26 (29) 
I 32 (117) r 42 (In) 

. I I' I 63 (26) 
----...,f~;._---.. ---______ ..... ________ t----~-------- ..... /f-l. --' ..... ____ ~-----

L H 3(25) I ',,31(46) I 48(10) 
L M. I 15(64) I 24(19) 

f 55 (56) r 18 (83) 

L 

From 

64 (3) 
65 (5) 

>. f -===" f 31 (99) 
f I 36 (103) 
f I 38 (73) 
r II r 41 (27) 
f d I 59 (8) 
I 21 (66) / I 2' (46) 
r 22 (56);1 I 39 (58) 
I 53{71i I 51 (41) 

~ r 66(4) t 52(59) 

~
'l ' .. 6fJ(4, f 57(66) •. . _____ ~_ ---~--Jl~ (_~_~_. 58 (14) 

T ill r 1A or B in Appendix A 01: t is report .. 
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Crime Producing neighborhoods on Table 1 are congruent with the 

boundaries of high crim.e neighborhoods shown on this map. 

_ IS _. 

While these maps mav qive the iI:lpression that offenses are 
\.J~~,,·~,_-·_ .... OIIIIIIII!o_ .... ~l_:tiIW~ ,,1;t;' ~"·rt:J,:~, ... '.;."~ .. '.:...j~ ... ~~-~~l . ..!..-J, '~ .. ~_. ','.1 ".'" ~." .... ,~I~-'_,I,H.\ . ..:!".:.J~_~",\ " .. _1 

scattered over rather large areas of the city, and this is 

correct as we have frequently stated when discussing the 

concentration and dispersion of offenses, there is a great deal 

of concentration ot the place of residence of members 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 pldce. (This is dealt with even more fully 

lIJith blocks as the unit in Appendix: B.) 

Going to the tinal step in categorizin.g neighborhoods, as 

shown in 'rable 2, each. becomes not just a High, Medium, or Low 

Deling,uency and Criue producing neighborhood but a High 

Delinquency, High Crime, and ecologically High Crime Producing 

neighborhood, etc .. , according to the sch.eme in Box: B of Diagram 

1 .. To obtain the high delinquency, high crime classifi.cation we 

looked at various rates and numbers for neighborhoods bdsed on 

ages 6 throulgh 17 vs .. 18 an.d older offenses. (The j~ariables 

utilized in developing the distribution of neighborhoods by 

delinquency and cri.me rates shown in Table 2 are listed in 

Appendix A.) Reterence to the tables and maps which have been 

constructed led us to conclude that the High Delinquency/Crime 

and Delinauency/cri.lIle Producing areas as well as oth.er types are 

sufficiently delinec:l.ted by the neighborhoods to pro(~eed with the 

analysis based on these units .. 

.---~--.------~~~~----- ---
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~ ',jl Neighborhoods as characterized in Tables 1 and 2 provide a TABLE 2. NEIGUBORHOODS BY JUVENILE/ADULT COMBINATIONS OF HIGH AND II _ 

LOW OFFENSE RA~;E:S AND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 'Il}) framework for neighborhood-by-neighhorhood and. aggregated PRODUCING CHARAbrERISTICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND NUMBER OF' 

COHORT !IEIIBERS IN EACH DURING JUVENILE PERIOD I neighborhoods cOllparisons of types of careers as a test of the. .. __ • 
---------... ----------------------------- •. ,~,, __ i.~,~~,' _~___ , ~ ~."~" . 

----------------- , z " " ',~ ,,_ .• ..",'._";,;,., .... ,_,." ... -;. ... ,-,j:~\~;;~~~\<'.r:...J~a::t ... ~~~ , 

'" ", - , ", ,-' JWvenile.LAdult;.'-,ji!<~~1\nJ¥,9if;:'P·.5Jtii'_~I!Jl,,"'s.~~,~~",J.l,);~~Ilq;"'\rt,hf.}:r&£·t~F;~~.t:ljj!.e'·:Jl~ I/ll ~P(ff1ie;:~~>'~h~tl>~in~rent"·types of ca~e'ers are generated in ' ",u.;." ... "",,' 'f" '.,11.:'? -''''"-'''':''"'~:;:'~:~!.,:':''':c~1:eit'!rEfI Rates' ' " I 

( 

( 

BJ IIA 

HJ LA 

High 
1 (5) 
2 (t 18) 
5 (75) 
7 (83) 
8 (87) 
9 (78) 

10 (56) 
12 (69) 
13 (91) 
17 (63) 
18 (55) 
19 (69) 

61 (11) 

t Medium f 
f· 6 (29) I 
I 23(6~ l 
r 33 (71) • 
f 46(8~ I 
f, 49 (75) I 
, 67(12) f 
f t 
r 1 
I I 
I I 
I I 
r f 
r I 

Low 
41 (27) 
47(68) 

[ 14 (90) I 24 {19} 
f 20 (56) ,30 (30) 
t 56(8~ r 34(57) 
I 70 (15) I 38 (73) 
t ---------1---------------~~--~~------------1~·(;~)----r -------;(47) f 25 (70) 

16 {66} I 29 (78) I 4ts PO} 

LJ LA 3 (25) 
60 (7) 
64 (3) 
65 (5) 

[ 55(56) I 
I I 
I 15 (64) I 
I 21(66) r 
I 22 (56) t 
I 32 (117) I 
f 35 (63) I 
f 37 (46) ,-
I 53 (71) I 
r 54 (75) , 
r 62 (12) I 
I 66 (4) I 
I 68(4) I, 
I f 
I I 

50 (66) 
26 (29) 
21(46) 
28 (83) 
31 (99) 
36 (103) 
39 (58) 
42 (47) 
51 (41) 
52 (59) 
57 (66) 
58 (14) 
59 (a) 
63 (26) 

L ••• ______ ..... '" _____ (L- f·_... __ 1_ .. __ . __ _ 

Based on juvenile and adult police contact rates by neighborhood 
of residence for coho&t members ~t time of cont~ct and juvenile and 
adul t felony rates bi place of felony and place of residence .. 
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I different neighborhood milieus and that community (justice 

1 system) reactions to these caI;eers differ depending on t.he type 

, of neighbo:t'hood.. However, there is a judgmental element to the 
/1 

J ~ 
I~)) 

I 
! 
I 
1 
I 

! 

I 
\ . I rrD " 

II 

Ii © 
t 

'I 
I ,I 

~ i 

/ 

categorization of neighborhoods generated in this fashion and as 

a conseguence considerable effort to construct other typologies 

was made, thus providing additional options for analysis. 

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

This section describes the development of six t:ypes of 

neighborhood clusters generated by the SAS PllSTCLUS procedure. 

The SAS FASTCLUS procedure performs a diSjoint cluster analysis 

on the basis of Euc~idian distances computed from quantitative 

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 chaI;acteristics, a more 

sophisticated approach than the simple additive technique 

utilized in our first selection procedure. 

Ten delllograhic, housingr: and other characteristics were 

selected from those U~ilized in developing the three groups ot 

neighp~oodS in the previous analysis: popUlation change 

1 :60-80,. \1970-80, ch.ange in population density ~960-80; percent 
i 

lD 
\ 

D 
Black 1970; perc~nt female::-headed households 1970; targe.t density ~ 

1970r num.ber of taverns 1970; housing quality 1970; percent I 
1 
i 
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residential vacancy 1970 .. The rank-order of neighborhoods 

clustered by this procedu~~ correlated .787 with the rank-order 

f or each cluster ~ unstanl1~rdized and standa.rdized. Perusal of 

Table 3 in Appendix C reveals that Cluster 1,. that which consists 

of ne~i.ghborhoods which would be characterized as least productive 

of delinquency and crime, had neighborhoods with a growing 

popUlation, incre.asing density, low percentage of Blacks, low 

percentage of female heads of hou.seholds, 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 

clusters as one moves froli one end of the continuum to the other 

m.ay also be seen by inspection of T,able 4 in Appendix C which is 

based on standardized scores .. 

The next step was to recategorize neighborhoods according to 

their In-Area and By-Residence Offense Rates" using the same 

FASTCLUS procedltte men'cioned earlier. The In -Area measu.res were 

the same as those utilized previ.ously (Appendix A, Table 2), with 

one vari.ab1.e eliminated to reduce redundancy .. ' The By-Residence 

measures were the same as those utilized previously (Appendix A, 
:; t l 

Table 2) .. Four cluster.s of p.eighborhoods were produced by In-
(; 
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Since we had some difficulty with neighborhoods with either 

small 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 

ii ASTCLUS proced.ure was run again.. We found that with only S1 

neighborhoods considered the computer-produced clusters 

correla'ted .826 with the Delinquency and Crime Producing groups 

of those remaining froln Table 1.. In-Area clusters correlated 

.. 866 with those shown in Table 1 and By-Residence clusters 

correlated .829. The uIlstandarCiized and standardiZed data are 

presented in Appendix C, Tables 5-20.. Of the By-Resid.ence 

O~fense 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 1) • 

Cluster 1 was at the opposite extreme on. every offense variable. 
'~' I 

In-Area Oiiense Rate clusters were based on similar variables. 

With 51 neighborhoods remaining,. the correlations between 

clusters of Delinquency and Crime Producing neighborhoods alld 

clusters of Otfense Rates were .645 with. In-Area g~~~uPS and .598 

. " 
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with By-Residence groups. The DCP FASTCLUS and In-Area and 13y-
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II TABLE 3.. NEIGHBORHOODS ll-Y IN-AREA OFFENSE RATES AND IN-AREA ~ j DELINQUBNCY AND CRIM.E PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND 
<, Residence clUsters DOW correIa ted .629 and .. 520 respectively. I I NUJiBER OF COHORT MEMBERS IN EACH DURING JUVENILE PERIOD 

. J -------------~ ------------~---______ /~" ..... ~~ ...... ~~_,~~j~ ... ,,~~ .... ~ ... ~~~ .~.; 
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whose positions in the clUstering scheme have been described, as 

anomalous in our t'eportf, had probably served tode~ease the 
,ii 

relationsh:ips between njeighborhood l!!ilieu and experience chains 

during the juv:;;m,ile and adult periods and between the juv'enile 

and adult periods. Reme~ber, we are not describing the 

relationship of indivioual cohort member"s delinquent and 

crim.inal behGi.v'ior t.o their mil1.eu influences. These are strictly 

ecological correlations, the characterist.ics of neighborhoods in 

terms of Offense Rates to Delinquency and Crime Producing 

Characteristics .. 

From these sets of clusters we have produced Tables 3 and 4 

as companion tables to Table 1. They are, of course, 

considerably more complex because we have six groups by 

Delinquency and Crime .Producing Characteristics and four groups 

by In-Area Offense Rates and six groups by By-Residence Of'fense 

Rates. 

In order to develop companion tables to Table 2 (Tables 5 

and 6), FASTCLUS was useeJ. with the same variables (Appendix A,. 

Table 3) for juvenile and adult offense rates as previously .. 

FASTCLUS produced three ju'v-enile offense rate clusters and four 

adult offense rate clusters. These neighborhoods produced by 

FASTCLUS had quite low correlations with the juvenile and adult 

rate clusters presented in Table 2; juvenile rate neighborhoods 
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Delinguenc~ ~ Cr~ P~oduci~~ Char~~istic2 

In-Area 6 5 4 3 :2 1 

4 

t ,-------r----T 
7 (83) , 6 (29) f f r 

10 (56) I 18 (55) I I l 
I 11 (48) I I I I J I 
I 12 (69) r I f I f I 
r -----,-- [ -------1--------( ------ r ------1 -------1 
I I I r I I I 
f 2(118) I 1 13(91) r 30(30) f I I 
f 8 (87) l I 17 (63) r r I I 
I 9 (78) I I I I I I 
I------I-------I'-------r------r-----_I ____ I 
t I f I I I f 
I I I 4(47) 125(70) 134(57) I I 
r f l' 5 (75) r 2 9 (7 8) , 47 (68) r I 
( 1 1 14 (90) r 42(47) r 50(66} r r 
I I I 16 (66) I I I I 
I , r 19 (69) I J t I 
I I I 20 (56) (' I r ,. 
I I I 23 (62) I I I l 
, , r 32 (117) , , I r 
1 I 1 33 (71) I l I I 
I t I 35 (63) I III 
I f r 46 (80) r ( f I 
I' f f 49 (75) f J I 1 
I I I 56 (SO) I I I I 
t ------ f --------r -------r ---..... --- f -------- ~ -----. _I 
I I I r I I [ 
I 3 (25) I I 15 (64) I 38 (73) I 21 (G6) 'I 24 (19) I 
r f I 22 (56) f f 27(46) r 26 (29) r 
I r f 36 (103) ( I 28 (83) 1 39 (58) I 
I I 137(46) t f 31(99) 141(21) I 
r r r 53(11) I f 51(41) r r 
I. ( r 54 (75) r I 52 (59) f ( 
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NEIGHBORHO.oDS BY BY-RESIDE1ICE OFFENSE RATES AND 
BY IN-AREA RESIDENCE DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 

.. - a 
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) 
PR.oDUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND NUMBER OF COH.oRT MEMBERS 
IN EACH. DURING JUVENILE PERI.oD ~I~! ~ TABl,E 5.. NEIGHBORHOODS BY JUVEN,ILE .oFFENSE RATES ,AND IN-AREA 

~ , DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND 
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1"1 I I, Juvenl.' 1e De ~nguency ~ Crime ~Y2ina £ha~a~gr.isti£2 
f II ··1 Q Rates 6 5 4 3 2 1. 
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l J I I I J 
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r 1 (83) f r I fl 111l, .J r 8 (81) I I r t i 
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r 12 (69) I I J t r t' J 

f -------- J ------ ( --------1-------1------, ------{ If I 
I I I I I I f ,\ I 

r 3(25) f r 6(29) t I r r 11 j7]1 

~--:~~~~-~-------~-------f------:--------:-------: I i 
f r I , r I' , ~'j 
110(56) I [ 5(15)' 130(30) f 50(66) r I 1 
I I , 16 (66) r l I I I 
r I r 11 «(3) I I t I } ,,] 
I I l' 18 (55) r I r [, ~.1 
I I I 191(69) I 1 /' I , I 
I f ( 37.(46) r r J r 11' 
f r r 46 (80) [ I I I 
I I I 49 (75) f I' I I II 
r ----- f ------1 -------r ------1 ---i!l---I------I J! (:) 
r [ ( f (II I I i jll 
[ I I 56 (8:0) I 25 (70) I 34 (57) I I 
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I , J 20(56) f 155(56) J I 1'1 
f r r 23 (62) r I. I' 
I f ( 33 (11) r ( I l II 
I I t 36 (103) f ( I I ! I' 
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NEIGHBORHOODS BY ADULT OFFENSE RATES AND IN-AREA 
DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS AND 
NUMBER OF COHORT MEMBERS IN EACH DURING JUVENILE PEBIOD 

------------------------------------------------------------------

Adult 
Rates 
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'. 

6 5 4 3 2. 1 

--------------------~ ---I r l f 
"2(,118)1 6(29) f f I 
3 (2S) f 13(91) r I I 

I 7 (83) I f I ( 
f 11 (48) I I I l I f 
r 12 (69) r f f Iff 
[------I-------I-------t------[--------I-----I 
I I I I I 1 I 
r 8 (87) r f 4 (41) r 29 (78) , 47(b8) r t 
I 9 {18} I f' 5 (15) r 30(30) I f I 
I 10 (56) I I 16 (66) I I I 1 
I r I, 11 (63) r I 1 I 
I I f 18 (55) ( I [ I 
I I I 23 (62) I I I I 
r r r Il9 (75) r f r 1 
f ------1-----... ·1. ------t --------1 ----'-1------1 
I I ( ( I I I 
f l ~ 14(90) r 38(73) r 21(66} r 24(19) 1 
r I r 15 (64) I r 3.1 (99) I l 
I ( 1119(69) I 150(66) I t 
f J 1120(56) " f 51,(41) I I 
tIl 22 (56) r J 55 (50) f f 
I I I 32 (117) I I I I 
1 J r 33 (71) r I r r 
r J I 35 (63) I f I I 
I I I 36 (10.3) [ I I J 
I I f 37 (46) f t I I 
r I l 46 (80) I' I ( I 
I I 1 53 (71) I I 1 I 
r J t 54 (75) r r r l 
f r, ( 56 (80) [ f r f 
[ I J 57 (p 6) I r I l 
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r f I I I I I 
I ( I I 25(10) I 27(46) I 26 (29) I 
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ttl I ,3 tH 5 7) I 41 (27) f 
t t ( I I 52 (59) I I 
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were correlated .. 195 and adult rate neighborhoous .t75. The 

The FASTCLUS DCP 

clusters we:x:e correlated with juvenile rate clUs"tliers .361 and 

with adult rate~lusters .373. 
,r' 

DEVELOPING A SCORING SYSTE~l WHICH REPRESENTS JUVBNILE Jum ADULT 
EXPERIENCES IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

The next prob~em to be dealt with, and a thorny one indeed, 

involved the d~velopment of a coding scheme which would permit 

some sort of numerical representation of the wide variety of 

delinquent and criminal careers found among DH?ilD.bers of each 

cohort and their subseguent experiences with the juvenile and 

adul t justice. system.s. Altllough we have always been partial to 

Geomet:x:ic scoring systeltts, it is crucial that they be accompanied 

by some parallel metric and rdnk-oro.et' system which mdY be 

utilized in statistical manipulations. The complexity of some of 

the most extensive careers may be noted by reference to Appendix 

D. In. these examplus the police records of the mother and fdther 

are presented. chronologically with that of the coho):t .ember. 

Suffice it to say that alth.ough WQ shall at other times he 

concerned with the relationship of d cohort meIiberts behal'liClr to 

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

Representing one personts career with a score is SUfficient 

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

concernsc~ the enca.psulation of the cohort member's hehdvi.Ol.' and 

justice system responSes is a formidable task. 

o 

.. 
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We commenced by agreeing that each person should be placed 

in the no contact cat.egory or in one of three places depending on 

how many police contacts he or she had preceding and after any 

given age. The same would be done for ser.iousness of reason for 

police contact, referrals ~ and sanctions. '.rhe objecti.ve was to 

place 20% of the members ot 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 Hedium group less than 60%. The High 

group usually callie close to 20%... The cutting points which Ilere 

developed for each dge, for each cohort, and for ~ach variable 

are presented in Appendix E. 

The Geometric scores which were produced are shown in Table 

7. A 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 he 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 u.id not appear because a person with 

contacts and seriousness 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, I1E'l'lUC EQUIVALENTS, AND RANK-ORDER 
EQUIV A1EN!rS 

-----~-------------------------------,----------------------------
Geometric 

Scores 1 ---
o 
9 

17 
18 
20 
34 
36 
73 
81 
82 
84 
98 

100 
146 
148 
162 
164 
274 
276 
290 
292 
585 
593 
594 
596 
610 
612 

Metric 
E qUiru!tlLt!. 

0000 
1100 
1200 
2200 
3200 
2300 
3300 
11'10 
1210 
2210 , 
3210 
2310 
3310 
2220 
3220 
2320 
s320 
2230 
3230 
2330 
3330 
1111 
1211 
2211 
3211 
2311 
3311 

o 
1 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

10 
13 
14 
15 
17 
18 
23 
24 
26 
27 
32 
33 
35 
36 
37 
40 
£1.1 
42 
t~4 

45 

I 
I 
r 
I 
I 
r 
I 
r 
r 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
r 
I 
r 
f 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r 

Geometric Metric 
~gg killl1i..vfllent 

658 
660 
674 
676 
786 
802 
804 

1105 
1106 
1108 
1122 
1124 
1170 
1172 
1186 
1188 
1316 
2129 
2130 
2148 
2194 
2196 
2210 
2212 
2324 
2340 

2221 
3221 
2321 
3321 
2231 
2331 
3331 
1212 
2212 
3212 
2312 
3312 
2222 
3222 
2322 
3322 
3332 
1213 
2213 
3313 
2223 
3223 
2323 
3323 
3233 
3333 

Rank 
2!:m 

50 
51 
53 
54 
59 
62 
63 
67 
68 
69 
71 
72 
17 
78 
80 
bl 
90 
94 
95 
99 

104 
105 
101 
1.08 
114 
111 r 

-----~--------------------------------------------------.--
Geometr~c Scores were developed as shown. below: 

Police Contacts 
S ariou sn. ess 
Referrals 
Sanctions 

None 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Low 
1 
8 

64 
512 

Medium 
2 

16 
128 

1024 

High 
4 

32 
256 

204$ 

2 Metric equivalen.ts were developed with first coluan, 
referring to contacts, 0 ::: ilone, 1 =: l.ow, 2 ::: medium, 3 ::: high; 
second column referring to seriousness scores, third column 
referring to referrals" and fourth column. referring to severity of sanctions. 

3 Ranks were provided for all geometric scores but are shown 
only for those wllich occurred. 



----------~----------------.. ------~----------------------~yr_---------~--~--------------------~~~-.--------~--
..... '0 p ~ ....- ........ '. ''7-

( 

" f 

-42-

Geometric scores. The importance oj; this as an encapsulating 

device will be shown as the analysis progresses. 

tIgill£ Eg:uiv~len:!:§. 

The metric equivalent of each Geometric score is shown 

comlllencing in the second column of Table 7.. The first figure 

indicates whether contacts were Zero, LOw, Medium, or High, the 

second whether seriousness was Zero, Low, Medium, or High, etc. 

In this case, weight is given to number of conta.cts, then 

seriousness. While the Geometric order of careers and metric of 

careers are not equivalent,. this is not d problem for each serves 

a different purpose. 

R~p.killg 

The rank order f'or each Geometric score is presented 

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 inoluded for 

each cohort, through age 17 (juvenile), and after age 18 (adult). 

One Would expect the Geometric scores and x;ank orders to approach 

1.000 but not reach it because Gedlt!\.etric scores are not int~rval 

scores as are the ranks. Since Geom.etric scores are we;ighted 

heavily by sanctions and the metric scores are weighted by number 

of contacts and seriousnEf'ss,. these correlations should be 

conSiderably lower,. and they are. In between these sets of 

corre1.ations are those for rank order and m.etric scores .. 
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TABtE 8. INTERRELATIONSHIP OF GEOMETRIC, 1'1ETRIC, AND RANK-DRDER 
MEASURES OF DELINQUENCY AND ADULT JUSTICE SYSTEM 
INVOL VEMEN1' 

-~------~-----------------------------------------------------

Metric 

Rank-order 

Metric 

Rank-Order 

Geometric 

Metric 

Juvenile Experience 

1942 1949 1955 

•. 504 .470 .685 

.947 .. 948 .. 984 

Metric Scorgs 

1942 1949 1955 

.698 .661 .151 

Adult Experience 

~~.:!:ric g.Q£~ Metris: Score;; 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.577 .. 641 .763 

.977 .9HO .981 .618 .725 .807 

Juvenile vs.. Adult Experie,nce 

1942 

.451 

.. 501 

1949 

.482 

.545 

1955 

.484 

.:531 

Rank-O:r:der .578 .596 .524 
--'-"---';~---------------------."----~"j""-----------------------

1What QI,ust be l:'Gmembered, as tlrese scores are referred to 

froll). time to time,. is that each repres.ents a somewhat d.ifferent 

facet of juvenile and adul t experien~es with the justice system .. 

But, whi.che'Ver is 1.lsed, we st.i)'l find, little difference in the 

relationship of juvenile to adult experi.ence scores, as shown by 

the bottom panel of Table 8. Whether score's are Weighted toward 

contu.cts or sanctions, there apIi!ears to be r~la'l:ively little 
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difference in the correlations betvween juvenile and adult scores' 

within and across cohorts. 

!I 
!i 

(.) 

1\ 

<' 

,1 
\. 

\:-

{>' I 
I 
i 
! 
I 
t 
I 
I 

i 
! 

I 
1 
I 

I' 

1 
I 

t 

'1 
i 
! 

': II 
) 
! 
I 

11 

t! 
I 

I 1Tj\ ! ,!J 

I 
j 
! 

I . 
1'1 I 

I 
~ 

I 
! 
Iv) 

~ 
~ ,j 
I 

I' : 
I 
I 

V \ 

- } 

-45-

EOOl'NOTES 

1. Althougll our research does not give people a IIfeelfJ for the 
neighborhoods, we dre not unaware of the value of this kind of 
research. Monographs such as Elijah Anderson's ! ~~ Qll !he 
£Q£ll~ (Chicago: ~he University of ~~icago Press, 1978) present 
a picture of life in a Chicago neighborhood that may be found in 
inner cit.y neig'hborhoods in any urban area. It is this type of 
work that puts flesh on the bones of our rather hard, statistical 
descriptions of inner city neighborhoods. 

2': See Chapter 10, Table 8, following p. 103 of Thg 
gel~QllshiE of ~yenile Del;Uquency snQ fodult £!~ to ~ 
£h!1~HIillil ~£Q1Qgic?-J. li!:£Q.£,£'y£g Qf thg £itI. Revised Final Report, July 1982. 
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Chapter 3. Developing' Delinguent and Criminal Careers and the 
Distribution of Experience Types by Neighborhoods 

REPRESENTING EXPBRl.ENCE TYPES liITH TREE DIAGRAMS 

Now that the reader is familiar with the various career 

scoring systems, we shall examine them as they develop from 

contacts to those scores which represent chains of experiences in 

the juvenil.e and adult justice systems for all members of each 

cohort. To illustrate the progression of cohort members we 

include Tree Diagrams 1-3 for juvenile careers and '1'ree Diagrams 

4-6 for adult careers.. M.ost members of each cohort fell into 

only a dozen experiential chains as represented by the Geom.etric 

scores included in the right-hand boxes of each Tree Diagram. 

The exact set of experiences from all possibilities v'aried 

slightly from cohort to cohort but one imm.ediately 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 referr.al 

category. And beyond that, from cohort to cohort the proportion 

with sanctions increases so that for the 1955 Cohort o~er half 

from the High referral category are in the High sanctions 

; category. 

Turning to the adult career Tree Diagramsr we must remember 

that the decline in the proporti9n with no adult contacts from 

3,8% for the 1942 Cohort to 58% for the 1955 Cohort is related to 

yeaJ:'s at risk after age 18. M.ost 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.. O;f 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 stages from contact to sanctions, the next set of TI'ee 

Diagrams, 7-12, shows the percent of each cohort with various 

characteristics at each stage from contact to sanetio.ns .. 

If cohort members are in the High number of contacts 

category as juveniles, this indicates, as suggested sim.ply by 

looting at raw numbers, that they also fall i-nto the High 

seriousness of careers yroup.. It becomes eVen clearer when the 

percentages in these tree diagrams are observed. Those who have 

a Geometri.c score of 2340 are few indeed, but that proportion of 

each cohort Who recei.ved other high Geollletric scores indicatin9 

some level of sanctions may be found at the end of nu.erous 

experience chains, not only at the end of that (lfhain which 

r.epresented high number. of. contact~" high seriousnes.s, and 

frequent ref~rrals.. Thus, as we have stated in earlier research 

reports, there is a certain amount of inconsistency in the 

seve~ity at sanctions meted out and the seriousness of behavior 

that has preceded them. This is not \;>ur concern at the mo.ent, 

however; lthat we are doing is setting'up a model of cohort 

melllbers· experiences as represented blf Geometri~': scores .. 

The adu~t Tre~ Diagrams also rev~~al that there are sizeable 

proportions of each cohort who have GE:i;ornetric scores representing 
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high severity of sanctions who appear at the end of experiential 

chains where t.hey would. not be expected if there was complete 

consistency bet ween 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 

f'irst three stages and then the nUDlber of persons with referrals 

for the last stage.. Thus, each set of peI!'centages provides a 

different model (cohort distribution) wi.th which those for 

various types of neighborhoods may be compared .. 

In this model We eontrol for eon tact level to better 

determine how persons wi.th a given leVel ot contacts and 

seriousness scores are dealt with hy the police and how those 

referred are sanctioned.. This model makes it somewha.t cl.earer 

that inconsistencies i.u the I!'eactions of persons in the jUvenile 

just.ice system create Geometric scores that would not he 

expected, at least in the proportions found. The same is true 

for patterns generated by the adult system. 

RELATING EXPERIENCE TYPES '.I'O NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES 

In-Area :lind By-Reside!!£g l!ates £§. ~y. Valli~ 

Our hypothe~!I:ll::; is that at each stage from conta.ctto 

sanctions ,person~il from neighborhoods with High Delinquency and 

Crime Producing C:'haracteristics and high rates from other 

delinquency anu. ~lriJl1e serie$ will have proportions of persons in 

the various cat.egories different from persons from other types of 

neighborhoods. And, it would he expected that experience chains 

! 
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represented by High Geometric scores would be 'found m.ost 

frequently in High DCP and High Delinquen.cy and Crime 

neighborhoods. 

Furthermore, the question is not sitnply one of whether 

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 vdria tion uhich exists a.t eatch stage of the 

development of delinquent and criminal cal:-eers (with the same 

cutting points as those \~tilized in developing Geometric scores) 

is related to neighborhocld characteristics.. We must. be sure that 

at the first and then each b su sequent stage the relationship 

between measures of justice system involveBl~ent increase beyond 

those at the previous stage if we are to argue that the justice 

system operates differently for persons frolll neighborhoods 

perceived as very delinquent and/or criminal than. for persons 

from neighborhoods perceived dS less delinqu,ent and/or criminal. 

Tables 5 through 7 in this chapter permit these stage-by­

stage or measu:I:'e-by-measul'.:e comparisons~.. It should again be 

noted (in reference to Table 1) that neighborhoods may be 

arranged i.n groups with either In-Area or By-Residence Rates as a 

categorizer along with Delinquency and Crime Producing 

Characteristics. Each arrangement produces a different model of 

how the distr:ibution of people in a cohort should change from 

those neighborhoods with the highest expectancy of high police 

-
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contact rates to those with the lowest expectancy dnd 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 k~'y on Delinquency and Crime producing 

Characteristics f:irst and \dthin-groups Rates second, the groups 

of neighborhoods would be arrayed from those with high Geometric 

scores sta9~ by stage to those with expected low Geometric SCOl'.:es 

stage by stage as shown in the ·'Au row of the model which 

follows. If we keyed on a combination of Delinquency and crime 

producing' Chdracteristics and then Rates used in charactel'.:izing 

~e,ighborhoods, they would be arrayed as in the nBn row.. If we 

keyed on Rates first and within-groups Deli.nquen~y dnd Crime 

P roducin 9 Characteristics next, they WOUld. be arrayed as shown in 

row nC." If we keyed on a combination of Rates and Delinquency 

and Crime Producing Characteristics, they would be arrayed as 

shown in Row ItD.1I In this case we have gl'.:ouped neighborhods by 

Rates for 2!~gg 2i £ontd££. A completely ditferent set of 

distributions is produced when Rates by Blace Qi ~id~ are 

used because the neighborhoods with high place of contact rates 

are somewhat different :1:l:cP1I1 the neighborhoods with high place of 

residence rates, etc. In the model below Deling~ency and Crime 

producing Characteristic is first and Rate is second in each 

pair. 

A. flU 
D. llIl. 
C. un 
D. HI! 

lir1 
liM 
HH 
~lH 

flL 
fur 
Lfl 
HM. 

Nfl 
lUl 
lU1 
HH 

rU1 
liL 
UM 
LH 

ML 
tli 
LM 
1JL 

Lil 
~IL 
fiL 
LI1 

La 
L11 
liL 
liL 

LL 
LL 
LL 
LL 
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Does the proportion of the members of each group of 

neighborhoods which fall in each of the Geometric soores differ 

in some systematic fashion as we move from HU to LL? ilow d,o 

these groups ot neighborhoods differ from the cohort 

distribution? If the prQ'portions in each group of neighborhoods 

differ, is it hest relatep to the types of neighborhoods as they 

are arrayed in it, El, C, or D? Or is it possible that the highest 

correlation could bQ obtained hy another arrangement? If so, the 
'~, 

hypothesis of neighboI:'hood impact based on our eha:r:acberization 

of neighborhoods is in, trouble .. 

But no matter what ~s found in the analysis of neighborhood 

variation step-by-step fro~ contacts to sanctions, it will be 

nect's~ary to determine hOIl( people are distributed. in a 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 

ax's represented by Geometric SCores may be found in Appendix F. 

The relationship of cohort mellhers t scores at each. std.ge, 1, 

II, III, and IV to the Delinquency and Cri~e Producing 

Ch.aracterist~~cs of their neighborhoods and In-Area Rates aud 13y-

Residence Rabas is shown in ~'ahle 5. Although we have disoussed 

the possibilit,:y of different findings based on various orders of 

combinations o:f: neighborhood characteristics, the differences 

between A, 13, C, and D are small. The fair1.y systematic 

increases in correlations from cohort to cohort and the generally 

J 

--------------------------------------------~~~~~~~ RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS ~~D OFFENSE 'RATES TO T.\BLE 5. 
INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM , 

1942 Cohort 

A-

B 

C 

D 

1949 Cohort 

A. 

B 

C 

D 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1942 Cohort 

A-

S 

C 

o 
1949 Cohort 

A 

S 

C 

o 
1933 C.:Inot't 

A 

S 

C 

:> 

Through Age 17 

I II III t.V 

.096 .095 .056 .038 

.097 .101 .067 .0:.15 

.114 .118 .084 .026 

.106 .113 .089 .037 

.110 .119 .126 .064 

.116 .129 .127 .065 

.115 .130 .134 .073 

.116 .131 .130 .070 

.231 .227 .197 .131 

.218 .213 .184 .118 

.215 .209 .188 .119 

.211 .205 .182 .113 

.093 

.090 

.103 

.096 

.125 

.131 

.153 

.145 

.247 

.249 

.:!55 

.255 

.090 

.092 

.102 

.098 

.129 

.134 

.152 

.146 

.243 

.244 

.247 

.249 

.055 

.063 

.079 

.077 

.141 

.150 

.175 

.167 

.214 

.216 

.231 

.037 

.032 

.021 

.028 

.078 

.084 

.111 

.102 

.151 

.152 

.lit 

.161 

: ~umber.:lf Police C.:Incacts 
I! Seriousness Scores 

r:II ~umber of Referrn1s 
:.; SeveritY.:It Sanctil)ns 

.\ ~a :':;1 fit. ~!H ~~I ~IL LH L:t LL 
B t!ti t!~1 ~IH ~l!-! HL LH ~!L L~I LL 
C tiH~!H tH H~I ~C1 L~I HL }!L tL 
:> HIi~!H IDI ~!:-I tH HL t}( l'lL tL 

I 

After Age 17 

II III IV 

.114.116 

,103.107 

.123 .123 

.108 .111 

.154 • i59 

.153 .155 

.153 .154 

.152 .152 

.205 .196 

.192 .184 

.189.L81 

.186 .178 

.119 

.124 

.133 

.130 

.170 

.172 

.194 

.185 

.223 

.225 

.234 

.';30 

.122 

.128 

.137 

.134 

.176 

.L78 

.199 

.189 

.213 

.211i 

.225 

.156 .072 

.157 .076 

.171 .085 

.163 .081 

.139.100 

.136 .098 

.135 .106 

.134 .100 

.191 .178 

.112 .162 

.173 .160 

.165,155 

• l53 

.153 

,136 

.153 

.156: 

.160 

.177 

.207 

.215 

.07:: 

.069 

.082 

.076 

.110 

.113 

.129 

.125 

.193 

• L96 

.198 

-'. ';irst letter or each pair indicates Whether the nei~hborhood has High, ::~~i~m, .:Ir t.ow crime producing ch(\racterist~:s and the second !.et::er \~hether 
the nei~hborhl)od had !iil;h. ~Iedium. or !..::-\~ .:It:ense rates. 

,.,~ I 
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higher correlations tor orderings based on By-Residence Rates 

rather than on In-Area Rates are notable. While After 17 

correlations are higher than Through 17 correla~ions for the 1942 

and 1949 Cohorts, they are lower for the 1955 Cohort, but the 

latter should be expected considering the shorte.r period of 

exposure as adults for the 1955 Cohort members. 

Perhaps most important of all, however, is the tact 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, althougrl we 

know that some factors result in differential referral rates and 

the application of sanctions, none of the orderings of 

neighborhoods in this analysis revealed increasing relationships 

betweel'l neighbornood characteristics and the dist.ribut.ion of 

recorded cohort behavior as we moved from number of contacts to 

severity 01 sanctions. 

Since thF'l correlations shown in i1'able 5 include all persons 

from each cohort with a juvenile nei9'l~borhood of residence (1942 

Cohort = 549 persons,. 1949 Cohort = 11113 persons,. 1955 Cohort = 
1780 persons) without regard to whethe;\: they had contacts, 

t-'" 
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[ seriousness scores, referrals, or sanc~~iQns, t~he results Were jl 

I t influenced by the spatial distri):mtionof persons with no !\ !}l 
i L 
I contacts or no referrals, each of which determined involvement fl 
I " I' • j i [, W:l..'th t.he justice system at the next stage. The extent to which ) j 
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no contacts lllay be seen by reference to Tables 1, 5,. 9, and 13 in 

Appendix F. ~he nUlil,ber of persons froln each cohort in each 

grouping 01 neighborhoods in Tables 5 through 7 may also be found 

in Appendix F. 

Table SA 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. pat.tern 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 

cla,~sifying 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 l.eferr.als, 

or severity ot sanctions acquired by cohort members who resided 

there as juveniles. This, of course, does not fly in the face of 

our strong ecological findings in earlier resedrch in which we 

found that inner ci,ty and interstitial transiti.onal areas were 

sharply different trom others i~ terms of offense rates, 

seriousness, referrals, and sanctions. It does suggest that 

these arrangements of neighborhoods are not as discriminating as 

were some ~al::lier a,rrangements and 'chat. SODle of the otherwi.se 

L 
J; '1) I: 

lr ' 
\~ I 
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TABLE SA. RELATIONSHIP O~ NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES TO 
INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM* 

Through Age 17 After Age 17 

I II· III IV I II III IV 

Neighborhoods Organized by In-Area Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics 

1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

.027 

.037 

.047 

.046· 

.010 

.047 

.05(+ 

.068 

.121 .177 

.118 .185 

.112 .186 

.114 .189 

.157 

.151 

.160 

.153 

.152 

.141 

.154 

.144 

.000 

.024 

.038 

.041 

.140 

.137 

.146 

.141 

.04:1 

.038 

,010 

.025 

.048 

.052 

.066 

.064 

.145 .013 

.136 -.009 

.148 -.016 

.141 -.020 

.115 

.112 

.121 

.115 

.102 

.098 

.106 

.099 

.187 

.163 

.165 

.154 

.127 

.128 

.129 

.128 

.. 116 

.104 

.110 

.102 

.168 

.140 

.145 

.130 

.167 -.003 

.177 .001 

.184 .007 

.183 .004 

.109 

.104 

.104 

.103 

.175 

.147 

.153 

.138 

.070 

.073 

.079 

.077 

.062 

.057 

.035 

.046 

Neighborhoods Organized by Residence Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics 

1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

.038 

.035 

.077 

.052 

.017 

.032 

.075 

.058 

. 15lf .199 

.167 .213 

.204 .245 

.189 .233 

.175 

.182 

.214 

.199 

.171 

.179 

.209 

.195 

.005 .039 

.022 .025 

.052 -.015 

.048 .006 

.163 

.177 

.208 

.198 

.163 

.169 

.201 

.185 

.068 

.077 

.128 

.108 

.044 

.043 

.080 

.055 

.127 

.134 

.150 

.144 

.109 

.llO 

.119 

.llS 

.211 

.207 

.233 

.212 

.143 

.152 

.170 

.164 

.125 

.125 

.132 

.130 

.194 

.191 

.219 

.197 

.164 

.164 

.169 

.164 

.007 

.004 

.034 

.021 

.123 .074 

.127 .082 

. 138 .088 

.138 .093 

.194 

.191 

... 204 

.192 

.090 

.105 

.119 

.116 

* This table is the same as Table 5 excel?t that the No Contact, No S(~riousness 
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. 

I 
~ 
H 
II 

I 
i 

-62-

important variation in rates lias w.inimized by the process of 

placing cohort members in high, medium" or ~0W' .categories as 

described in Appendix E. 

y~yenil~ and Adult ~~ ~§ ligy Yariables 

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

of sanctions are organized by neighborhood Delinq\.lency and. Cri.me 

Producing ChaJ:'acteristics and Juvenile or Adult Offense Rates .. 

Juvenile Rates (through age 17) are generally more closely 

rela.ted to neig.hborhood characteristics than are Adult Rates 

(after age 17) 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 Ta.ble 5, it woul.d 

appear that this organization of neighborhoods adds little to our 

attempt to account for neighborhood. variation in police contacts, 

s~riousness scores, referrals, and severity of sanctions scores .. 

Table 6A makes it even lUore apparent that measuring the variation 

in cohort members t experiences with the justice system, one stage 

at a time during the juvGnile and then the adult periods, 

produces results Which lend lit.tle support to a neighborhocd 

milieu expla.nation of delinquen.cy and crime. Table 6A suggests 

that some of the variation in severity of sanction$ occurs in a 

pa tteLll which. is evell th& opposite of that which was expected • 

! ~ CO!lP+~X §~heme 

organizing neighborhoods by Delinquency and Cl;:'illl.e Produc,ing 

Characterj.s1\.ics and ~,uvenile/Adult Offense Rat{l;)s.. The ~!~sults 
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TABLE 6. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE AND ADULT 
OFFENSE RATES TO INCREASING INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUS.TICE SYSTEM 

Through Age 17 After A~-.!l 
I II III IV I II III IV 

Neighborhoods Organized by ","'uveniZf? Rates & Crime Producing Characteristics 
1942 Cohort 

A' 

B 

C 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

.095 .093 

.107 .110 

.1:06 .108 

.121 .124 

.138 .137 

.140 .137 

.223 

.195 

.181 

.218 

.187 

.171 

.053 .036 

.075 .024 

.074 .021 

.139 

.163 

.165 

.193 

.180 

.166 

.073 

.095 

.094 

.135 

.130 

.122 

.107 

.100 

.099 

.162 

.170 

.168 

.199 

.177 

.162 

.109 

.104 

.102 

.163 

.175 

.174 

.187 

.163 

.148 

.155 .076 

.160 .091 

.163 .093 

.lA9 

./L60 
:/157 

~1,84 

.157 

.145 

.109 

.,127 

.126 

.177 

.158 

.149 

,f/e'z:ghborhoods Organized bJl AduZ,J Rates & Crime Prqdtfg{nfl Characi;'eristics 
I 

1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

.086 

.091 

.087 

.107 

.111 

.103 

.230 

.216 

.211 

.085 

.095 

.089 

.116 

.122 

.116 

.043 

.050 

.048 

.127 

.141 

.135 

.033 

.021 

.014 

.001 

.071 

.064 

.225 .198 .133 

.210 .193 .124 

.203 .190 .123 

I Nutnber or Police Contacts 
II Seriousness Scores 

III Number of Referrals 
IV Severity of Sanctions 

, 
A HH HL MH ML LH LL 
:m HH MH HL LM ML LL 
C HH MH Ltl HL }1L LL 

.109 

.108 

.108 

.157 

.161 

.158 

.201 

.183 

.177 

.112 

.113 

.U3 

.163 

.167 

.166 

.194 

.178 

.173 

.148 

.149 

.149 

.145 

.156 

.150 

.061 

.058 

.055 

.107 

.127 

.121 

.190 .176 

.172 .157 

.168 .152 

The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood had High, 
Medium or Low Delinquency and Crini,l) Producing Character;tstics and the second 
letter whether the neighborhood had High or Low Offense Rates. 
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TABLE 6A. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORijOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE AND ADULT 
OFFENSE RATES TO tNCREAStM~ INVOLVEMENT IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM* 

Through Age 17 After Age 17 
I :tI III IV I II III IV 

fl€}jghborhoods OX'flfEY.ized by JuveniZ,e Rates & Cr:ime~Eodu(jing Characteristics 
1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

.034 

.051 

.062 

.153 

.188 

: :196 

.016 -.001 .042 

.058 .031 -.002 

.070 .034 -.005 

.195 

.225 

,228 

.162 

.196 

.200 

.061 

.100 

.100 

.155 .145 .147 .030 

.155 .141 .155 .037 

.146 .125 .144 .035 

.115 

.112 

.116 

.103 

.107 

.101 

.130 

.130 

.131 

.120 

.123 

.116 

.189 .162 

.163 .124 

.160 .121 

.172 

.185 

.190 

.118 

.129 

.125 

.006 

.025 

.030 

.081 

.109 

.105 

.171 .082 

.139 .088 

.134 .090 

Ne-igJ1.bo!,hoods Organized by AduZt; Ratea & C,rime Producing Charact~ristics 
1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

.011 -.012 -.018 .040 

-.003 -.009 -.016 .008 

.001 -.009 -.013 -.005 

.128 .184 

.137 .206 

.130 .204 

.157 

.157 

.160 

.150 

.145 

.147 

.147 .036 

.167 .041 

.163 .030 

.148 .015 

.154 -.OlD 

.156 -.008 

.111 

.108 

.110 

.099 

.102 

.094 

.191 

.178 

.:,1;78 

.128 

.127 

.131 

.118 

.119 

.113 

.182 

.178 

.185 

.159 -.012 

.162 ~.015 

.162 -.018 

.115 

.128 

.119 

.179 

.163 

.165 

.072 

.090 

.081 

.063 

.042 

.039 

* This table is the same as Table 6 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 ;::'0 which the attribqte is present. 
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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 

Through Age 17 After Age 17 
I II III IV I II III IV 

.ve.iflhborhoods Organized by Offense Rates & CTlime Produaing ChaTlaater:,istias 
1942 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1949 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1955 Cohort 

A 

B 

C 

D 

.096 

.092 

.105 

.097 

.123 

.116 

.138 

.122 

.226 

.230 

.179 

.195 

.095 

.0.91 

.109 

.101 

.127 

.123 

.139 

.130 

.220 

.224 

.168 

.185 

I Number of Police Contacts 
II Seriousness Scores 

III Number of Referrals 
IV Severity of Sanctions 

.054 

.050 

.073 

.063 

.143 

.138 

.171 

.158 

.197 

.200 

.169 

.181 

.033 

.031 

.011 

.008 

.074 

.069 

.095 

.083 

.137 

.136 

.120 

.121 

.109 

.110 

.102 

.107 

.166 

.164 

. 174 

.170 

.200 

.201 

.156 

.164 

.112 

.114 

.106 

.118 

.173 

.171 

.180 

.177 

.189 

.192 

.144 

.157 

.158 

.155 

.164 

.159 

.154 

.153 

.165 

.162 

.186 

.188 

.141 

.152 

.075 

.068 

.086 

.070 

.115 

.114 

.137 

.136 

.177 

.177 

. 141 

.143 

A (H)HJ-HA (H)HJ-LA (H)LJ-HA (H)LJ-LA (M)HJ-HA (M)HJ-LA (M)LJ-HA (M)LJ-LA 
(L)HM-HA (L)HJ-LA (L)LJ-HA (L)LJ-LA 

B (H)HJ-HA (H)LJ-HA (H)HJ-LA (H)LJ-LA (M)HJ-HA (M)T .. J-HA (M)HJ-LA (M)LJ-LA 
(L)HJ-HA (L)LJ-HA (L)HJ-LA (L)LJ-LA 

C HJ-HA(H) HJ-HA(M) HJ-HA(L) HJ-LA(H) HJ-LA(M) HJ-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) HJ-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 Lmv crime producing charaGt~1=;L!?t:lcsand,the cs.econd letter, whether 
the neighborhood had High or Low delinquency and/or crime rates. In C and D 
the .designations are the opposite. 

1 Based on juvenile and adult police contact rates by neighborhood of resi­
dence for cohort members at time of contact and juv,7nile and adult felony 
ratl~s by place of felony and place of lresidence. 
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differ little from those in Tabl.e 6 where neighborhoods are 

organized according to Juvenile Rates alld according to Adult 

Rates~ What we see is simply another instance in which the 

neighborhoods in whi.ch juveniles reside as juvenile,s has some 

relationship to their contact, seriousne~~s,. reterral, and 

sanctions scores,. and that the- impact of neig'hborhood types has 

increased from. coho~t to cohort. Table 7A, the last in this 

series, ,reveals that, with the exception of contact, seriousness, 

and refelcral relationships for 1949 Cohort juveniles, variation 

in level of experience with the justice system continues to have 

l.ittle relationship to neighborhood characteristics • 

Be all that as it may, we ha.ve 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 m.allipulation. Thus, instead of being ordered as shown 

in the Tree Diagrams, ranks are substituted for Geometric scores 

so that severity of sanctions predomina,tes. Doing this, do we 

find that neig"hhorhoods have more or less impact on the 

delinquency and d.dult crime rates of cohort members? The 

ditferences are nat large but the answer is ~ in every cohort" 

no matter how the n.ei-g-hhorhcodsaiCe arran-g-ed:within a. system or 

which system of neighborhoods is utilized. No m.atter which 

system is utilized, there are systematic increases in the 
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Through 17 Aftl'l: 17 Thrllugh 17 Aflpr 17 Thl·otlgh 17 Afl!'r 17 '('hrulIgh t7 Aft!'r 17 Tht'ulIgh II Ar Ll'" 17 

19/,2 (;nlhlrt: 

1 
A .1l61 • \07 .()61 .107 A .061 .110 .052 .C)97 A .060 .lln 
D .069 .110 .063 .106 n .!l67 .121 .050 .095 II .056 • lot, 

',If C .074 .122 .066 .118 c; .064 .12/, .0/1/, .091 I! .U'iA .1 ttl 

! 
II .075 .116 .()68 .112 II .o')() .101 

1949 Cohort: 

A .lI2 .123 .129 .135 A .12'5 .133 .111 .130 A .126 • I JlI 
1\ .tlS .120 .1'38 .139 Il .150 • )/,9 .12/, .147 11 .122 • I l7 (: .122 .125 .168 .157 (! .151 • I I,] .116 • I III G .I'l,} .I'>!l 
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correlations as one moves from the 1942 to the, 1955 Cohor't, 
I 

attesting to the perpetuation of.. Delinquency ~;hd Crim.e Producing 

areas, the hardening of the inner city t as thri.s .. process has been. 
I' 

" 
referred to previously. And in roost cases the After 1.7 

correlations are h.igher than those for ages 6 through 17. 
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Chapter 4. Linking Levels of contact with the Juvenile and 
Adult Justice Systems by Neighborhood Types 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES WITH COMBINED COHORTS 

-,------".-

Continuing our:: concern with the question of closer linkages 

between levels of contact with th.e 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, off,ense seriousness, number of 

referrals, and severity of sanctions are interrelated within 

neighborhood types for the combined cohorts (we have previously 

found that there was relatively little difference in the 

correlations which existed for each cohort) for 3,2.03 cohort 

members with an assigne(l neighborhood of juvenile residence. 

Similar patterns 0·£ correlations were produced for males and 

females and for each race/ethnic group, the male in.terrelations 

again somewhat higher than th.e femal.es and the Black and Chican.o 

correlations gen.erally slightly higher than the White 

correlations. 

Just h.ow patterns of interrelatonship vary from one group of' 

neighborhoods to the other is not readily discerned by perusal of 

either table but the average of the six correlations for 

juveniles in nei.ghborhoQ(ls by In-Area and By-Residence Offense 

Rates is hig'hest for neighborhoods wi.th High Delinguellcy and 

Crime producing Characteristics but with Low Offense Rates. 

Oddly enough, the next highest average is tor juveniles in 

neighborhoods wi.th Low Delinquency and Crim.e Producing 

Characteristics but with High Offense Rates. Patterned 
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TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS 
THROUGH AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMBINED COHORTS 

In-Area 
Offense Rates 

HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

By-Residence 
Offense Rates 

HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Ser. 

Ref. 

Sane. 

DeZinquency & Cpime Ppoducing Chapactepistics 

HIGH MEDIUM 
Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.. 950 

.761 

.518 

.945 

.736 

.539 

.945 

.719 

.486 .685 

.703 

.503 .783 

.841 .778 

.678 .585 .821 

.949 

.798 

.546 

.951 

.721 

.465 

.950 

.723 

.459 

.743 

.500 

.675 

.426 

.696 

. 455 

HIGH MEDIUM 

.666 

.607 

.617 

Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.952 .960 

.769 .731 .783 .751 

. 536 .503 .705 .553 .519 .694 

.925 .944 

.676 .575 .744 .692 

.339 .302 .543 .457 .433 .581 

.922 .947 

.730 .697 . 646 .614 

.708 .559 .874 .388 .361 .546 

LOW 
Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.952 

.739 

.700 

.940 

. 762 

.531 

.947 

.685 

.450 

.709 

.619 

.700 

. 502 

. 647 

.456 

LOW 

.689 

.702 

.655 

Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.964 

.805 .751 

.571 .571 .742 

.9/+2 

.710 .663 

.504 .485 .683 

.944 

.677 .643 

.396.416.608 

i I 
! I 
i! 
; I 
if , ! 

! 
! 
~ , . 

:au ;-

TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS 
AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMBINED COHQRTS 

In-Area 
Offense Rates 

HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOh' 

By-Residence 
Offense Rates 

HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref . 

Sane . 

Sere 

Ref . 

Sane . 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane . 

Sere 

Ref. 

Sane. 

Sere 

Ref • 

Sane. 

DeUnquency & Cpime Ppoduc·j,ng Chat'actepistics 

HIGH MEDIUM LOW 
Cnt. Sar. Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.960 .958 

.786 .770 .774 . 746 

.670 .658 .768 .656 .639 .799 

.961 .956 

.767 .745 .729 .706 

. 709 .693 .855 .590 .598 .794 

.976 .962 

.720 . 7)./+ • 729 . 714 

.552 .577 .802 .621 .625 .788 

.965 

.739 .724 

.526 .530 .669 

.954 

.732.711 

.618 .626 .812 

.957 

.727 .718 

.647 .638 .834 

HIGij MEDIUM LOW 
Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. 

.961 

.793 .773 

.685 .668 .780 

.963 

.697 .729 

.523 .595 .723 

.949 

.386 .331 

.475 .423 .839 

.961 

.757 

.653 

.953 

.730 

.571 

.960 

.715 

.601 

.716 

.638 

.720 

.597 

.701 

.576 

.840 

.756 

.772 

.959 

.720 

.552 

.954 

.738 

.637 

.959 

.711 

.656 

.676 

.552 .758 

.719 

.636 .820 

.721 

.649 .866 



~--....,-. 

-, ,~ 
" 

'i !-

~ 1 

r 

f 

. \ '0 

-73-

differences are not sufficiently distinctive,. however,. to permit 

more to be said about the juvenile period. 

The adult period (Table 10) presents a different patterll, 

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 foulld 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 y as 

juveniles, resided in neighborhoods that had become recognizeu as 

likely to be and are in fact producers of delinquency and criw.e. 

When the same table woos 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 Offense Rates and Delinquency and Crime 

Producing Characteristic$.. 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 Offense Rates and 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics, differences in 

consistency by adult neighborhood types were also changed but 

remained highest in those neighborhoods with High By-R~idence 

Offense Rates. Since this is an important finding,. we shall 

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

1 
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CHANGING INTERRELATI0NSIllPS 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 justice 

system through and after age 17 by cohorts. Although there are 

strong cohort similarities in the relationship of mea,sures 

through and after age 17, it is also clear that referra.lsthrough 

age 17 and sanctions through age 17 have become more highly 

correlated with after age 17 variables from cohort to cohort. In 

this case the intercorrelations produced for females were 

somewhat 10W'er than tor males, indicating the juvenile/adult 

continuity was less tor 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 sever.ity of 

sanctions were more highly interrelated for the Blacks than for 

the Whites, with those for the Chicanos generally in between. As 

in other ana~yses which we have conducted over the years, it 

becomes apparent th~t the justice system operates somewhat 

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

~hite population,. culminating in a disproportionately heavily 

sanctioned minority group population. 

INTERRELATlONSHIPS OI:' M.EASURES BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 

The pattern of correlations for each cohort is sufficiently 

simila.r that combining cohorts is justified for Table 12. In 

this table we see h.ow each measure of contact with the justice 

• !~ 
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TABLE 11. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRAL3. AND SANCTIONS 
THROUGH AND AFTER AgE 17: ALL NEIGHBORHOODS COMBINED 

=============================,~. '. " 
Through 17 

1942 Cohort 

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sancti.ons 

1949 Cohort 

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

1955 Cohort 

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

Contacts 

.503 

.493 

.448 

.223 

.544 

.511 

.498 

.273 

.528 

.498 

.510 

.430 

Af t et..l:.L. ___ _ 
Seriousness Referrals 

.501 

.498 

.453 

.217 

.522 

.493 

.482 

.251 

.519 

.494 

.494 

.420 

.569 

.548 

.551 

.271 

.558 

.519 

.582 

.355 

. 
. 549 

.517 

.588 

.490 

Sanctions 

.512 

.506 

.545 

.338 

.522 

.489 

.584 

.394 

.486 

.461 

.518 

.447 

j a 

., 

, 0 

, 
---
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i'ABLE 12. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORltS, REFERRAl,S. AND SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 17 AND AFTER AGE 17 BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE: co~mINED COHORTS 

!l'-~';:':='~==='-=-=~~~;:";,;,=,="~:::.c::Xl"=.=::::;::~::::~==::t~-=-=~~~~==-=~~",,:;,=-;:::~=-=--~~~,=,-==--:t;::::::.:;-=:.~.r"-==':a~;:;:- ;'-.':':1-" ~;::--:=;;.:1'~"~ '!'::I--:::': ~~ ~';:::t.~. 

Dlll.illqllellcJlI ~ Cr'imo· l':fIOdtiainfl Chmoao/;Ol'is{;ios 
Tn-Area 

HIGH-After 17 HEDIUH-After 17 LOW-After 17 Offense 
Cnt. Ser. Ref. ---snc:- Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Rates 

Cnt. .544 .536 .591 .525 .589 .570 .605 530 .335 .312 .382 .255 
HIGH Ser. .499 .495 .552 .493 .543 .531 .552 .490 .358 .388 .355 .248 
Through 17 Ref. .507 .505 .614 .546 .556 .546 .651 .568 .371 .350 .590 .259 

Sne. .329 .320 .392 .446 .283 .286 .365 .394 .292 .245 .486 .337 

Cnt. .463 .429 .536 .482 .510 .508 .549 .513 .515 .508 .498 .44/, 
HEDIUH Ser. .417 .400 .473 .430 .488 .492 .516 .496 .485 .480 .473 .432 
Through 17 Ref. .472 .429 .600 .565 .431 .442 .532 .580 .1,97 .472 .532 .522 

Sne. .371 .317 .446 .447 .213 .230 .306 .408 .379 .369 .476 .454 

Cnt. .501 .530 .471 .536 .499 .493 .530 .501 .1,67 .451 .496 .458 
LOW Ser. .489 .50.1 .470 .589 .468 .469 .500 .477 .432 .421 .450 .418 
Through 17 Ref. .1,40 .i,37 .1,75 .631 .440 .425 .551 .512 .450 .430 .511 .524 

Sne. .275 .232 .223 .301 .177 .202 .276 .266 .263 .362 .343 .347 
By-Residence 

IIIGH-After 17 HEDIUH-After 17 LOW-After 17 Offense 
Cnt. Ser. Ref. Snc. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne •. cnr:' Ser. Ref. Snl'. Rates 

Cnt. .562 .549 .605 .535 .610 .610 .633 .578 .532 .507 .549 .482 
IIIGII 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 .57/, 

Sne. .345 .329 .403 .455 .342 .359 .442 .463 .269 .263 .485 .580 

Cnt. .314 .353 .382 .446 .472 .467 .553 .482 .489 ,i,79 .492 .1,41 
HElHUH Ser. .272 .306 .364 .358 .456 .456 .521 .470 .448 .1,44 ,1,44 .401 
Through 17 Ref. .363 .410 .468 .576 .437 .42i, .561 .525 .476 .458 .514 ,/,90 

Snc. .113 .126 .148 .23J .177 .191 .262 .366 .JOI .300 .355 .328 

Cnt. -.110 -.198 .186 .134 .458 .451 .433 .443 .424 .1,09 ./,61 .447 
Lo\~ Ser. -.254 -.J/,7 .328 .147 .425 .423 .416 .418 .406 .398 .1,Jl .419 
Through 17 Ref. -.072 -.125 .3Jl .ll9 .358 .371 .467 .507 .4;).9 .1,09 .529 .55/, 

Sne. -.093 -.140 -.046 -.083 .073 .103 .145 .170 .311, .297 .43/, .453 
-..-:,--..,..,.....----... -.... -~,->.-.'"'~--
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system through and at.ter age 17 is related to every otbler measure 

'within nei.ghborhood types. Here we are able to see how the 

juvenile ani! adult periods are most closely linked in nigh In­

Area or Medium Delinquency and crime Producing neighborhoods, 

particularly in High l.n-Area and By-Residence Offense Ra.te 

neighbo1:hoods. However, sanctions through age 17 have. relatively 

low relationships to any of the after age 17 measures. It is 

also clear that the l:elationship 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 invetse, dre bet'Ween variables through age 17 

and atter age 17 tor: Low By-Residence Offense Rate and High 

Delinquency and Crime Producing neighltorhood types. Here we have 

a rather intriguing inconSistency in w,hich it is apparent that 

\o1hat happens during the juvenile perio~). does not tell us what to 

expect during the a(1ult period. Of cO\l\rse, it is an anomalous 

neighborhood type because its characteristics are similar to 

other Hig'h Delin<juency dnd 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 for Medium In-Area Offense and Low 

Delinquency a.nd Crime ProdUcing neighborhoods. These 

neighborhoods now have the greatest juvenile/adult continuity. 

But what.ever the pattern of changes was, the end result was no 

= 

} 
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great;er patterned. continuity, even less, i,n terms of the 

hypotheSis than when cohort members were examined according to 

juvenile neighborhood of residence. By contrast, the High By­

Resid.ence Offense Rates dnd llig'h or 11edium DCP neighborhoods and 

High DCP and t1edium Offense Rates neighborhoods produced the 

greatest continUity between juvenile and adult~ careers. 

However com.plex 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 ex.periences than are t.hose who resid.e in Low In-Area or 

By-Residence Oifense Rate neighborhoods, particularly if these 

a~'e also High DCl? neighborhoo.ds. 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 all,a Crime Producing 

Characteristics and whether their Juvenile Neighborhood Rates 

were Low or 11igh or their Adult Neighborhood Rates were Low or 

High. While neighborhoods with LoW' or Medium Delinquency and 

Crime Producing Characteristics and Low Juvenile or Adult Rates 

had the lowest average :.tIllt.ercorrelations of measures, high 

intercorreldtions were n(i~lt conSistently found in other types of 

neighborhoods for the cu~bined cohorts through age 17. There was 

even less consistency fo~ the correlations dur.ing the adult age 

period (Table 14), although the average of a set of 
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TABLE 13. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SER;tOUSNESS StORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS 
1', 

t 
THROUGH AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOO:~ TYPES: COMBINED COHORTS J TABLE 14. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS 

II t 
1 AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COM]"INED COHORTS 

DeUnquency l Crime Producing Characteristws 
1 I » "'=r===' 

II 
\ " 

Juvenile 
i I DeUnquenc~' & Crime Producing Characteristics 

HIGH " 
MEDIUM LOW \: N e:i.ghborhood --4'.- Ref. I Rates 

Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Ser. 
1 

Juvenile HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

1 
Neighborhood Cnt • Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Ser. Ref. 

Ser. .952 .957 • 947 ,I \ Rates 
1" I! 

I 

HIGH Ref. .766 .725 .787 .740 .718 .668 I' .961 .958 .967 
II 1 ! 

,Ser. 

Sane. .516 .486 .686 .527 ~493 .619 .527 .. 502 .680 

~ 
H.IGH. Ref. .792 .774 .755 .734 .750 .727 

.940 .944 . 945 
Sane • .683 .670 .780 .646 .634 .795 .640 .643 .788 

Ser. l 

II' LOW Ref. .738 .696 .685 .650 .712 .669 $ Sere .963 .958 .953 

Sane. .583 .526 .788 .lf31 .406 .626 .467 .467 .670 LOW Ref. .737 .726 .722 .700 .719 .711 

Sane. .624 .614 .762 .580 .S86 .791 .631 .627 .838 
Adult HIGH MEDIUM LOW 
Neighborhood Cnt. Ser. Ref. Cnt. Sere Ref. Cnt. Set'. Ref. Adult 
Rates HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

~': !i:. Neighborhood - Ref. ...,. Cnt • Ser. Ref. Cnt;. Sere Ref. Cnt. Ser. 

Ser. .951 .951 .943 Rates 
Ser • .961 .958 .946 

HIGH Ref. .763 .723 .766 .732 .770 • 716 HIGH Ref. .786 '.769 .no .739 .742 .708 

Sane. .526 .493 .698 .501 .472 .641 .539 .529 .698 Sane. .677 • .664 ,.'777 ./537 .627 .782 .601 .599 .790 

([ Ser. .924 .950 .946 CD 
Sere .967 ,,958 .960 

LOW Ref. .732 .680 .713 .665 .696 .653 LOW Ref. .72.7 .711 .714 .699 .724 .718 

Sane. .515 .462 .765 .463 .432 .611 .471 .461 .665 Sane. .590 .615 .796 .593 .594 .800 .645 .643 .836 

l7~ tJ} 
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intercorrelations was highest for neighborhoods with High 

Delinquency and Crime !.'rodu.cing Characteristics and those with 

High Juvenile or Adult Ne·ighborhood Rates. When this table wa~; 

.. 

produced on a basis of adult neighborhoods 0; residence, the 

pattern of differences by type of neighborhoods was less 

systematic than before with nei-ther Juvenile nor Adult Rates and 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics having an orderly 

relationship to va.riation in consistency in number ot contacts, 

seriousness, referrals, or severity of sanctions. 

Table 15 is a companion to Table 12 but the pat.tern of 

intercorrelations between measures during the juvenile and adult 

pf.'riods 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 Hig h or Medium. Delinquency 

and Crime Producing and Iligh Offense Rate neighborhoods, the 

correlation.$. between sanctions during the juvenile period and 

meas~res during th.e adult period were generall~'low.er than were 
I • 

other correlations whether cohort members resi~,;,~ in Iiiogh or Low 

Rate neighborhoods or in. nigh, Medium, or Low Delinquency and 

Crim.e Producing neighborhoods. Thl.S statement must he follow-ed, 

however, by the finding that sanctions during the juvenile 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. In other words, the phenomenon of sanctions followed by 

sanctions was somewhat more of an inner city and interstitial 

; 

.. 

, 
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TABLE 15. RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS SCORES, REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 17 AND AFTER AGE 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE: COMBINED COHORTS 

DeUIl~uellall & Crime Pl"oduail!!l. Chamatel'istiaa 
Juvenile 

HIGH-After 17 HEDIUM-After 17 LOW-After 17 Neighborhood Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sue. Type 

Cnt. .542 .528 .594 .519 .546 .533 .591 .532 .472 .460 .460 .366 HIGH Ser. .496 .489 .548 .489 .518 .507 .554 .510 .436 .427 .428 .364 Through 17 Ref. .508 .498 .617 .539 .525 .516 .609 .599 .454 .435 .499 .421 Sne. .335 .316 .395 .443 .292 .296 .354 .429 .282 .282 .390 .356 

Cnt. .517 .525 .538 .556 .499 .498 .520 .492 .479 .466 .503 .476 LOW Ser. .484 .485 .527 .505 .469 .479 .486 .458 .449 .442 .462 .434 Througl) 17 Ref. .487 .488 .571 .619 .391 .401 .513 .516 .467 .444 .525 .553 Sne. .317 .324 .376 .429 .146 .175 .266 .300 .314 .306 .393 .3% 

Adult 
HIGH-After 17 HEDIUM-After 17 LOW-After 17 Neighborhood 

Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Cnt. Ser. Ref. Sne. Type 

Cnt. .545 .534 .594 .528 .587 .581 .608 .524 .558 .555 .567 .540 HIGII Ser. .500 .495 .552 .494 .565 .566 .571 .498 .524 .517 .518 .511 Through 17 Ref. .512 .5011 .618 .555 .536 .537 .576 .547 .446 .423 .523 .570 Sne. .336 .322 .399 .451 .278 .279 .339 .358 .293 .273 .437 .41l .. Cnt. .382 .396 .401 .419 .477 .470 .514 .503 .453 .43!) .468 .418 LOW Ser. .371 .372 .403 .423 .443 .442 .479 .472 .423 .414 .433 .389 Through 17 Ref. .347 .345 .450 .449 .400 .398 .544 .566 .469 .447 .516 .499 Sne. .247 .203 .207 .175 .173 .199 .286 .369 .310 .308 ,371 .377 I 

\ 

, 
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area phenomenon than an occurrence in other types of 

n eig hbor hoods. 

Analysis of cohort mem.bers 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 oth er words t 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 tabl.e (Table 16) is presented in this 

section in which the rank-order of Geometric scores is utilized. 

The correlations in this table fail 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 Ra,tes tha,n in neighborhoods with other 

combinations of these characteristics. When the same table was 

produced based on neighborhood of adult residence the only 

evidence of consistent effects was found for Adult Rates and here 

there was a systematic decrease in continuity between the 

juvenile and adult periods from High Adult Neighborhood Rates and 

High Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics to tow Rates 

and LoW DCF.. We must conclude that however much single measures 
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TABLE 16. RELATIONSHIP OF EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES) THROUGH AGE 
17 TO AFTER AGE. 17 BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES: COMBINED COHORTS 

Delinquenay & Cpime, ppoduaing Chapaatepistias 

In-Area HIGH 
Offense Rates 

MEDIUM LOW 

High .55.1 .530 .423 

Medium .531 .535 .549 

Low .433 .427 .468 

By-Residence 
Offense RCl.tes 

High .557 .583 .626 

Mediu.m .539 .488 .450 

Low .008 .352 .5.52 

Juvenile 
Neighborhood Rates 

High .546 .561 .452 

Low .545 .443 .510 

Adult 
Neighborhood Rates 

High .554 .507 .533 

Low .326 .498 .483 

--------------------------~------------------------------------------------------~--------------------------~~~--~~--~----------------------~------------------~--~----------------. 
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o.f 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 expeI:'i.ence levels generall.y fall short of providing 

stronger support for the idea that quite different experience 

chains are produced by different identifiable milieus. 

TRYING IT WITH COMPUTER-GENERATED CLUSTERS 

since we ha,'1e earlier charact:erized neighborhoods by 

FASTCL,QS procedures but still. have not u.tilized. these clusters in 

comparison 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 

procedure bu.t with these small population neighborhoods omitted. 

However, when the analyses were redone, we found that the pattern 

of differences between aggregated neighborhoods as represented by 

coefficients of correlation were only slightly changed. Although 

the grouping of neighborhoods produced by FASTCLUS resulted in 

somewhat mQre hOlll.ogeneous 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 inter-correlations of variables ill 

the clusters with High Delinquency and CI:'ime Producing 

Characteristics and High In-AI:'ea or By-Residence Offense Rates 

for the juvenile or the adult period with progressive increases 

or decreases to clusters with Low Delinquency and Crime Producing 

-86-

Characteristics and Low In-Area or By-Resid,ence Offense Rates. 

Nor were there any systematic patterns of relationsllip between 

juvenile and adult experience chains that could be identified as 

the product of differences in neighborhood milieu ... 

Although the PASTCLUS 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 clusteI:s at the other 

end of the continuum, adjacent clusters were ustlally not 

significantly ditferent (Duncan's Multiple Range Test}. In 

essence, there were usually one or t'Gfo clusters with 

significa.ntly higher J:ates 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, fo~ all practical purposes, none of the variation in 

rates w'as accounted for by the fieF clusters of neighborhoods .. 

The same problem was encountered in the development o~ 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 reDla.ining clusters. However, 

these lleasures did not necessarily have mea.ns that were in 

complete congruence with the rank-ordering of clusters. In other 

words, the clusters of neighborhoods produced by FASTCLUS did not 

(with fe,,, exceptions) produce groups of cohort, members with 

parallel delinquency dnd crime rates or experience scores. The 

exception \!la,s for By-Residence clusters with single elements of 

the metric score, i.eo, contacts, seriousness, referrals, and 

sanctions, i.ndi.vidually had means guite consistent with the 

ordering of clusters. All of this considered, it wa.s highly 

unlikely that an orderly pattern of consistency and continuity 

would have been produced by the FASTCU~;) groupings beyond that 

shown in Tables 9, 10, 12, 15, and 16. 

Looking back even further to the neighborhood groupings 

presented in Tables 1 and 2,. the three DCP groups utilized here 

did produce significantly different mean metric and Geometric 

scores but again most often between that group containing inner 

city, interstitial, and transi.tional neighborhoods and the other 

groups. Again,. li.ttle of the variance in metric scores or 

Geometric ranks was accounted for by DCP groupings. When In-Area 

and By-Residence groups were considered, 110W'ever, the mean scores 

of the By-Resid~P\-r:e groups were significa~~tly different from each 

other in every case, as would hq:ve been e~pected considering the 

more positi.ve resu~ts obtained ir- theBY-~lesidence analyses which 

were earlier described. 
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Numerous one-way and two-w'ay ana.lyses of variance were 

conducted but little evidence of significant clustering scheme 

variation in metric rates was found. In the end, it became 

appar:ent that our DCl? and offense rate models Were too simple, to 

account for cohort delinquency and crime rates (metric or 

components of: the total score) and experience variat,ion .• 

We concluded that clust.ering neighborhoods might have the 

effect of preventing us from reallj.~ observing how experiences 

with the juvenile and adult justice systems differed by milieu 

and that we had best turn back. to a more microscopic examination 

of what was happening to people in neighborhoods. 

, , 
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Chapter ~~. Returning to the Neighborhood 

CONSISTBN\CY AND CONTINUITY IN DELI.NQUENCY AND CRIME 

! Clo~e 1Qok a~ ~ bllllg£ ~y NeighborhooS2 

Having decided that neither approach to clustering 

". 

neighborhoods produced sol1.d evl. ence • "d of the differences to be 

found in juvenile or ad.u~t careers or experience chains during 

either period or linking them (based on the characteristics of 

neighborhood clusters), we now turn back to a series of analyses 

in which each neighborhood is viewed separately .. 

The first step consisted of reclustering neighborhoods in a 

variety of ways in order to determine which definable clusters of 

d b t ""'ax1.· m1.· zed dl.· fferences in the interrelationship neighborhoo s es ~ 

of measures ot delinquency and court responses to it, mea.sures of 

adult crime and court responses to it, and measures of the 

relationship of juv'enile to adult careers, i.e.,. the chains of 

experiences that differentiate those cohort mellbers with seri9us 

and continuous careers from most of the other member~ of the 

cohorts. For example, if we examine what could be called 

consiste.ncy in experiences for cohort membeI:S during either the 

juvenile or adult period we might consiuer the interrelationship 

of the four variables in a neighborhood which was considered a 

high crime rate neighborhood and which we had categorized as a 

neighborhood with delinquency and crime producing 

characteristics, and whose cohort members giq have high offense 

rates.. What should we find? Neighborhood 11, an inner city 

neighborhood w~th over 50% of its population Black, is a good 
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exaulple. The correlations shown in Table 17 reveal that persons 

with Ilumerous contacts had high seriousness scores, were 

frequently referred, and Were severely sanctioned; persons who 

were in the top 20% of their cohort on one variable tended to be 

TABLE 17. CONSISTENCY THROOGH AGE 17 - NEIGHBORHOOD 11 

---------------------~-------------------~-----------------------
C01'ltacts Seriousness Referrals 

Seriousness .770 

Referrals .726 .841 

Sanctions ... 737 .. 727 .870 

---___ 1--_____ -----------------------------------------------___ __ 

" in the top 20% on all others.. The highest correlation was 

between referrals and sanctions and next highest between 

seriousn.ess and sa.nctions. 
! 

I:t~shoUld be noted that these correlations were obtained in !. 
" 

two \r1aY~r' with and without persolls with zero contacts included. 

The more conservative set of correlations is inclUded here, i.e., 

persons without police contacts had been reJiloved because they 

would have auto:lllatically been in the lowest category for each 

variable and thus inflated the correlation. What we are 

attellpting to do is determine if persons with police co'ntacts are 

consistently high on all variables; is there consistency in what. 

happens to people during the juvenile period? We have done much 

ot: this type of thing previously but not in such a way that we 

ha.ve used one set of variables to categorize a neighborhood and 
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another measure of cohort experience to det.ex::mi.ne if the justice 

system operates consistently within the neighborhood. With al,l 

cohort members included, Neighborhood 11 had the greatest 

consistency and with only persons with cont~cts included, it 

ranked second on COllsistency. The e~alltple of the opposite, 

TABLE 18. CONSISTENCY THROUGH AGE 11 ... NEI.GHBORHOOD 10 

----------------------------------~----~---------------------~--

Contacts Seriousness Referrals 

Seriousness .717 

Referrals .604 .568 

Sanctions .. 112 .180 .. 574 

-----------------------------~---------------------~-------------

Neighborhood 10, is presented in Table 18. 

This neighborhood, like Neighborhood 11, was heavily 

commercial/industrial but contained numerous residences as vell. 

Unlike Neighborhood 11 it had a small proportion of i·ts 

popUlation Black, only 20%. Neither number of contacts nor 

seriousness of offenses was highly correlated with severity of 

sanctions, nor was the sum of these correlations as high as that 

for other neighborhoods in its group of' inner city neighborhoods 

which had High Otfense Rates and High Delinquency and Crime 

Producing Characteristics.. It vas ap,paront that 0 in this 
o 

neighborh.clod there TN'as considerably less relati.onship between 

misbehavior and the severity of justice system responses than in 

others of its type. 
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But those were only 't.wo examples.. Rha t would be the case if 

these variables are used as a basis for clustering? FASTCLUS was 

used and it was found that only Neighborhood 10 was placed in a 

clu.ster of neighborhoods with low consistency for juvenile 

measures. 

The total pict.ure was not consistent, however, i .. e., while 

JUVenile consistency was almost always high in inner ci.ty and 

interstitial neighborhoods that had 11igh offense Rates by their 

residents and which were also considered to be High Delinquency 

a.nd Crime Producing neighborhoods, consistency between juvenile 

measures was a,lso high in some neighborhoods that had Medium or 

Low Rates and which were not considered to be Delinquency and. 

Crime Producing areas. 

Siulilar results were found when the same measures were 

observed for adult consistency. But then we noted that there 

were nine neighborhoods with high consistency for the juvenile 

period but low conSistency for the adult period, seven 

neighborhoods that had low consiste.ncy for juv'eniles but high 

conSistency for adults, and seven in which there was no 

consistency for either the juv.:snile or the adult period. This 

left 28 neighborhoods in which there was considerable consistency 

during botlt periods. Those 23 neighborhoods with consistency 

absent in either or both age periods were, wi·th 1.l!Q exceptions .. 

located outside the inner city and interstitial areas. All but 

two of the inner city areas presented a fairly consistent 
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relationshi.p between the level of delinquent and criminal 

behavior and the lev'al of their inv01.vement in the justice 

system .. 

, . 

The failure of earlier findings to show variation in 

consistency d.uring the juvenile and/or adult periods m.ay be 

explained by- the fact t.ha t: t) t.he grouping or clustering of 

neighborhooods was an artifact of a system that had been 

generated without consideration of the spatial arrangement of 

neighborhoods, that is,. the ecology of the city and 2) the fact 

that consistency of behavior and justice system experience was 

more universally- characteristic ot the inner city and 

interstitial neighborhoods but only sometimes present in stable, 

middle class and peripheral areas. 

Nevertheless, fUrther examination must be made of the 

neighborhood data in terms of continuity between juvenile and 

aqult caL·eers, i..e., the chain of experiences spanning both 

periodS and to which reference has ,so frequently been made .. 

nefore conducting the FASTOLUS analysis to which we have 

briefly referred, we looked at the relationship between juvenile 

contacts and adult contacts, juvenile seriousness and adult 

seriousn.ess,. juV'enile sanctions and adult sanctions,. first of all 

to determine if there was a progressive increase in the size of 

the correlations from contacts to sanctions and second ,to 

determine if they were greater in neighborhoods which should be 

producti ve of continuity between juvenile and adult careers. 

Whj~e there was little progression in the size of correlations 
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from contacts to sanctions, those neighborhoods with all 

correlations or three out of four correlations higher than the 

mean for all cohort. members combined were most frequently found 

in the High Offense category and High Delinquency and Crime 

Producing groups or clusters. In fact, all but two of the 

neighborhoods in this group had higher correlations than average 

on the diagonal from. contacts to severity of sanctions. 

Although those neighborhoods with H'edium or Low Offense 

Rates by their residents were lItore likely to have produced a set 

of diagonal correlations which were lover than the mean, 

particularly if they were also Medium or Low as a Delinquency and 

Crime Producing group or cluster, the pattern was no more regular 

than ·that produced based on consistency within either the 

juvenile or adul.t period. Thus it was.. again clear that 

continuity was more prev·alent in the inner city and interstitial 

neighborhoods than in most oth-er neighborhoods but that this was 

also a prevalent pattern in some stable, middle class and 

peripheral residential neighborhoods. 

Continuing the analysis along the same lines, we next 

examined the relationship of every variable during the juvenile 

period to every variable during the adult period (a total of 16 

correlations), setting the average correlation with every 

juvenile and every adult variable as the model.. At one extreme a 

neighborhood could have all pluses and at the other all minuses 

a nd some did .. Again we found that most of the neighborhoods 

which hav·e been ca.tegorized. as having High Offense Rates ana High 

, " 
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or: ~ledium as Delinquency and, Crime Produ.cing, produced 

correlations which were consistently above 'the average. ou.tside 

of these groups or clusters vere most of the neighborhoods with 

correlations indicating 'Very little continuity between delinquent 

and adult behavior, along with some neighborhoods in which 

continuity was as high as in the highest inne~ city and 

interstitial areas. 

It should be added that ev'en though correlations were 

reduced, by eliminating persons who had no contacts as either 

juveniles or adults, the overall pattern of neighborhood 

consistency du:cing age periods and continuity between age periods 

remained essentially the same", 

Having obtained some rather solid evidence for the original 

hypothesis that what transpires in neighborhoods during the 

juvenile period and the adult period and between periods has some 

relationship to the milieu, even if not as neighborhoods were 

originally characterized and grouped or computer clustered, would 

it not be strategic to attempt computer clustering of 

neighborhoods on a basis of: the correlation patterns for each 

neighborhood? Thus the elem.ent of simply determining whether 

correlations were higher or lower than average and the patterns 

of pluses or minuses would be replaced by computer examination of 

the interrelationship of contact, seriousness, referral, and 

sanctions correlations. 
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l!'URTHSR EXAMINATION OF CONSISTENCY AND CONTINUITY WITH FASTCLUS 

When FASTCLUS was allowed to produce five clusters of 

neighborh.oods based on juvenile consistency (persons without 

contacts omitted), all but one of the High Offense Rate 

neighborhoods and, lIigh Delinquency and Crime Producing 

neighborhoods fell in the two highest consistency clusters bu.:!; 

even higher consistency neighborhoods were in other groups or 

clusters, as, of course, were the low consistency neighborhoods. 

Similarly, when neighborhoods were clustered according to their 

pattern of adult correlations, the concentration of neighborhoods 

with adult consistency in the High Offense, High Delinquency and, 

Crime producing areas was again found, as was the appearance of 

high adu1.t consistency neighborhoods throughout other areas in 

the community. 

The next step was to en'ter the juvenile and adult. 

correlations in ordet to produce a FAST.CLUS set of neighborhoods 

in which continuity between juvenile and adult behavior and 

experiences with the just.ice system would be found. ClUsters of 

neighborhoods with the greatest continuity differed from. each of 

the previous sets ot clusters but again it was apparent that 

although high juvenile-adult continuity was characteristic of 

neighborh.oods with High Offense Rates and High Delinquency and 

Crime Producing Characteristics, they were also found outside the 

inner city and, interstitial areas. 

A variety ot other approaches to clustering neighborhoods 

Were attempted w:ith fewer combinations of variables hut all 

-
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produced similar results--individua1 neighborhoods showed 

considerable variation in their c1uster types outside of the 

group of clusters of High Offense Rates and High Delinquency and 

Crime Producing neighborhoods.. The resul.ts of these FASTCLUS 

operations may be seen in Tabl.es 19 and 20 f.or the first or 

composi.te clustering ot neighborhoods into groups and 'rables 21 

through 24 for the clustering of neighborhoods by FASTCLUS. 

In these tables, it must be remembered, various aspects of 

each person's behavior and justice system experiences are 

correlated and used as a basis for th-c> FASTCLUS routine .. 

Individuals become the basis for classifying neighborhoods.. Bu't, 

in the next step, presentated in the table, we have shown how the 

cohort members who resided in neighborhoods as juveniles dif.fer 

in their behavior and experiences by the type of neighborhood in 

which they lived, assuming that their behavior and experiences 

were in part a product of the mi1ieu and how persons who dealt 

with them peLceived the milieu as important in the decision­

making process.. I.n this case the ecological ana1ysis is 

appropriate. 

AS a final step in the clustering endeavor, all 23 

delinquency and cri~e Rates and Delinquency and Crime producing 

Characteristics were entered in order to determine how 

neighborhoods would fare.. All but one of the neighborhoods in 

t.he top two clusters were found in the High Offense Rate, By­

Residence, and In-Area cluster. The deviant neighborhood, 

lleighborhood 3, was in the High By-Residence but Low In-Area 
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TABLE 19. JUVENILE AND ADULT CONSl.S',PENCY AND JUVENILE/ADULT 
CONTINUITY IN NEIGHBORHOODS BY OJ.:'FENSE RATES AND THEIR 
IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS 

---------------------------------------------~--------------------
Offense 

Rates 

1n- By-
Area Residence 

H Ii 

H 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics 

High 

2 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
17 
18 

16 

J 
JA 
JA 
JAC 

A 
JAC 
JAC 
JAC 
JA 
JAC 

Medium Low 

I 6 JAC r 
r 49 JAC I 
I I 
I I 
f I 
I 1 
I t 
I I 
I I 
r f 
I I 
I 23 J I 30 J C 
I r 

H 1:. I 4 I 
----------------------------( ----------'-----1 ---------------

M H 5 JA r 46 JAC r 47 JAC 

M 

M t 

19 JAC I 54 J C 1 
I I 
I 20 J t 
1 29 AC I 
r 33 JAC I 
t 35 J r 
I 56 JA ( 
I I 

25 
34 
50 

JA 
JA 
JAC 

, 14 A f 26 A 
I 32 I 42 J 

-------------------------------1----------------1----------------
L H 3 JAC I 37 JA f 

r I 
L 11 I 15 I 

( 55 I 
r I 
I I 
I , 
I I 
I I 

L L r 21 I 
[ 22 J I 
I 53 JAC I 
I I 
I I 

24 
28 
31 
36 
38 
41 

27 
39 
51 
52 
57 

A 
JA 
JA 
JAC 

A 
A 

JA 
JAC 
J 
JA ____ _ _________ 1 __ • .~_ ,_ _ 

J =.Juveni~e ~onsistency; A,::' Adult Consistency; C =High Juvenile­
Adult Cont~nu~ty. 
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TABLE 20. JUVENILE AND ADULT CON'SISTENCY AND JUVENILE/ADULT 
CONTINUITY IN NEIGHBORHOODS BY COMBINATIONS OF HIGH AND 
LOW OFFENSE RATES AND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 
PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS 

--------------------------------------------------------~----------
Juvenile/Adult Delinquency and Crime Producing Characterist.ics 
Offense Rates 
-----------

High l Medi.um I Low 
r -.--- f 
f r HJ HA I 6 .lAC I 41 A 

2 ..1 r 23 ..1 t 41 .lAC 
5 JA I 33 .lAC [ 
7 Jll I 46 .lAC I 8 .lA, r 49 .lAC r 9 .lAC I I 10 A I I 12 JAC I r 

13 JAC r r 17 JA I I 18 .lAC r ( 
19 .lAC r f 

I I HJ LA I 14 A r 24 A 
r 20 J r 30 ..1 C 
I 56 JA I 34 JA , 

38 r A 
-------------------------------r---------------~--I-------------

[ 
LJ HA 11 JAC ( 4 25 JA 

16 I 29 AC 
r 55 

LJ LA 3 .lAC r 15 , 50 .lAC 
I 21 r 26 A 
I 22 J t 27 
r 32 f 28 JA 
( 35 ..1 I 31 JAC 
I 37 JA I 36 JAC 
r 53 .lAC f 39 ..1 A 
r 54 J C I 42 J 
I I 51 .lAC 
r t 52 J 
f t 57 JA 

'-' . I 

J = Juvenile Consistency; A = Adult Consistency; oC = High Juvenile­
Adult Continuity. 
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TABLE 21. J'OVENILE AND ADULT CONSISTENCY AND JUVENILE/ADULT 
CONTINUITY IN NEIGHBORHOODS BY IN-AREA OFFENSE RATES 
AND DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS OF 
NEI.GHBORHOODS 

------------------~-------... --------.---------------------------

In-Area 6 5 4 3 2 1 

---------------------------------,-----------------1 r 1 'f 
I 7 J1\, I 6 JAC I f (' 

4 I 10 A I 18 JAC J I I 
l 11 .lAC I f r I 
I 12 JAC r 1 I I I I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
I I I ( I' ( I 
I 2..1 I I 13 .lAC I 30 J C I ! I 

3 I 8 JA I I 11 JAr , r J 
I 9 JAC f 1 I 1 [ ( 
1--------1--------1. --------1 -------1-------1-------1 
I f I I I I t 
I f I It I 25 JA (34 JA r f 

2 1 I I 5 JA I 29 AC I 47 .lAC I I, 
I I I 14 A I 42 ..1 r 50 .lAC 1 f 
I I l 16 I' ( I I 
r I I 19 JAC I ( I I 
[ I r 20 ..1 I f r r 
I I ( 23 J I I f I 
I I I 32 I I f I 
I r f 33 JAC J r I , 
( I I 35 J r I t I 
I I I 46 JAC I I ( I 
f t r 49 JAC r J I t 
I ( I 56 JA r I [ I 
(--------1--------(--------(--------1--------(--------1 
I f r fir f 
I 3 JAC I I 1S [38 A I 21 .[ 24 A I 

1 1 l I 22 J' I I 27 1 26 A t 
I r r 36 JAC ff 28 JA t 39 JA I 
I r f 37 JA t ( 31 JA f 41 A I 
I f 1 53 .lAC I l 51 .lAC !" I 
I t I 54 ..1 Crt 52 J r r 
t I I 57 JA t I 5S I I 
1 ___ 1 1_ 1__ r __ 1 f 

..1 ;:: Juvenile Consistency, A ;:: Adult Consistency; C =: High Juvenile­
Adult Continuity. 
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TABLE 22. JUVENI.LE AND ADULT CO!lSISTENCYAND J'UV'ENILE/ADULT 
CONTINUITY IN NBIGHBORHOODS BY-j!RESIDENCE OFFENSE RATES 
AND DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODU;CING CHARACTERI STICS OF 
NEIGHBORllOODS , 

-------------------------------------~I-----------------_n. ___ ~ __ _ 

By Resi­
dence 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

-------------------I ... -----
I 2 J 13 J AC ~ ~ : 

r ~;! ~: I f 
I 11 JAC I t r r r r 
f 12 JAC ( r I r I r 
I --------1------[ --------1 --·---~--l------I -------l 
I F r I ,. I f 
I 3 JAC I r 6 JAC f [ r J 
f 9 JAC I 1 II I I 
f --.---- f -----r ------.£ --.... - ........ ~ ...,~----t ----r 
I [ I I I I I 
I 10 A ( (5 JA I 30 J C I 50 JAC I I 
( r. ,16 r f r r 
I I r 17 JA r I ( I 
I I , 18 JAC 1 ( J I 
f r , 19 JAC r I t r 
I I I 37 JA I I f l 
I I I 46 JAC I I I. I 
f I f 49 JAC r.. I I I 
r -------- r ------1' -----1· --1----(--.,,----- J --... _ .... - t 
1 I r I II I .,,' I I 
I r 56 JA f 2~> JA I 34 J). I , 
( J r r 21~ AC ( t I 
1--------1-------[ -------1-';..----1------1-------( 
r r r f f f .~ 
f I f 14 A I 38 A I 31 JA I 24 A I 
I r I 15 I 1 47 JAC I 41 A I 
, f f 20 J I I 55 t r 
fIr 23 J r I r I 
t I ( 33 JAC ( I I I 
1ft 36 JAC J f I I 
, f f 54 J C I I I I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
1 I J r I r t 
r t t 4 f 42 J r 21 t 26 A [ 
t I I 22 J I I 27 I 39 JA J 
r f . , r 32 r I 28 JA r I 
t I '. ~ 35 J r r 51 JAC I 
I I l 53 JAC I I 52 J f 
I t r 57 JA r I f I 

J J *1.'-0 . _r .1 ( ___ I __ l__1 
= uvenl. e onsl.stencY'; A =. Adul.t consistency· C = Juvenile-

Adult Continuity. • 
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TABLE 23. JUVENILE AIm lHlULT CONSISTENCY AND JUVENILE/l\DULT 
CONTINUITY IN NEIGHBORHO'DDS BY JUVENILE OFFE1~SE RATES AND 
IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CHIM.E PRODUCING CHARill.CTERISTICS 
OF NEIGHBORHOODS 

----------------------'--------... ..... ----------------....,-----------

Juvenile 
Rates 

3 

2 

1 

6 5 4 3 2 1 
--- ----- ----- ... _---
I I J I I 
1 7 JA 1 I 6 JAC I 30 J C [ 
t 10 A I t 18' JAC I I 
I 11 JAC I I l' I I f 
I 12 JAC 1 I I I I J 
I--------f--------t--------I--------I--------I--------I 
r 1 Iff f I 
I 2 J I I 5 JA I 38 A l 31 JA I 24 A I 
r 3 JAC I r 13 JAe I 29 AC r 34 JA r I 
I 8 JA I (15 f r 50 JAC f r 
1 9 JAC I I 16 I I I I 
I I f 17 JA r r f I' 
I I I 19 JAC r f I I 
I I I 23 J I 1 I I 
I ( I 37 J A I r r ( 
I I (' 46 J'AC r I . [ f 
I J I 49 JAC I I I J 
, I I 54 J C r I r I 
r r I 56 JA I I I [ 
I -------1-----... -1 -------1---'''''-1 --------1-------1 
r I I I f r t 
I t I 4 I 25 JA r 21 r 26 A I 
I I I 14 A I 42 J I 27 I 39 JA J 
, r I 20 ~r r 'f 28 JA f 41 A , 
I' I f 22 J f ~ 47 JAC [ I 
I I r 32 I r 51 JAC I ( 
r I t 33 JAC I t 52 J t f 
r f I 35 J I I 55 I I 
I I I 36 JAe I I I I 
I ( r 53 J AC f r I l 
( f t 57 J'A r t I I 
'..,.-__ 1 __ 1___ _ 1 ____ 1 __ 1, _I 

J = Juvenile consistency; A = Adult Consistency; C = High Juvenile­
Adult Continuity_ 
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TABLE 24. JUVENILE AND ADULT CONSISTENCY AND JUVENILE/ADULT 
CONTINUITY' IN NEIGHBORHOODS BY ADULT OFFENSE RATES AND 
IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS 
OF NEIGHBORHOODS 

-------------~--.. ------------------.-----------------------------
Delinguency ~nd ££ime Prodyging ~racteri2!ic2 

Adult 
Rates 6 5 4 3 2 1 

. -- ------' ------- -----
I I l ( I I 
r 2 J I I 6 JAC I l I 

4 I 3 JAC I I 13 JAC I t , 
I 7 JA I I I J I 
r 11 JAC , I' f r I I 
r 12 JAC I t r l I I 
I--------I--------I--------I--------I---------I--------t 
r I I , r I t 
( 8 JA I r 4 f 29 AC I 47 JAe ( I 

3 1 9 JAC 1 I 5 JA I 30 J C f I 1 , 10 A r I 16 f I I r 
[ I I 11 JA r 1 l I 
I I I 18 JAC r I I. t 
( I r 23 J t ( , l 
I I. I 49 JAC I ( 1 t 
1--------1---------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
t I I I I I t 
[ I r 14 A- I 38 A ( 21 f 24 A I 

2 I l I 15 I i 31 JA I I 
( r I 19 JAC r r 50 JAC I r 
I I I 20 J r I 51,'J'AC I , 
I I I 22 J 1 I 55 ( I 
t I I 32 r f r r 
I 1 f 33 JAC I I J I 
I I I 35 J I I r l 
I I f 36 JAC I f t r 
I I I 37 JA r I I I 
f ( I 46 JAC I I I I 
I I" -, f 53 JAC I I , r 
r I r 54 J C I I f f 
I I I 56 JA I I I I 
I f I 57 JA r f r t 
(. --' _______ 1· ------( -------( ------1- - ..... ------....1 ~..,---l 
I I 1 f. I 1 
I t I 25 JA I 27 I 26 A • 1 I t t2 42 J I 28 JA I 39 JA r 
I 1 I I 34 JA I 41 A I 
f c· I , f I 52 J I I " ( ___ I _ .. _t __ I ____ I __ I ___ r 

J = Juveni~e Consistency; A = Adult Consistency; C = Juvenile-
Adult continuity. 
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offen.se Rate Y'~oup. It had also been an anomaly in numerous 

other analyses. Only one neighborh.ood not appearing in the top 

tw(') clusters was in the High Offense Rate, High Delinquency and 

Crime Producing group, that being Neighborhood 13. Similar 

consistency in the results of this clustering operati.on and the 

clusters of neighborhoods produced by individual clustering of 

Offense Rates and Delinquency and Crime Producing Chara.cteristics 

were found but this would have been expected since both groups 

had been produced by ,PASTeL,US. 

EXPLAINING SOME ANOMALIES IN THE DIS~RIBOTION OF CONSISTENCY AND 
CONTINUITY 

Thus far it would appear: that neither juvenile nor adult 

consistenoy nor juvenile/adult continuity is as closely relat.ed 

to the stl':ucturaJ. organization of the city as had. been expected. 

Neighborhood milieu (10e5 not have the r\~lat.ionship to consistellcy 

and continuity patterns that ha.d been hypothesized. We had 

eXI?ected con.sistency a~d continuity in inner city and 

interstitial neighborhoods and in High Offense,. High Delinquency 

and Crime Producing neighborhoods but une'.ven responses t.o 

delinque.ncy and criae in other neigbborho()ds and lack of 

juvenil(~/adult continuity. Nonetheless, some neighborhoods are 

Characterized by juvenile and adult consistency and 

juvenile/adult continuity while others are bel:eft of any of 

these .. 

As this par~ble of differential evil (on the part of perhaps 

both delinquents and criainals and representatives of the justice 

system) unfolds there must be some artifact of the data (perhaps 
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a missing tablet) that, if taken into consideration, will make 

everything fall into place. Perhaps we should have determined 

more abou1~ what the members of the cohorts were like who had been 

socialized iri:< ea,~h neighborhood, taking this into consideJ:'ation 

as a basis for consistency and continuity expectations. Perhaps 

cohort members who resided there had seriousness levels which 

were inconsistent with our expectations.. I.f relatively few 

juveniles in a neighborhood engage in serious delinquency and 

relatively few ot th.e adults who were socialized there engage in 

serious cI~ime we would expect few referrals and very low 

sanctions,r therefore consistency during both periods and 

continuity between periods. If seriousness scores are high then 

we expect frequent referrals and severe sanctions and if all are 

high for juveniles and adults we expect high continuity .. 

The anomalies aI:e those neighborhoods in which seriousness, 

referrals, and sanctions are about the saine but in which 

individuals are dealt with inconsistently. Of,. course, 
I' 

i' 

consistency could still be present during thd juvenile period no 

matter wha·t its characteristics if the B!Qst serious off~nders are 

dealt with more severely than others.. If, ho~ever, a 

neighborhood is in the highest quartile in every respect but 

there is relatively little consistency we lI1ay consider i.t a:.ll 
anomaly. Let us look at Table 25 and see if any kinds of 

anomalies remain as we now describe each neighborhood .. 

Each neighborhood has been placed in a quartile on a basis 

of its relative seriousness scores, number of referrals, and 
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TABLE 25. JUVENILE AND ADULT SERI.OUSNESS, RBFEI<HALS, AND SANCTIONS 
AND CONSISTENCY AND CONTINilI'!!Y BY OFFENSE RATES AND 
IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CR.IME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS 
OF NEl.GHbORHOODS 

---..-----------------------------------------------------_ .... _------
Offense 

Rates 

A R 

Delinguency and Cr.ime Producing Characteristics 

nigh Medium Low 

H 11 2 123,111*J I 6 1111111 JAC , 
7 111,111 JA I 49 211,211 JAC I 
li 111 .. 121 JA J I 
9 112,111 JAC t I 

10 2'11,223 A I f 
11 111, 111 J Ae I I 
12 111,1i1 JAC I I 
13 111,111 JAe l r 
17 121,111 J A I I 
18 222,112 JAC J r 

- -----~-___________ __4 ______ 1 ----------------..-'r --.. ______ t __ ..,;. ___ _ 

H H 16 12 tl,232 I 23 222,433 J I 30 211,344 J C 

-------------------~-------r--~----------------r-----------------
H L I 4 444 1444 t 

~-------~----------~-------I-------------------l---------~-------
M H 5 33~,333 JA I 46 112,111 JAC ,47 321,223 JAC 

19 222,222 JAC ( 54 213,222 J C f 
------~-------------------l---~---------------I-----------------

M M r 20 433,434 J I 25 444,444 JA 
r 29 244w223 AC I 34 321,342 JA 
I 33 333,422 JAC I 50 231,212 JaC 
I 35 433,434 J I 
I 56 332,222 JA r 

------------~~-------------I--------~~ 'f . . ,.------- -----------------
M L I 14 224,322 A f 26 433,443 A 

t 32 344,344 ( 42 333,433 J 

--------------~------------I-----------~-------l----~------~----
L H 3 32~j114 JAC I 37 112,111 JA f 
~--------------------------I---------~--------f -----------------

L M I 15 133,232 I 24 232,321 A 
[ 55 344,242 I 28 442,444 JA 
r I 31 223,222 JA 
1 I 36 323,433 JAC 
I f 38 244,322 A 
( I 41 322,444 A 

----~---------~~--~------~I--------------·--~--I-----------------
L L t 21 444,344 r 27 443,333 

I 22 443,344 J r 39 434,443 JA 
I 53 434,333 JAC I 51 342~343 JAC 
r f 52 444,444 J 
I f 51 444,434 JA 

* Nei<tiiborhOOdqUartile~hIgh-to loW;on-percent with high­
ser10usness scores, h~gh referrals i and high sanctions. 

-- -~--------.. -- -~-

'. 
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severity of sanctions for both the juvenile and adult periods of 

the juvenil.es who were socialized in it. Note that most of the 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics are in the 

highest quartile on each measure during both the juvenile and 

adult periods and that all save one have juvenile consistency and 

all save one have adult consistency but that only half have 

juvenile/adult continuity", By contrast, neighborhoods in th.e 

Medium and Low Offense Rate groups and Medium dnd Low Delinquency 

and Crime Producin.9 groups are Illost often J.n the lowest or next 

to lowest quartile on each measure. Fewer c)f them ,ShOli 

consistency during either the juvenile or adult period and fewer 

show juvenile/adult continuity.. I.t should he noted, of course, 

that the consistency and continuity categoriz~tions for 

neighborhoods in this table are based on a summat~on of four 

measures, one at a time," for the neighborhood rather than 

individual characteristics. These relationships may be 

criticized as being based on the eco~ogical tallacy.. While 

everyone with a juvenile neigh.borhood of residence has been 

included, each statistic is a neighborhood statistic. 

There is, ot course, a chance element in the making of 

consistency or incQnsistency or continuity or discontinuity in 

neighborhoods in the lowest and next to lowest quartiles for 

those with relative1y small cohort populations. They have 

relatively fewer persons with delinqu~nt or criminal records so 

that a few cases dealt '!<lith inconsistently coUl.d place them in 
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the inconsistent category and a few cases with continuity from 

the juvenile to adult period could determine their con.tinuity 

11 Ji. 
~ _______________ i ________________________________________________________________ ~ __ ~ ____ ~!I ___ t_' L-________ ~ __________ ~ ____ ~ __________ ~~ ______ ~ ________________ ~ __ ~ ______ __ 
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TABLE 26. JUVENILE OFFENSE/INTERVENTION TYPES BY OFFENSE RATES 
A.ND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING 
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHnORHOODS 

u -----------------------------------------------------------------'"-... "~"-'~~"s:,::;::2;::=:::-:~=~~:::!:!~~~::v '!!~"-~' >.. . "1~' .,. r"'" ... ' '··"'~"QJIa~~"--'D~lin\!~~n cY"a"n-rnr: e:~::u Cing' characteristics 
: I 1: "', A * R llL~1M.MHHH N'L~~~HHH explored. The range of fre~uency and seriousness of police 

contacts was divided into three groups, low, medium, and high 

seriousness.. The range of fre~uency of referrals and severity of 

sanctions was divided into three groups, low, medium" and high 

intervention. 

High 

-'"" 

• 

Nine categories could be generated (but all nine were not 

likely) plus an ddditional group with no contacts, thus no 

seriousness, no referrals, and no sanctions. Actually, only 

seven categories were generated beyond the no contact group 

(54.9% of the cohort members were in this category during the 

juvenile period and 50.0% during the adult period).. The 

categ'ories remaining wer:e low seriousness, low sanctions; medium 

seriousness, low sanctions; medium seriousness, medium sanctions; 

medium seriousness, high sanctions; high seriousness,. low 

sanctions; high seriousness, medium sanctions; and high 

seriousness .. high sanctions. 

The proportion of all cohort members in each category was 

then compared with the proportion of persons in the neighborhood 

for each cail;egory, thus giving each neighborhood a distinctive 

pattern of pluses and minuses,. as shown in Ta~les 26 and~27 for 

the juvenile and. adult periods. Note that most neighborhoods 

with High By-Residence Of tense Rates have a pattern of pluses at 

; 1 i u, H H OLLMHLMH ( OLLMHUlH 
,I 6 -++--++ I 

NLMMMlIliH** 
OLLr1HLl'1H I 

'1 49 ---+-+-+ I 
2 --++++++*** I 
7 --++-+-+ I 

1 I 

I '2?' I 
8 -++-+-++ I 
9 --++-+++ I 

10 -++++++-
,) ( . ! 

[ 
11 --+--+++ ( 

t I 12 ---++-++ I , [ 
I I 

13 --++-+++ I 

I I 
· f =3 H M 23 --++--- I 30 -+-+-++_. 

17 --+--+++ 1 
18 --+--++ I 

-+i'+--+-
I Ii L 4 +-+---- I 

16 I 
I 

t -----------------~---------t-------------------f-----------------I 
I 
I 
r 

./ 

f 

: I 
; I 
: ! 

I 
\ 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
! 
1 
I 
I 
i 

.1 
! 

I 
f 
! , 
I 
! 

I· i l 
1 I t I 
l" 

, 

M H 5 -+++--+- f 46 -+++-+++ r 47 +---+++ 
19 -+++---+ I 54 -+++++++ I 

11 11 t 20 +------+ f 25 +-+-----
I 29 -++----- I 34 -+-+--+-
I 33 ++---++- I 50 --++-++-
f 35 +++---+- r 
I 56 +-+----- r 

M L I 14· --++-+- I 26 ++-+----
I 32 ++++++-- , 42 ++-+--+-

---------------------------1-------------------1-----------------
L H 3 -+----++ I 37 --+--+++ I 
t M r 15 -+++-+-+ I 24 +-++-+--

I 55 +-+--+- r 28 +--++--~ 
I I 31 -++---+-
I I 36 +--+-+--
I I 38 -++--+-+ 
l I 41 -+-+++--

t L I 21 ++--++- ( 27 ++------
I 22 ++------ I 39 ++------
I 53 ~+------ I 51 +-+-+---
I I 52 ++------
f l 57 ++-++---

* ~=-rn=A-rea'Offense nat!;;"R = By=iesidence'Offense Rates ** NO = No police contacts; L.L =. low seriousness, loW' sanctions; 
Mt = medium seriousness, low sanctions; MM :. medium seriousness, 
medium sanctions, etc. 

*** + = More cohort members in category than average; - :. fewer 
than average. 

. "" 

I 
I 

~----~--~--------~--~------~----------~~~------~~~----~--~---~~--~--------~~----~--~-
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ADULT OFFENSE/INTERVENT!ON TYPES BY OFFENSE RATES 
AND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING 
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
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the right hand side and m~nuses to the left, but that as one 

-------------------------------.---------------------------- '(f!J moves over the Low DCl? neighborhoods and down to Medium and LoW" 

A* R 

Offense . . .1 . 
-"'~'-':". ,,- " ~~"i'" ",~,_", ~t:.~~ 0 .',.~?r:~,~~~::~:...:~"~~~~:~a~:=~:,,~~~.: ... il,, ,'~":~"""'-h ... ,...---}.NI .... - .. "".i::;'i~"','r'vl~'''~;;t'-:'~~!lW~,QJMl~.,,,t>_~: ,patt,~r~~.,~~s ,.'~~i\~_,Pl,,~S;~,~ ,~ __ _ 

High Medium .. 0

0

'." LoW" j! I found on the left hand side (fewer than av'erage number of persons 

t 

H 
NLmH:1HHH** NLMMM1UIH NLMMMHHH II J 
OLLMHLf.1H I OLLMHLMH r OLLMHLMH' I' !111~) 

i ~~1~r* I 4~ =:~:=::: ! r 
1
10

1 
-+-+-+-+ I,.. I( l' 
---+-+++ 

12 --+---++ 1 I I 
13 -+-+-+++ , I II It) 
17 -+++++++ I f i! I 

HB LM ~~ =~::=::: II 2~ ;;::=:::: : 30 +--.---- I I!., 

.'.! ' ---------------------------1--------------------1-----------------1 
M li 5 -+-+---- ,46 -+++-++ I 47 ----+-+ l,t 

19 --+--+++ r 54 -++++++- r i.1 

L 

I 20 -++--+-+ I 25 ++--+-- II 
I 29 -++-+-++ J 34 +-+--+-- ;1 

I 33 ++-+-+-- I 50 -+---+- :1 
I 35 ++-++--- I II 
I 56 -+++--+- I II 
I 14 -+-+--+- I 26 +------ 1\ 
I 32 +-++---- I 42 +-+-+-- IJ 

-~---:-----;-:::::;::::;;-----!--~~=::~==::------! ::-=:=:~=:~--- II 
I 55 +-+-++- f 28 ++---+- !I 

L L 

I ( 31 --+--+-+ II 
I I 36 ++-+---- 1.\ 
I r 38 ++-+--+-
r I 41 +----+-- II 

! ~i :~=::~ ! i~ :~==~~-= I 
I I 52 ++-+-+-- ! 
I I 57 +-+---- \1 

. J_ __1_ .. f 
~A = In-Area Offense Rates; It = BY-Residence Offense Rates II 
** NO = No police contacts;, LL = low ~eriousness, lc;>w sanc~ions; I 

ML = medium seriousness, low sanct1ons; MM = med1um ser1ousness, 
medium sanctions, etc. 

*** + = More cohort members in category" than average; 
than average. 

-

= fewer 

with no contacts, low seriousness, and low interventions) to 

minuses on the right hand side (fewer than uverage number of 

persons with high seriousness and high intervention) .. The 

behavior and experiences of cohort members who resided in each 

neighborhood as juv'eniles is thus transforrlled into a pattern of 

pluses and minuses which represent that neighborhood's deviation 

from the average for the combined cohortsQ 

A visual pattern such as this does not tell us the degree to 

which a neighborhood's cohort members have systematically 

different experiences with the juvenile justice system but it 

does reveal that neighborhoods with High Offense Rates by their 

residents had juv'enile experience patterns that were generall.y 

different from those with Medium or Lov Rates, particular~y if 

these neighborhoods also had High Delinquency and Crime producing 

Characteristics. Similar patterned differences were also present 

during the adult period. 

Proceeding further to Table 28, these patterns are 

transformed into Geomefric scores representing patterns of 

seriousness~d intervent~on (excluding the no contacts cohort 

members),.. In \hiS table neighborhoods are arrang"ed accordi.ng to 

Juvenile and Adult Offense Rates by By-Residence. These. 

Geometric scores were generated by giving 1 point to a 
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JUVEN1LE/ADULT OFFENSE/INTERVENTION TYPES BY OFFENSE 
BATES AND IN-AREA DELINQUENCY AND CR1J:1E PRODUCING 
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Juvenile/Adult* 
o ffens e Rates 

HJ HA 

HJ LA 

Delinquency and Crime producing Characteristics 

High 

JUV 
2 123 
5 30 
7 51 
8 62 
9 59 

10 95 
12 120 
13 59 
17 43 
18 42 
19 50 

ADT 
b3** 
20 

123 
35 

123 
53 
42 
61 

123 
62 
43 

Mediulll 

JUV ADT 
I 6 62 23 I 
f 23 18 20 I 
I 33 13 21 I 
I 46 63 62 I 
r 49 49 61 l 
I t 
r I 
I I 
I I 
I [ 
( l 

41 
47 

LoW 

JUV ADT 
85 1. 
41 33 

I 1 4 1 9 28 (24 19 28 
r 20 32 39 t 30 29 2 
( 56 2 30 f 34 28 3 
f I 38 39 28 

--------------------------1---------------[-----------
LJ HA 11 43 57 t 4 2 4 I 25 2 5 

16 30 9 I 29 6 110 I 
I 55 21 66 J 

LJ LA 3 44 58 r 15 55 46 [ 
I 21 13 22 f 
, 22 4 35 f 
t 32 23 18 I 
l 35 14 84 I 
( 37 43 50 l 
t 53 4 9 l 
I 54 127 95 I 
( I 
r I 
I I 

50 
26 
27 
28 
31 
36 
39 
42 
51 
52 
57 

27 
20 

4 
65 
14 
17 

4 
28 
66 

4 
84 

10 
o 

68 
12 
35 
20 
17 
17 

2 
21 
16 

-_ .. _. ------- . ___ t..__---- ('_. _________ _ 

* Based on juvenile and adult police contact rates by neighborhood 
of residence for cohort m.embers at time of contact and juvenile 
and adult felony rates by place of felony and place of residence. 

** Geometric $tcores representing seriousness/sanctions types shown 
on Tables 26 and 27. 
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a neighborhood with more than the average proportion of cohort 

mem.bers with low seriousness and low intervention, 8 points to a 

neighborhood with high seriousness but med.ium intervention, 16 

poin'ts to a neighborhood with mediulU seriousness and medium 

inter\{ent.ion, 32 points to a neighborhood with high seriousness 

and hig'h intervention, until 64 points were given to the 

neighborhood with more than the average proportion of cohort 

members with medium seriousness and. high interv·ention. 

Thus, any neighborhood with a Geometric score of 32 or more 

at least had a disproportional number of cohort members with 

higher than average seriousness but unless the score was 64 or 

higher the:r:e were no more than the average number of cohort 

melDbers with disproportionally severe intervention. Note that 

only one neighborhood (Neighborhood 5) with High Juvenile and 

Adult Offense Rates ana. High Delinguency and. Crime Producing 

Characteristics had. a Geometric score below 32 for both the 

juvenile and adult periods • 

At the opposite ex·t:.reme of the table, neighborhoods with Low 

Juvenile and Adult Oifense Rat-es and Low DCP Characteristics, we 

find that most neighborhoods had Geometric scores below 32 for 

both the juvenile and adult periods. A score of 48 or higher 

means that a neighborhood has more than the average proportion of 

. 
. ~~--------~-~~ .. --,--.. --.-... - ---
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corresponding medium and high intervention. I ~~:J 
its cohort members with high or medium seriou.sness and 

We find that most neighbo~hoods with High Juvenile and Adult . J 
..,.. .... """''I.o.~ .,,- ~' ... ----.,-e J:!~~-5',:r·',n:ft~~d~ii'··".OC,,*""''e'''.iictL;C~~:c1:tS.''t'''ii::s'''';'1fa'Vi:!'''''~&br~f "'4c:F"m:~ "'", ...... "-.. _-_.r: ... ' ',."' ... 

'U higher and that relatively fewer neighborhoods in other 

combinations of Offense and DCP Characteristics have such high 

intervention scores. But when the score for peI:usal is raised to 

64 or higher, indicative of medium seriousness but high 

intervention, there is little relationship to neighborhood type. 

The reader may see from perusal of Table 28, however, that 

intervention scores are generally related to neighborhood 

,Delinquency and C:r'ime Producing Characteristics and 

Juvenile/Adult Offense Rates. lleighborhood Delinquency and Crime 

Producing Characteristics produced a correlation of .361 for 

juvenile intervention and .573 for adult intervention. The 

correlation of juvenile intervention scores with neighborhoods 

according to their juvenile offense rates was .. 361" While the 

correlation of adult intervention scores with neighborhoods 

according to their adult offense rates was .306.. Although 

neighborhood offense rates explain little of the variance in 

intervention scores, we shall show how this may be improved upon 

in the next sectio~. 

When these Geomei;ric intervention scores were arranged in a 

table (Table 28A) according to In-Area and By-Residence Offense 

Rates and High Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics 

not a single neighborhood in the High In-Area dnd By-Residence 

I 
I 
I 

-116-' 

TABLE 28A. J'UVENILE/ADULT OJ!FENSE/IN~ERVENTION TYPES BY OFFENSE 
RATES AND IN-AREA DBLINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING 
CHARACTEI<ISTICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS* 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Offense 

Rates Delinquency and Crime Producin.g Characteristics." 
"'.C) "!;~llr';'l"~' ," c..,·rL '," 'U\~:~' '. ')-.... 't.!! .. ·'l'l:--.~-...,,~"·· ·.J)\.A:.i~~.'-,L...r..:i~ _._" ..... ~_,~'J_~. ~i·-"'t{~, 

High Medium I.ow 
",,,,,, :".::;,;"",'~, ... ;,,,,..,:" 1:il~·' " " ::.i)).~.!, ~y:"""""G.i'''I'; 

Area Resid.ence 

JUV' ADT JUV ADT JUV ADT Ii Ii 2 123 63 I 6 62 23 r 7 51 123 t 49 49 61 I 8 62 35 I I 9 59 123 I f 10 95 53 I I 11 43 57 I I 12 120 42 f r 13 59 61 f r 17 43 123 I I 18 42 62 , 
I H ~1 16 30 9 1 23 18 20 I, 30 29 2 H L I 4 2 4 f 

---------------~------------~I---I-------------------r-------------Ii H 5 30 20 ( 46 63 62 47 41 33 19 50 43 I 54 121 95 
M. M r 20 32 39 25 2 5 

I 29 6 110 34 28 3 
I 33 13 21 50 21 10 
f 35 14 84 
r 56 2 30 

M L i 1t~ 19 2ij 26 20 0 
f 32 23 18 I 42 28 11 ---------------------------r-----------------l-----------L H 3 44 58 I 37 43 50 I L ~I I 15 55 46 I 24 19 28 r 55 21 66 r 28 65 12 , 

I 31 14 35 
I I 36 11 20 
r r 38 39 28 
I r 41 85 1 L L f 21 13 22 f 21 4 68 
t 22 4 35 t 39 4 17 , 53 4 9 I 51 66 2 
t I 52 4 21 r f 51 84 16 

---. ___ 1 ____ -
1- ----

* Geometric scores representing seriousness/sanctions 
the the same as presented in Table 28~ 

type are 

" ',y" . , 

~ 
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and High Del? Groups tailed to have a score of 32 or higher for 

the juvenile an.d adult periods. Most also had Geom.etric 

~ '-f. ~'i t:,d ~~.f "'.~M¥Irt. ·;'''··'d;}.I~~"",~~ ___ ",, ,.11/ :"~'rf-- . ~~.\o""'"'-''''''''' __ ';l.~!' ":'" ..... ~ ... , :111: \8If\l>"" ..... III,,.· If, /tlo. _ ...... , qt" interven ti.on -~CV~ or "4l1"""1.)r~n:er .. """B,! eV~i:'t.~'\I'JiID.,QA')":"i"""_""""'''''''''''''·· ,.,( .... ",'-;;'': 

t 

neighborhoods with Medium or Low By-Residence Offense Rates and 

Medium or Low DCPs had Geometric intervention scot:es lower than 

48. 
The redder should note that Geollletric intervention scores 

were generally low for the adult per:iod in neighborhoods 

characterized as having low In-Area Offense Rates and in all low 

Del? scores neighborhoods, regardless of how they were classified 

according. to the vari.ous series of rates. Again, to present the 

relationship more precisely, the Del? correlations (Geometric 

scores were transformed into ranks for computati.onal purposes) 

were .361 .."l.th the juvenile intervention 't.ypes and .573 with 

those for adults.. While the In-Area Offense Rates of 

neighborhoods were correlatea only .270 with. the juvenile 

intervention types and .230 for the adult intervention types, the 

By-Residence Offense Rates of neighborhoods produced higher 

correlations,. .611 tor juvenile and .576 for adult i.ntervention 

types. Thus, although only 37.3~ and 39.1~ of the variance in 

intervention scores is accounted for, the ne~ghborho~ !ili~u ~g 

related ~ juvenile/adult in~~~ion ]y~~. 

For those who are ambivalent about the use of statistiCS as 

a way of representing those ecological rel~tionships, observation 

of the distribution of scores of 48 or hi~~~er in Taple '2BA should 
f 

.be sufficient to make the point .. 
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The reader m.ay also W',ish to turn back to Map 7 where it can 

be :'Iloted ,that most neighbol':'hoods with intervention scores of 48 

~<{.:",~_ ... ~,,~.:;'y~~her ,for either the juvenile or adult period are found in 
..... d ... ~, I' '''''''W'.;!k:!~ili~Ut'_~· .'1" ',': ~/.. ...... ' ... ,', .J,~" .. ;"' ..... __ .... " '~'~~'kl!l "ltiIIItt ~ ,I 

th(~ hig'h crime neighborhoods outlined, on this map', ;~st"""O"i:'wh~' ""-"' 
are in the inner city and adjacent interstitial area 

nE.\igllborhoods.. Most of the remainder are in peripheral 

neighborhoods more recently developing into a high delinquency 

an.d crime areas. 

In sum,. Tables 25 through 28A give some evidence that not 

()nly is seriousness of the combined cohorts related to the 

classification of neighborhoods but disproportional intervention 

also follows this pattern. 

DISPROPORTI.ONAL INTBRVENTION DURING THE JUVENILE OR ADULT PERIOD 

But let us go a step further with Tables 29 and 30 by 

simplifying the 1l1a.nnel: in which disproportional i.ntervention is 

representeu. In this procedure we have ~ontro1led for the 

seriousness of juvenile and adult careers so that the index 

represents only dispLoportdona1 intervention. It is based on the 

proportion of the combined cohorJt residing in a neighborhood who 

received sanctions proportional to the seriousness of their 

careers divided by the proportion of those who received sanctions 

dispropo:ctionate~y high to th.e seriousness of their careers as 

jufteniles or adults .. 

Those neighborhoods with an index of .278 had intervention 

disproporti,onal to tho seriousness of the offenses of their 

cohort mam,bers during the juv~nile period and those with .330 had 

L2 

______ ............ _~ ____ ~ ________ ~~~.~_. ____ ~ ______ _ . __ J_ 
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JOV ADT JUV ADT JUV ADT 
H H 2 .311 .488 I 6 .583 .500 r 

7 .462 .595 I 49 .944 .000 I 
8 .353 .448 f I 
9 .324 .533 r l 

10 .350 .500 f I 
11 .400 .588 I I 
12 .739 .520 r I 
13 • 457 .. 548 I I 
17 .240 .400 r ( 
18 .238 .421 r r 

H 11 16 .. 21L~ .240 I 23 .261 .462 I 30 .. 273 .100 
H L I 4 .071 .000 I 

--------------------------------1-------------------1-------------
~1 H 5 .217 .200 I 46 .281 .290 l 47 .333 .474 

L 

19 .348 .. 280 t 54 .346 .286 I 
I 20 .500 .222 I 
I 29 .059 .333 I 
f 33 .200 .500 r 
I 35 .105 .357 f 
I 56 .167 .231 I 

25 .105 .200 
34 .400 • t'18 
50 .154 .148 

r 14 .250 .240 , 26 .500 .250 
r 32 .158 .323 I 42 .143 .400 

----------------------------1-----------------1--------------
L H 3 .. 250 .500 I 37 .. 238 .857 I 
L M ( 15 .269 .174 I 24 .333 .400 

I 55 .111 .130 I 28 .238 .048 
J t 31 .154 .. 257 
r I 36 .393 .333 
I I 3H .148 .389 
I I 41 .429 .143 

1. L f 21 .100 .235 r 27 .100 .250 
I 22 .167 .188 I 39 .300 .167 
1 53 .250 .200 r 51 .154 .083 
I I 52 ~ 182 • 300 
I I 57 .267 .545 _______ ... _____ 1 .. _.__ _ __ I ___ ~-

* If juvenile index is above .278 and adult index is above .330, 
then sanctioning is disproportionately severe in neighborhood. 

I 
,) 

JUY ADT 

HJ UA 2 .311 .488 
5 .. 217 .200 
7 "/H;2 .595 
8 .353 .448 
9 .324 .. 533 

10 .. 350 .500 
12 .739 .. 520 
13 .457 .548 
17 .240 .400 
18 .238 .. 421 
19 .348 .280 

HJ LA 
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I 
r 
t 
I 
f 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
r 

JUY ADT 

6 .. 583 .500 
23 .261 .462 
33 .200 .500 
46 .281 .290 
49 .. 944 .000 

14 .250 .240 
20 .500 .222 
56 .167 .231 

... 

I 
r 
f 
I 
t 
I 
I 
( 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
( 

I 

JUV ADT 

41 .429 .143 
41 .333 .474 

24 .333 .400 
30 .273 .. 100 
34 .. 400 .118 
38 .148 .389 

---------------------------------1-----------------1---------------
LJ HA 11 .400 .58B r 4 .071 .000 I 25 .105 .200 

LJ LA 

lb .21" .240 r 29 .059 .333 l 

3 .250 .500 
I 55 .111 .130 I 
f 15 .269 .174 I 
r 21 .100 .235 I 
I 22 .. 167 .. 188 I 
I 32 .15~ .323 r 
I 35 .105 .357 r 
I 37 .23U .~57 I 
r 53 .250 .200 f 
I 5~ .346 .286 r 
I I 
, r 

50 .154 
26 .500 
27 .100 
28 .238 
31 .154 
36 .393 
39 .300 
42 .143 
51 .154 
52 .. 182 
57 .267 

.1'18 

.250 
.250 
.048 
.257 
.333 
.167 
.400 
.083 
.300 
.545 _______ ~ ____ . ________ ~r' _____ __.~(' ______ _ 

* If juvenile index is above .218 and adult index is above .330, 
then sanctio~~ng is disproportionately seve~e in neighho~hood. 

-, 

'. 



4 1'7 ___ 

" :1 

:~ 
'~ 
\ 

) r: 

'----~~.-----'O~--~----------------------------------------____ --________________ -----------

-121-

inte~vention disp~opo~tional to the seriousness of offenses 

during the adult period. 

Although most neighborhoods with High In-Area, By-Residence, 

and High Delinquency and Crime Producin.g Characteristics have 

disp'~oportionately severe sanctioning' for both the juvenile and 

adult pe~iods, the overall pattern of dispropo~tional sanctioning 

is not as evident as when seriousness of ca~ee~ was an element in 

the typology. Disproportional sanctioning by neighbo~hoodS 

differs considerably from the juvenile to the adult period, the 

correlation being only .131 .. 

Of the othe~ neighborhoods which have disp~opo~tionately 

severe sanctioning ot their cohort members, more than half have 

either Medium o~ Low In-Area or Medium or Low By-Residence 

Offense Rates and MediulI'l or Low DCPs.. The correlations bet'ileen 

neighborhood characteristics ~nd disproportional sanctioning were 

considerably lower than those produced hy the intel:vention type 

scores. 

In Table 29, DCPs and disproportional sanctioning scores 

were correlated only .216 and .418 for the juvenile i:&:nd adult 

periods. In-Area Offense Rates (groupings of neighborhoods) were 

correlated only .. 393 and .246 for the juvenile and adult periodS 

but .462 and .475 tor ~y-Residence Offense Rates. What Tahle 29 

has again shown us is that more inner city and interstitial 

juveniles and adults have had Inore serious difficulty with the 

police and have also been dealt with differently than have that 

usually sma.ller proportion of similar cohQrt members from other 
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neighborhoods. A disproportional number of: serious offenders in 

the neighborhood seems to compound the troubles of those who get 

into trouble. 

Turning to Table 30, most neighborhoods with High Juvenile 

and High Adult Offense Rates and High Delinquency and Crime 

producing Characteristics had disproportionately severe 

sanctioning of their cohort members while few neighborhoods with 

Low Rat~s and l.ow DCPs had disproportionately severe sanctioning. 

Juvenile disproportional sanctioning and adult disproportional 

sanctioning we~e correlated .473 and .203 with the arrang'ement of 

neighborhoods according to juvenile and adult offense rates in 

this table .. 

That seriousness of careers had been controlled in this 

manner served to generally (four out of six correlations) produce 

less less relationship between neighborhood milieu than was shown 

in Tables 28 and 28A.. While neither Tahle 29 nor 30 produced a 

Pattern of -'ispropo ... ·tl.· onately sever"'" ~ ~ c sanctioning that was highly 

related. to neighborhood characteristics, milieu effects were 

still quite apparent, i.e., cohort members from the inner city 

and interstitial areas eXperienced disproportionately severe 

sanctions during the juv'enUe and adult periods.. For the feW' 

other neighborhoods with disproportional sanctioning ~t was 

present during one period rather than both. 

DISPROPORTIONAL SANCTION1NG OF INDIVIDUAL ~OLICE CONTACTS 

In the tables that we have presented thus far in this 

section the statistic for each neighborhood was based on a 

... 
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measure for either the juvenile or the adult period for coho:ct 

members who resided in that neighborhood during the juvenile 

period. But in every case the statistic was based on what had 

happened. during the period in question rather than W'hat had 

happened in response to any single or set of police contact(s} 

that culminated with a court disposition. 

Since we have concluded tha.t careers during either the 

juvenile or adult pe£iod differ on a basis ot neighborhood 

milieu, we might expect some differences in response to police 

contacts by nei.ghborhood, controlling for seriousness as 

misdemeanor or felony. We would expect individual incidents to 

produce less variation, howeve:c, because not all are part of a 

serious career that might g'i ve rise to a severe reaction by 

authorities. When the means were p:coduced with this control for 

seriousness, as shown in Table 31, m.ilieu diffe:cences were 

somewhat less evident than in other tables in this section. 

Although. mean severity of sanctions for misdemeanors was 

higher in almost every High In-Area Offense Rate and High DCP 

neighborhooo., similar mean severity of sanctions were found for 

other neighborhoods, some of which had M~!iium or Low Rates and 

Medium or Low DCPs. The correla~ion of mean severity of 

sanctions for misdemeanors with neighborhood characteristics were 

.407 for DCPs, .229 for In-Area Offense Rates, and .443 for By­

Residence Offense nates. Thus our expectation of somewhat lower 

milieu influences was correct. 
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TABLE 31.. MEAN SEVERITY ai' SANCTIONS FOR ~IISDEl1EANaRS AND FELONI.ES 
BY IN-AREA AND BY-RESIDENCE OFFENSE lUTES AND IN-AREA 
DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERI.STICS OF 
NEIGHBORHOODS* 

--------~----------------------------------------------------------
Offense 

Rates Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics 

In- By- High Medium Low 
Area Residence 

MISD FEL HISD FEL l1ISD PEL 
H II 2 14.5 20.9 I 6 9.2 43.6 I 

7 21.9 34.8 I 49 8 .. 4 40.9 I 
8 18.0 26.3 ( I 
9 B .. O 22.5 I I 

10 11.9 28.6 I I 
11 19.2 37.2 r r 
12 12.6 26.8 I ( 
13 14 .. 8 '15 .. 4 I' I 
17 14.6 27.7 I f 
18 1.5.0 32.3 1 ( 

11 11 16 10.2 19 .. 6 (23 15.4 21.6 I 30 10.2 ----
H I. ·f 4 4 .. 9 ---- r 

--------------------------------1-------------------[-------------
M H 5 12.4 36.1 I 46 16.3 31.1 l 47 11.3 12.0 

M M 

M L 

19 13 .. 7 21.3 I 54 7 .. 4 15.8 r 
I 20 12.2 l 
I 29 12.1 18.3 I 
[ 33 8.5 r 
I 35 12.4 26.0 l 
I 56 8.0 26.8 l 

25 16.8 37 .. 4 
34 16.8 48.0 
50 9.2 23 .. 3 

I 14 8.0 --- I 26 3.8 ----
f 32 10.8 20.5 I' 42 6.0 ----

--------------------------------1-------------------(-------------
L H 3 13.0 21.1 I 37 21.5 36.7 I 
1. 1'1 I 15 5.7 l 24 9.0 

r 55 11.6 ---- I 28 5.6 7.8 
r I' 31 7.6 
I I 36 13.2 
( I 38 8.4 28.7 
I I 41 9.8 

L 1. I 21 11. 9 I 27 12.0 
t 22 14if4 I 39 8.3 
( 53 10.0 r 51 
f I 52 8.0 
, I 57 10 .. 5 

--------_._---,- ,------
* Mean for misdemeanors = 11.3; Mean for felonies = 26.8. 
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For felonies, however, the relationships were considerably 

lower. Host of the neighborhoods with Low In-Ilrea or By­

Residence Offense Rates or Low DCPs had too few felonies for a 

mean severity of sanctions.. The DCPs of neighborhoods had no 

relationship to severity of sanctions (- .. 001) for felonies. In­

Area Offense Rates and By-Residence Offense Rates produced 

correlations of on.ly .115 and .162 with severity of sanctions for 

felonies. The data in Table 31 do indicate, however, that 

individual felonies were still sanctioned more heavily in High 

By-Residence or High or Medium DCP neighborhoods than in others. 

In sum, however, while the consequences of being bad in a 

bad neighborhood may result in severe sa.nctioning by the justice 

system, this may also be the case in other kinds of 

neighborhoods, although this is somewhat less likely. 
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Chapter 7. Milieu Effects: Haking Sure that Conclusions Are 
Not Artifacts of the Analytical Framework 

ECOLOGICAL CORRELATIONS 

Many of the tables which were presented in early sections of 

this report were ba,sed on combinations of neig'hborhoods which 

failed to sufficiently delineate similar groups or failed to 

control for variables which served to muddy the waters. The 

ultimate success at the research enterprise comes from examining 

individual neighborhoods, combining them in a variety of ways, 

and developing better ways of representing the justice system 

experiences of cohort !nelll,bers.. The analysis could not 

accommodate as many different chains of experiences from number 

of contacts, level at' seriousness for reasons for conta.ct,. number 

of referral.s, and severity of sanctions as we had considered at 

the outset. For t.hose who wished to see the data in its most 

detailed form, it was there hut not readily seen as a product of 

,the neighborhood milieu. 

The reader will recall that in Chapter 3 we presented four 

differali.rc:'ways ot ordering neighborhoods by combination of 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Characteristics and In-Area 

OUenes Rates, four a.ifferent ways of ordering combinations of 

DCPs and By-Residence Offense R.ates, three different ways by DCPs 

and Juvenile or Adult Offense Rates, and four different ways by 

combinations of DCPs and Juvenile ~ Adult Offense Rates. 

FASTCLUS procedures were also utili4ed in g'enerating neighborhood 

groupings by DC1?s, In-Areai By-Residence, Juvenile, and Adult 

Offense Rates (Tablli:!s 3, 4, 5, and 6) • 
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The order in which neighborhoods would appear in a series of 

groups ranked according to t.heir Deli.nquencY' and Crime Producing 

Characteristics and In-Area Offense Rates and By-Residence 

Offense Rates varied depending upon the system utilized, the 

priority given to, DCPs and Offense Rates, or the variables 

utilized in FASTCLUS. Whichever system, inner city Neighborhoods 

1, 2, 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 17, and 18 were always at one end of 

the rankings and periph(,~ral Neighborhoods 26, 27, 28, 31, 36, 39, 

42, 51, 52, 57, 58, and 59 were usually at the other end of the 

centinuum (Table 32) • 

Since many ether neighborhoods varied in position accerding 

to the system utilized, the relationship ef neighborhoods to 

scores representing neighborhood intex:ventien types, neighberheed 

dispropertienal severity of sanctions, and neighberhoed mean 

severity of sanctions vary considerably according to ranking 

systems.. The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 

33. 

It must be remembered that these are ecological 

cerrelations. Sceres representing the individuals who. resided in 

a neighborhoed during the juvenile peried rather than individuals 

are cerrelated with scores representing ether characteristics of 

neighborheeds. These correlations are based on an N et 65 at the 

mest. Thus, the ecological fallacy is inherent in the 

correlatiens included in this table. This type ot analysis, 

heweveI:~ permits the reader to see that when neighborhoed 

Delinquency and Crime producing Characteristics and Offense Rates 
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TA.BLE 32. SYSTEllS OF RANKING NEIGHBORHOODS BY OFFENSE RATES 
AND DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING CHARACTERISTICS 

A B 
I I 

N N If 
G A A 
H R R 
BEE 
D A A 

C D 
I I 
N N 
A A 
R R 
E E 
A A 

ABC D 
l:l Is B B 
Y Y Y Y 
It R R R 
E E E E 
S S S S 

ABC 
J J J 
U U U 
V V V 
000 
F F F 
F,' F P 

ABC 
A A A 
D D D 
000 
F F F 
F F F 

A 
G 
R 
o 
U 
p 

B 
G 
R 
o 
u 
p 

C 
G 
R 
o 
U 
p 

D 
G 
R 
o 
U 
p 

----------------------------------------------------------------
199 
2. 9 9 
375 
467 
588 

667 
799 
8 9 9 
999 

10 9 9 

11 9 9 
12 9 9 
13 9 9 
14 5 6 
15 4 3 

16 9 9 
17 9 9 
18 9 9 
19 8 8 
20 5 6 

21 4 3 
22 4 3 
23 6 7 
24 1 1 
25 2 2 

26 2 2 
27 1 1 
28 1 1 
29 5 6 
30 3 4 

9 9 
9 9 
3 4 
8 8 
6 7 

8 8 
9 9 
9 9 
9 9 
9 9 

9 9 
9 9 
9 9 
5 6 
2 2 

9 9 
9 9 
9 9 
6 7 
5 6 

2 2 
2. 2 
8 8 
1 1 
4 3 

4 3 
1 1 
1 1 
5 6 
7 5 

9 
9 
9 
4 
9 

6 
9 
9 
9 
9 

999 
999 
999 
32.2 
999 

1 8 S 
9 9 9 
999 
999 
999 

999 9 
9 999 
9 999 
4 32.2 
565 6 

886 7 
999 9 
999 9 
999 9 
5 6 5 6 

4 32.2 
L~ 3 :2 2 
5 b 5 b 
22.4 3 
22.4 3 

111 1 
1 1 1 1 
2 243 
5 6 5 6 
224 3 

666 
666 
543 
3 2 2 
6 6 6 

455 
666 
6 6 6 
6 6 6 
6 6 6 

543 
6 6 6 
66 6 
4 5 5 
322 

5 4 3 
666 
660 
6 6 6 
455 

J 2 2 
3 2 2 
4 5 5 
2 3 4 
111 

1 1 1 
1 1 1 
1 1 1 
3 2 2 
2 3 4 

6 
6 
5 
4 
6 

4 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 0 
6 6 
4 3 
5 5 
6 6 

5 5 
6 6 
6 6 
b 6 
6 6 

6 6 6 
6 6 6 
6 6 6 
3 2 2. 
3 2 2. 

6 
6 
6 
6 
3 

3 
3 
4 
1 
2. 

1 
1 
1 
4 
1 

6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
2 2 

2. 2. 
2. 2 
5 5 
1 1 
3 4 

1. 1 
1 1 
1 1: 
5 5 
1 1 

12 
12 

9 
6 

12 

a 
12 
12 
12 
12 

10 
12 
12 

7 
5 

10 
12 
12 
12 
7 

5 
5 
8 
3 
2 

1 
1 
1 
6 
3 

12 12 
12 12 

9 3 
7 5 

1.2 12 

a 11 
12 12 
12 12 
12 12 
12 12 

11 
12 
12 

6 
5 

11 
12 
12 
12 

6 

5 
5 
a 
2 
3 

1 
1 
1 
7 
2. 

6 
12 
12 

8 
2. 

6 
12 
12 
12 

8 

2 
2 

11 
7 
4 

1 
1 
1 
5 
7 

12 
12 

3 
8 

12 

11 
12 
12 
12 
12 

9 
12 
12 

5 
2 

9 
12 
12 
12 

5 

2 
2. 

11 
4 
7 

1 
1 
1 
8 
4 

~---------------------------~-~----------~~~----------------------~~----------------------~----~--~--------~~------~------------~--~-----------
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TABLE 32 (continued) 

A B 
I I 

N N N 
G A A 
H R R 
BEE 
D A A 

C D 
I I 
N N 
A A 
R R 
E E 
A A 

A 
B 
Y 
R 
E 
S 

1:1 C D 
B B B-
Y Y ! 
R R It 
E E E 
S S S 
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ABC 
J J J A 
U U IT A 
V V V D 
o 0 0 0 
F F P F 
F P F F 

B C 
A A 
D D 
o 0 
F F 
F F 

.... 

A 
G 
R 
o 
U 
P 

B 
G 
R 
o 
u 
l? 

'0 

C 
G 
R 
o 
U 
p 

D 
G 
R 
o 
o 
P 

----------------------------------------------------------------
31 1 1 1 1 
32 5 6 5 6 
33 5 6 5 6 
34 2 2 4 3 
35 5 6 5 6 

36 1 1 
31 4 3 
38 1 1 
39 1 1 
41 1 1 

42 2 2 
46 5 6 
41 2 2 
48 1 1 
49 6 7 

50 2 2 
51 1 1 
52 1 1 
53 4 3 
5tl 5 6 

55 4 3 
56 5 6 
57 1 t 
58 1 1, 
59 1 1 

60 9 9 
61 8 8 
62 6 7 
63 2 2 
64 7 5 

65 7 5 
66 4 3 
67 6 7 
68 4 3 
70 4 3 

1 1 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

4 3 
5 6 
4 3 
1 1 
8 8 

4 3 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
5 6 

2 2 
5 6 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

9 9 
6 7 
8 8 
4 3 
3 4 

3 4 
2 2 
8 8 
2 2 
2 2 

224 3 
432 2 
5 b 5 6 
224 3 
5 6 5 6 

224 :3 
6 7 H 8 
224 3 
1 1 1 1, 
2 2 4 3 

111 1 
678 8 
3 4 1 5 
3 4 7 5 
678 8 

224 3 
111 1 
1 1 1 1 
432 2 
6 7 B a 

5 6 5 6 
5 6 5 6 
1 1 1 1 
111 1 
224 3 

753 4 
8 8 6 7 
4 3 2 2 
1 1 1 1 
753 4 

753 4 
4 3 2 2 
565 6 
43 2 2 
4 3 2 2 

1 1 1 
3 2 2 
4 5 5 
2 3 4 
3 2 2 

1 1 1 
322 
234 
111 
234 

1 1 1 
455 
234 
1, 1 1 
455 

1 1 1 
1 1. 1 
1 1 1 
3 2 2 
,3 2 2 

3 2 2 
4 5 5 
111 
1 1 1 
1 1 1 

5 4 3 
6 6 6 
3 2 2 
1 1 1 
543 

543 
3 2 2 
455 
3 (,2 2 
455 

1. 1 1 
322 
4 5 5 
111 
322 

1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

1 
4 
2 
2 
4 

2 
1 
1: 
3 
3 

4 
3 
1 
1 
1 

5 
5 
3 
1 
5 

1 1 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
3 4 

1 1 
5 5 
3 4 
3 4 
5 5 

3 4 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
2 2 

5 5 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

4 3 
4 3 
2 2 
1 1 
4 .3 

4 .3 
2 2 
5 5 
2 2 
2 2 

1 
5 
8 
3 
5 

1 
5 
3 
1, 
4 

1 
8 
4 
2 
8 

2 
1 
1 
5 
5 

6 
7 
1 
1 
1 

9 
11 
:, 
1, 
9 

9 
5 
8 
5 
7 

1 1 1 
522 
8 11 11 
274 
522 

1 
5 
2 
1 
4 

1 
8 
4 
3 
8 

3 
1 
1, 
5 
5 

7 
6 
1 
1 
1 

9 
10 
5 
1 
9 

9 
5 
8 
5 
6 

1 1 
2 2 
7 4 
1 1 

10 10 

1 1 
11 11 
10 10 
4 7 

11 11 

4 7 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
2 2 

5 8 
8 5 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

3 3 
9 (} 
2 2 
1 1 
3 3 

3 3 
2 2 

11 If 
2 2 
8 5 

~ 
1\ 
, I 

; t 
i I 

: \ 

'" ,';\ 
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TABLE 33. SUMMARY O~' MILIEU EFFECTS: 1'HE RELATIONSHIP OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTBRISTICS TO INTERVENTION TYPES, 
DISPROPORTIONAL SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS, AND SEVERITY 
Or' 5ANCTl.UNS 

----------------------------------------------------------------

DCP/ln-Area 
Offense. Rates 

DCP/By-Residence 
Offense Rates 

DCP/Juvenile 

INTERVENTION 
TYPES 

JUV ADT 

.371 .528 

.592 .621 

Offense Rates .414 .. 556 

DCP/Adult 
Offense Rates .377 .546 

DCP/Juvenile/Adult 
Offense Rates .418 .544 

DISPROPORTIONAL 
SEVERI',lIY 

OF SANCTIONS 
JUV ADT 

.37E11 .406 

.. 432 .498 

.. 4583 .424 

.. 210 4 .401 

.4515 .415 

MEAN 
SEVERITY 

OF SANCTIONS 
11I5 PEL 

.393 .137 1 

.410 .1192. 

.399 .191 3 

.431 

.651 .4275 

----------------------------------------------------------------
DCP Clusters .454 .4,82 .251 .526 .385 .097 

In-Area Clusters .. 361 .. 382 .. 376 .416 .377 .311 

By-Residence 
Clusters .521 .471 .. 455 .. 484 .525 .. 281 

Juvenile Offense 
Rate Clusters .454 .468 .387 .397 .362 .430 

Adult Offense Rate 
Rate Clusters .404 .486 .. 351 .476 .374 -.004 

---~------------------------------------------------------------

1 

2 

3 

5 

All orderings in this row keyed on Del? iirst and In-Area rates 
second except these. 
All Qrderings in this row keyed on By-Residence nates first 
and DCP second. 
All otderings in this row keyed on DCP first and Juvenile rates 
secon~ except these. 
All or~erings in this row keyed on DCP first and Adult rates 
second \~xcept these. 
All order.ings ill this row keyed on DCI? first, Juvenile rates 
second, and Adult rates ·third except these. 

",",,-
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are related to neighborhood intervention, disposition, and 

sanctioning measures there are generally positive and significant 

relationships.. The first i:.ive systems for categorizing 

neighborhoods followed those from Tables 1 and 2 of Chapter 3. 

The second five systems were based on the' neigh.borhood clusters 

from FASTCLUS procedures which generated the distributions of 

neighborhoods sh.own in Tables 3-6 in Chapter 3. Note that the 

highest correlations were for Intervention Types and were based 

on a classification of neighborhoods that took. their By-Residence 

Offense Rates first with their Delinquency and crime producing 

Characteristics second. Although E'ASTCLUs-generated g.roups based 

on By-Residence Offense Rates had the second highest set of 

correlations for the juvenile period, High Adult Offense Rate 

clusters produced about the same relationship to INtervention 

Types as did DCP clusters. 

When these correlations were computed by attaching 

neighborhood characteristics to each cohort mellber as i:ntervention 

type, none of the correlations exceeded .200 for either the 

juvenile or the adult period. Thus one can see the difference 

between ecological correlations and those based on individuals. 

Cohort members residing in each neighborhood have-a wide range of 

intervention experiences, although on the average neigh.bQ:choods 

vary considerably in behavior and exp~riences of their residents. 

Disproportional. severity of sanction.s for juveniles was 

correlated most highly with a system based on Juvenile Offense 

Rates first and DCPs second, wb.ile the second highest juvenile 

-132-

correlation was based on By-Residence clusters. Dj,sproportional 

sever.ity of sanctions for adults was JnOSl't highly correlated with 

DCP clusters and then with By-Residence Offense Rates and DeE's. 

The third set of columns in thi:s ta.ble shows the correlation 

of mean severity of sanctions for felonles a,nd misdemeanors with. 

various systems iol. categorizing neighborhoods. Severity of 

sanctions for misdemeanors are correlated most highly with a 

system placing DCPs first, juvenile rates second, and adult rates 

third. Felonies are most highly correlated with a cluster system 

based on juvenile offense rates ana next with the system 

producing the highest correlation for ~isdemeanors. 

In sum, vhen neighborhoods were categorized by their By­

Residence Offense Rates they usually produced the highest 

correlations with neighborhood juvenile and adult intervention 

type~~ and neighborhood disproportional severity of sanctions. 

Beyond these milieu effects ..for juvenile and adult 

behavior/experiences with the justice system, individual 

adjudications and convictions were ~ore severely sanctioned on 

the average based on the type of mj~lieu from wh.ich. ~ohort members 

came .. 

.INDIV.IDUAI,-LI;VEla CORRELATIONS 

It 1.~ now apparent that we s.hould have dealt more fully with 

the relationship of individual juvenile behavior. and experiences 

to individual adult beh.avior an(l experiences at the time that 

Tables 27, 28 6 and 2SA were presented, rather than placing so 

much emphasis on statistics which represented neighborhoods. 

~----------------------------------~-, ----------------------------------------~-~---------------------------------~~--~~--~--------~--
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But whatever: problems are apparent in discuslsing the complex 

pattern of relationships between milieu and juvenile/adult 

behavior and experiences w'ith the justice system,. the fdct 

remains that outside of the High DCI? and/or High By-Residence 

Offense Rate neighborhoods, there are few neigh.borhoods which 

could be characterized as having disproportiondtely severe 

juvenile period sanctions for cohort members socialized there and 

a high correlation between the juvenile and adult offense 

se.1:iousness and intervention patterns. We do not yet know either 

the necessary or sufficient milieu to create high continuity. 

Perhaps we have expected, too much considering the deg'ree to 

which juvenile seriousness and intervention types were correlated 

in the total cohort population. The chances that neighborhoods 

with such and such milieus w'ould be characterized b~very high 

juvenile/adult correl.ations and those from other: milieus with low 

correlations di.d not sufficiently consider the number of persons 

in each jU(.(Tenile vs .. each adult experience type. Thi$ is 

illustrated by Table 34, in which the distribution of juvenile 

seriousness and intervention types is shown vs. the distribution 

of adult types for each juvenile type. One notes that 65.5% of 

those WlO had a seriOUsness/intervention type of. 0 as juveniles 

were also that as adults.. As one moves from 0 for ju"eniles to 7 

for juveniles (high seriousness of offe~~ses and high 

intervention), the proportion of adult Qs d~creases. At the 

o'ther end of the typology continuum the;increase in types 6 and 7 

(high seriousness and medium or high intervention), is fairly 

II 

I 
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TABLE 34. RELATl.ONSHIl? OF JUVENILE ~O ADULT OFE'ENSE 
SERIOUSNHSS Ar~D INTEHVE~!l'ION 

------------------_._-------------_ ........ ;.--------------------""""'----

JUV S&1 

o (54.9) 

1 (6.4) 

2 (26.1) 

3 (4 .. 2) 

4 (0.2) 

5 (1.3) 

6 (l .9) 

ADUL'l~ OItf'BNSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

NO 
o 

LL 
1 

ML 
2 

65.5 13 .. 0 18.6 

52 .. 9 19.3 21 .. 1 

33.9 11 .. 5 36.3 

11M 
3 

1.6 

3 .. 1 

3.4 40.2 15.1 

31[).0 10.0 

Mil 
4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.2 

13 .. 7 

10.0 

12 .. 2 4.1 24~5 18.4 ----

6' j' . ,:;, 3.7 25 .. 2 17 .. 8 

llL 
5 

0.4 

0.9 

1.7 

4 .. 1 

HM 
6 

0.6 

1 • .3 

4.8 

8 .. 9 

au 
7 

0.2 

0.9 

3.9 

8.2 

20.0 10 .. 0 20.0 

4.1 24.5 12.2 

6.5 15 .. 9 24.3 

regular from t e top 0 e 0 0 "_ h t th b tt m ro '" Wh,at one might also note 

is that for the three groups uith medium jUi"enile offense 

seriousness, the more severely they were sa.nctioned 'the larger 

the proportion who wer:e in the high serious: of tense and severity 

of sanctions category as adults .. 

The problem, tor example, is that for Type 4, there were 

only 10 people so that we must be reserved in any conclusions 

about the consequences of sanctions drawn from this row. Going 

down to the three groups with high offense seriousness we also 
I 

note that the more severely they were sanctioned as juveniL.~$ the 

more likely they W~re to be in the same severity and sanctions 

category or a higher category as adu.lts, although the difference 

was small. But tor Type 5 -there were only 53. Depending on how 
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cohort members are distributed in neighborhoods, the correlation 

between juvenile and adult experiences might be influenced by a 

few deviant cases.. But rather than produce a table such as Table 

34 for each neighborhood, we shall produce one for each DeI? and 

ay-Residence Offense Rate group and examine them for differences 

that one cannot see simply hy looking at juvenile/adult 

correlations .. 

JUVENILE-ADULT OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS ,AND INTERVENTION BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPES 

Tables 35-42 follow.. Let us cemmence with the cohort 

members who were socialized in the hig'hest DCP/By-Residence 

Offense Rate group, th,e pri.roarily inner city and interstitial 

neig hborhoeds .. 

Al'though we de not show a table comparing the distribution 

of cohort ~embers according to their offense seriousness and 

interventicn categories for the juvenile period DCP and By­

Residence Offense Rate groups, High-high to Low-loW', the reader 

may prcduce that in his/her mind simply by glancing at the 

percentages on the left margin iJf each table', ncting that while 

cnly 41.9% of those socid,lized in the High-high group (High Dep 

and High Offense Rate, Table 35) had a zero score, 64.2% ot the 

Low-low grcup (Table 42) did so. 

But f'o!:'e important in characterizing these groups is the 

percent in the types that. have had High Offense Serieusness and 

Intervention scores as juveniles, decreasing from 14 .. 5% for types 

5, 6, and 7 in the High-high- group {Table 35) to only 1 .. 8% in the 

Low-loW group (Table 42). Note that the decr~ase is not regular 

. 
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TABLE 35.. RELATIONSHIP OI<' JUVENILE TO ADULT OFPENSE SERIOUS1'HiSS 
AND INTERVEN~,nON: HIGH DCP AND HIGH OFFENSE RA1'r~S 

-----------------~-------------------,------~----------,--_ .. , ... " .... ---. 
JUV S&I 

0 (41 .. 9) 

1 ($.9) 

2 (31 .. 6) 

3 (5.6) 

4 (0.5) 

5 (1 .. 5) 

6 (5.0) 

7 (8 .. 0) 

NO 
o 

ADULT OFFENSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

LL 
1 

1'1L 
2 

MM 
3 

MH 
4 

HL 
5 

HM 
6 

HH 
7' 

------."'-------------...------------~---------------

57.8 13.5 24 .. 0 2.1 0 .. 3 1.0 1 .. 3 

50 .. 0 11 .. 1 20.0 9.3 1 .. 9 1 .• 9 

29.3 11 .. 7 33.1 9.3 2.8 7 .. 2 6 .. 6 

9.8 3.9 43.1 1;1.8 3.9 13.7 13. .. 1 

20 .. 0 20.0 20 .. 0 40.0 

7.1 14.3 14.3 21.4 14.3 14.3 14.3 

6.5 2.2 26 .. 0 17.4 6.5 15.2 26.1 

5.5 11 .. 0 8.2 2 .. 7 2 .. 7 13.7 56 .. 2 
----------------------------------------------------------------
TABLE 36. RELATIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULT OFPENSE SERIOUSNESS 

AND INTERVENTION: HIGH Dep AND MEDI.UM OFFENS E RATES 
---~-------------------------------------------------------~----

JUV S&I 

0 (36.4) 

1 (12 .. 1) 

2 (36 .. 4) 

3 (6.1) 

4 ( .... _--) 

5 (---) 

6 (6.1) 

7 (3 .. 0) 

ADULT OFFENSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

NO LL ML MM. MH HL liB HM 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -.-..,-----------------------------------------

45.8 20.8 29.2 

62 .. 5 12.5 25 .. 0 

41.7 12 .. 5 29.2 8 .. 3 

15.0 25.0 

4 .. 2 

4.2 '1.2 

50.0 50.0 

100.0 
--------------. ----_______ ~~_-,_.loll'jl __________________ <..,._ ________ ... __ 

'-
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TABLE 37.. RELA,TIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADOLT OFFE'NSE SBR:tOUSNESS 
AND IN'TERVENTION: MEDIUM. DCP AND HIGH OFFENSE RATES -----------------------------/ ...... --------------------

JOV S&1 

o (43 .. 6) 

1 (5.2) 

2 (27.2) 

3 (6 .. 6) 

4 (0 .. 3) 

5 (2.0) 

6 (6.6) 

7 (8 .. 5) 

ADULT OFFENSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

NO 
o 

LL 
1 

tiL 
2 

MM 
3 

~H 
4, 

HL 
5 

Uti 
6 

liB 
7 - _____________ ~ _________ J __________ __... __ 

62.4 15 .. 8 20.3 

31.3 25.0 31.3 

31 .. 3 10 .. 8 41.0 

1.5 

6 .. 0 

10.0 5.0 50.0 15.0 10.0 

16.7 16.7 

5.0 15.0 10.0 15.0 

3.8 15 .. 4 26.,9 

-..... --

2.4 

5.0 

12 .. 5 

2.4 6.0 

5.0 

100.0 - .... --

33.3 33.3 

5.0 20 .. 0 30.0 

3.8 19 .. 2 30.8 
--------------------------------------------------~---------~~-

TABLE 38.. REtA TIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULT OFF'ENSE SERIOUSNESS 
AND INTERVENTION: MEDIUM Dep AND MEDIUM OFFENSE RATES 

-------~-~--------------------------~----------------------~-

JUV S&I 

o (54.0) 

1 (7.2) 

2 (29.6) 

3 (2 .. 6) 

4 (----) 

5 (0.9) 

6 (2.3) 

7 (3.4) 

ADUt:T OFFENSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

NO 
o 

Lt, 
1 

HL 
2 

1'18 
3 

MU 
4 

HI. 
5 

HM 
6 

liB 
7 

---------------~~-------------------

64 • 7 15 .4 18 .. 2 0 • t 0.3 0 ... 7 

44.1 26.3 26.3 2.6 

34.4 9.6 36.3 8.3 

7.1 57 .. 1 7.1 

1 .. 3 0.6 6.4 3 .. 2 

~O •. O 

8.3 

60.0 

33.3 33 .• 3 

16.7 5.6 11.1 16.7 5.6 

7 .. 1 14.3 7.1 

..,...---
20.0 

8 .. 3 16.7 

~--- 44 .. 4 --------------------------------------------_.-.----, ...... _--.--

1 
! 

: I 

i 
i 
I 

I 

I-I 'Ji 

II 
)1 

U~ 
1
\ ifl>1 
'j 
I 

1 I 
1 ' I' L I 

f 

l • 
1 ( 
I i 
j" 
r 
\ 

{ 
i. ,) 
I 

J 
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TABLE 39 .. RELATIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULT OFFENSE SERIOOSNESS 
AND 1NTERVHN'TION: ~lEDIUM. DCP AND LOl{ OFFENSE RATES . 

-------------~-------------------------------------------------
JUV S&I 

o (60.0) 

1 (7 .. 8) 

2 (24 .. 4) 

3 (3.1) 

4 (---) 

5 (2 .. 0) 

6 (0 ... 9) 

7 (1.8) 

ADULT OFFENSE' AND INTERVENTION T.YPE 

NO 
o 

LL 
1 

ML 
2 

MM 
3 

11H 
4 

HL 
5 

HM 
6 

HH 
7 

--------------------------------------------~---

70.5 9.3 1~_5 1.9 

48.6 28.6 20.0 

32.1 13 .. 8 40.4 8.3 

21.4 

33.3 

25 .. 0 

35.7 21.4 

22 .. 2 11 .. 1 

25.0 25 .. 0 

12 ... 512.5 

----

0 .. 4 0.4 

2.9 

1.8 2",8 0.9 

7.1 7 .. 1 7.1 

22 .. 2 11.1 

50",0 

25.0 25.0 
----~---------------------------------------------~------------
TABLE 40.. RELATIONSllIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULl' OFFENSE SERIOOSNESS 

AND INT~~RVENTION: LOW DCP AND HIGH OFFENSE RATES 
----~ .... ---------C>!_-_____________ ..... __... ________________________ _ 

JUV SSI 

o (61.8) 

1 (2.9) 

2 (20 .. 6). 

NO 
o 

ADULT OFFENSE AWD INTERVENTION TYPE 

LL 
1 

HL 
2 

aI1 
3 

M.H 
4 

HL 
5 

HM 
6 

HH 
7 -------___ or.t ... __________________________________ _ 

66.7 

50.0 

9",5 19.0 

50.0 

28.6 14.3 28.6 14.3 

2 .. 4 

7 .. 1 7.1 

3 (----) --,~-

4 (---) 

5 0.5) 

6 (4 .. 4) 

7 (8.8) 

100.0 

33 .. 3 33.3 33.3 

16 .. 7 33.3 50.0 
-----------------------~------------------------------------~---

. ,. ~ ......... 
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TABLE 41. RELATIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULT OFFENSE SE1UOUSN'ESS 
AND IIlTERVENTION,: LOW DCP AND M.EDIUM OFFENSE RATES 

-----------------------------------------------------,--

JUV S&I 

0. (54 .. 7) 

1 (6.2) 

2 (27.3) 

3 (4.9) 

4 (0. .. 3) 

5 (2 .. 1) 

6 (2 .. 4) 

7 (2.1) 

ADULT OFFENSE AND INTERVENTION TYPE 

NO 
o 

L1. 
1, 

ML 
2 

tiM 
3 

Mil 
4 

HI. 
5 

liM 
6 

HH 
1 

-----------------------------------------
6B~5 13~4 15.5 

66.7 15.4 12.8 

39.8 10..5 41.5 

2.0. 

2 .. 6 

3.5 

25.8 

7.7 

13.3 

45.2 16.1 

50..0. 

30. •. 1 23.1 

20. .,0. 20. .. 0 

23.1 7.1 

2.6 

0..6 

3 .. 2 

50.0. 

0 .. 3 

2 .. 9 

9 .. 1 

30.8 

0..3 

1.2 

7.1 

13 .. 3 13 .. 3 20. .. 0 

7 .. 7 23 .. 1 38.5 
----------------~-------------------------------------------,---~ 

TABLE 42. RELATIONSHIP OF JUVENILE TO ADULT OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS 
AND INTERVENTION: LOW DCP ANn LOW OFFENSE RATES 

- -----------------'---------<-----------------------------

JUV S&I 

0. (64.2) 

1 (9.0.) 

2 (21.1) 

3 (3.5) 

4 (0. .. 6) 

5 (0. .. 3) 

6 (0. .. 9) 

7 (0. .6) 

ADULT OFFENSE AND INTERVBN~ION TYPE 

UO 
0. 

l.L 
1 

.ML 
2 

rIM. 
3 

MH 
4 

HI. 
5 

Iil'l 
6 

IlH 
1 

-------------------------------------------------
73.0. 1o..H 14.0 1 .. 8 

64.5 19.4 9 .. 7 

41.1 13.7 2~.8 

16.7 8 .. 3 33.3 25.0 

100..0 

66.7 

3.2 3 .. 2 

2.7 

-1---

0 .. 5 

1 .. 4 

10.0 .. 0. 

2 .. 7 

16 .. 7 

510 .. 0 50..0 
----------------------------------:-----~-_________ 4~ _ ______ _ 
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from group to group but irregular because the High By-Residence 

group always has a sizeable percent in these types... R.emember 

from Table 34 that the combined groups ha~ 8.1% in types 5, 6, 

and 7. 

In Table 35 we see that the percentages above the diagonal 

are greater than those above the diagonal in Table 34 (214.1 vs. 

199.5) and that there are fewer on the diagonal and fewer below 

the diagonal than OIl Table 34 as an indication of 

disproportionately g'reater progression to seriousness dnd severe 

sanctions tor cohort members from this DeP/By-Residence Offense 

Rate group. ~his is, of course, on.ly a rou,gh indication because 

the sum of the percen'tages is influenced by the juvenile 

distribution and were it to differ markedly from t.hat for the 

total, sl.lch a simple comparison could be misleading .. 

Examination of percentage differences row by row is more 

precise. WerG we to examine this table row by row we 'Would see 

th,a,t rows 2, 3, and 4, those wi.th medium offense seriousness as 

juveniles, had moved into the high offense seri~usness groups 

disproportionately to the total group shown in Table 34.. It is 

also apparent that the more severely this g'roup ~dS sanctioned as 

juveniles, the greater the likelihood that its members would move 

ir~to the high o:t.fense seriousness group as adults, even more than 

for the total group shown in Table 34, 25.5%, 31 .. 3%, and 60. .0.% 

vs. 18.3%, 22.6%, and 50.0%. Those in the high offense 

seriousness group were also ~ore likely to continue at that 

leve~, particularly if more severely sanctioned than were the 

total group_ 

L-__________________________ ..... ____ ..... ____________ ..... ______ ~ ________ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ______________ ~~ ____ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ________ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ _______________ ~ __ ~ ____ .~_~ __ ~~_ 
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Various cOlll-binations of DCl? and By-Residence Offense Rate 

g-roups showed deviations from the total in juvenile vs. adult 

distributions, .;nd interrelationships indicating that the type of 

milieu hypothesized to generate differences in juvenile behavior 

and justice system behavior did so, but not with the perfect 

patterned regularity that was expecte.d. Moving on through this 

set of tables one does note that eV'en in Table 41 with Low 

DCP/By-Residence Medium Offense Rates, those wi.th Medium. Offense 

Rates as juveniles are found in the High Offense Rate groups as 

adults in larger proportions depend.ing on the severity with which 

they were sanct~oned as juvenilesa And in Table 42 we find 

relatively few people in the more serious offense and 

intervention types as juveniles or a.s adults, but with 

essentially the same relationship betw'een juvenile and adult 

types as shown for other groupings olE neighborhoods. 

To summarize Tables 34, to 42, the juvenile vs .. adult 

experience differs from one DCP/By-Residence offense Rate group 

to another with the effects of milieu mos·t:. evident in the High 

DCP/Offense Rate g:t'oup. But we must go further, what are the 

people like in each of these DeP/By-Residence Offense Rate 

gl;oupings of neighborhoods who appear in the various combinations 

of juvenile and adult offense seriousness and intervention types? 

How"may we better understand the effects of milieu as mediated by 

the peFsonal characteristics of cohort members? We shall later 

turn to the interview data to better understand continuities and 

discontinuities in JUVenile/adult behavior and experiences in the 

justice system .. 

I 
i II 

~ 

I 
I 
g 

~ 

--------

Chapter 8. The Consequences of Staying in the Same Nei.ghborhood 
vs. Moving to a Better or Worse Milieu 

MOVEMENTS BETWEEN DCP AND OFFENSE RATE AREAS 

Although we have dw'elt at leng'th with continuity and 

discontinuity in careers between the juvenile and adult periods, 

it has been from the perspe.ctiv'e of characteristics of the milieu 

in which the juvenile was socialized. In this section we examine 

change in the a veraye numblar of police contacts, average 

seriousness of reasons for contact, average number of referrals, 

and average severity of sanctions between the juvenile and adult 

periods for cohort members who have moved to higher or lower 

Delinquency and Crime producing neighborhoods and higher or lower 

In-Area o~ By-Residence Offense Rate neighborhoods, or stayed in 

th.e ~ame kind, of neighborhood, hig'h, medium, or low for whichever 

measure. 

To be sure that the question d.oes not arise, we must 

commence by stating that average SCOl;es, whether for contacts, 

seriousness, referrals, or sanctions, were almost without fail 

highest tor those who liven in High Delinquency and Crime 

Producing areas (combined neighbCiI=hoods), highest in areas with 

High In-Area Rates, highest in areas with High By-Residence 

Rates, lower in the middle category, and lowest in the low 

cat.egory for those who stayed in the same kinds of neighborhool~s 

as juveniles and adults, yarticularly for the By-Residence Rates 

grou.ping of neighborhoods.. It would be surprising were this not. 

the case considering all prior findings. 

c. 

~------------------,-,,~,....------------,-",--,--~-------....--,----~----.....-~------'---~-~~------~-~----
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~he m\~an rates for those who moved to either higher or 10~Jer 

DCl?s was in most cases between that of pel:so~s who stayed in 

Middle and. High DCl? neighborhoods but th(')se who moved to higher 

DCPs had lower rates b~fore they moved than did those who moved 

to lower DCPs. 

The proportional change figures presented in Table 43 show 

that increases in mean ~ontacts, seriousness,. and referrals were 

greatest for those who moved from lower to higher Del? areas but 

that the greatest. increas,~s in sanctions were for those who moved 

to lower DCl? areas. Those who stayed in High DCI? areas had the 

greatest proportional incre,\ses of' those who stayed and, although 

this was not as great as t.ha pr([;portional increases for those who 

moved to higher DCl" areas, t;lle means for these areas were highest 

during the juvenj.le periuld a~)d r.emained the highest during the 

adult period. Likewise, those who were socialized in Low DCl? 

areas and stayed there h,;td, with the exception of mean referrals, 

the lowest means and c(.)ntinued to have the lowest means on 

measures ot contact with the justice system. All of the 

decreases in mean rates were in groups where decreases would be 

most expected. In $um, milieu effects were present when 

juvenile-adult change was considered. 

In-Area Offense Rates had similar but somewhat less 

consistent effect-s. While those who stayed in areas with High 

In-Area Offense Rates had, in almost all cases, the highest 

juvenile and aault ra.tes an(l those who stayed in Low In-Area 

Offense Rate areas had the lowest juvenile and adUlt rates, and 
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PRopoaTIONAL INCREASE OR DECREASE IN CONTACTS, 
S~RIOUSN~SS, REFERRALS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS BASED 
ON PLACE Ol!" RESIDENCE AS JUVENILE VS. ADULT 

------------------------------------------------------------~----

Delinquency and ££ime ~.l!£ing £&S!:acteristigs 

Contacts 

seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

N 

11 to HI 
L to II 1. to I'l 

1.26 

1.35 

1.67 

* 
40 

1 .. 17 

1.15 

1.27 

2.19 

262 

STAYED 
H 11 L 

1.12 1.07 1.04 

1.01 - .. 99 - .. 98 

1.18 -.91 -.97 

1 .. 66 2.10 1.46 

623 914 754 

H to 11/ 
~l to L H to L 

1 .. 06 

1.06 

1 .. 03 

:2 .12 

319 

1.07 

1 .• 00 

- .. 93 

2.27 

117 
------------~----------------------------------------------------

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

N 

In-Area Off'ense Satg, 

M to HI 
I. to U L to 11 

1,.42 

1.1~2 

1.63 

3.32 

108 

-.04-

1.07 

1 .. 08 

2.11 

225 

STAYED 
H 11 L 

1.09 1.10 1.06 

1.03 1.05 1.02 

1.12 1.09 1.07 

1.67 1.91 1.59 

681 826 742 

H to i1/ 
l'.l to L H to L 

1.0.:; 

1.04 

-.93 

2.11 

332 

1.07 

1.04 

-, .. 93 

3.16 

115 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

N 

t1 toO HI 
L to II L to 11 

1.2(;1 

1.22 

1 .. 01 

1.S5 

64 

1.18 

1.17 

1.26 

4.38 

223 

STAYED 
U Ii L 

1.11 1.02 1.11 

1.06 -.95 1.04 

1.12 1 .. 00 1.17 

1.62 1.61 2.26 

836 869 579 

H to HI 
1'1 to L H to L 

1.13 

1.13 

0.00 

2.12 

317 

-.96 

-.95 

- .. 94 

3 .. 10 

141 
-----------------------------------------------------------------* No sancti.ons during the juvenile period; therefore, no 

increase could be calculated. 
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those who moved to other neighborhoods had mean rates that were 

generally consistent with their origins, it would appear: that 

increases in mean sanctions were as great .tor 'those who moved. to 

better areas as for those WIlO moved to worse areas for their 

adult careers. There was also little evidence ot different 

ntilieu effec"ts on change for those who stayed In High vs. Low In-

Area Offense Rate neighborhoods. 

However, when neighborhoods are considered on a basis of 

their By-Resioence Offense Rates, not only do the juv~nile and 

adult rates of the different groups fn.ll into a pattern that is 

consistent w~th hypothesized m~lieu effects, but the change 

proportions for those who have Ilov"ed are more consistent l((ith 

milieu effects than. found in the two top panels of the table. 

Note that for contacts, seriousness, and referrals the highest 

increases in mean rates are for cohort. members who moved to 

neighborhoods whose cohort members had high offense rates and 

that decreases are found for those who moved from neighborhoods 

whose members had high offense rat.es to those where cohort 

members nad low offense rates. But again, movers to low rate 

areas haCi increases in the severity of their sd.nctions that were 

higher than expected. It would appear that those whose behavior 

is serious enough to be sanctioned as adults do not have the 

benefits of moving to a lUore desirable milieu aCCI:ue to them 

disproportionally to those who have stayed or moved in most other 

ways. 
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JUVENILE/ADULT CONTIUUITY.' BY MOV1:]MENT PA.TTERN 

All of this suggests that we should examine the same data in 

terms ot cont.inul.ty between the juvenile and adult periods for 

the members of each group by each measure. This we do in 'l'able 

44. Note that continuity between the juvenile and adult periods 

is generally greatest. among the·stayers for those who remained in 

the High Dep, In-Area Offense Hate, and By-Uesidence Offense Rate 

neighborhoods and least for those who stayed in the opposite type 

of neighborhoods.. But even higher or essentially the same 

continuity was io.und for those who moved from a "poo:tern to a 

"better" neighborhood. In other words, there were formative 

effects (luring the juvenile, period W"hich carried into the adult 

period which were generally graa'test in the upoorest" 

neighborhoods for those who stayed there and for those who moved 

from these poor areas to better neighborhoods. 

Juvenile formative effects were least tor those who had been 

socialized in the best neighborhoods but had later moved into the 

partl.· cularlv l",f these were neighborhoods poorest neighborhoods, ~ 

which had High By-Residence Offense nates; these were the cohort 

members who had the grea"t€Jst disproportio neil increases in 

contacts, seriou.sness, referrals, and sanctions shown in Table 

43. 

One final change of residence table is included, Table 45, 

in which the relationships of contacts to seriousness, 

seriousness to referrals, and referr.als to sanctions are compared 

£o.r stayersvs .. movers. Here we f'ind that conteicts and 



I. 

... v 

-147-

TABLE 44.. RELATlONSHIl? OF JUVEnILE TO ADULT CONTACTS:, SERIOUSNESS" 
REFERRALS, AND SANCTIONS BY PLACE OF RESIJmNCE AS 
JUVE1ULE, VS .. ADULT 

------------------------------~------------------------------~~--

Contacts 

Seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

M to H/ STAYED 
L to H L to M H M L 

.. 486 

• q24 

.352 

.000 

.502 

.. 494 

.442 

.360 

.546 .524 .466 

.499 .486 .423 

.604 .. 595 • .519 

.450 .388 .375 

H to H/ 
M to L H to L 

.518 

.415 

.566 

.34~ 

.558 

.561 

.. 664 

.406 

------------------------------------------------------------------

contacts 

seriousness 

Referrals 

Sanctions 

Ii to H/ STAYED 
L to II L to M H 11 L 

.. 464 

.. 421 

.412 

.. 402 

.48l~ 

.421 

.483 

.. 224 

",549 .5.29 .. 458 

.496 .. 496 .436 

.611 .551 .514 

,,417 .443 .311 

H to H/ 
M to L H to L 

.585 

.536 

.632 

.526 

.494 

.490 

.036 

.333 

------------,----------------------------..-.---------------

Contacts 

S eriousn ess 

Referrals 

sanctions 

by-Residence Off~~ Rate 

M to HI 
L t(.~ H L to Ii 

.28.~ 

.307 

.111 

.042 

.502 

.. 469 

.542 

.293 

STAYED 
Ii 11 L 

.562 .475 .. 444 

• .514 .. 44"l .398 

.578 .541 .. 489 

.437 .339 .354 

II to H/ 
1'1 to L Ii to L 

.617 

.600 

.66!> 

.517 

.511 

.464 

.604 

.. 332 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
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TABLE 45. RELAT10NSHIP OF CONTACTS TO SER~OUSNESS, S~RIOUSNESS TO 
REFERRALS, AND REFERRALS TO SANCTIONS BY PLACE OF 
RESIDENCE AS JUVENILE VS. ADULT 

-------------------------~---------------------------------------

Cont .. -Ser. 

Serio-Rei • 

Ref.-sane. 

M to Ii/ 
L to II L to M 

.958 

.726 

.. 924 

.958 

.711 

.. 765 

STAYED 
H M J ... 

.962 .. ~:~9 .951 

.116 .712 .706 

.. 775 .198 .. 851 

11 to HI 
~ to L H to L 

.. 948 

.689 

.804 

.973 

.741 

.. 185 

..... --------------------------~--~--------------______ ~ __ 1....-____ <-_ 

Cant.-Ser. 

Ser ... -Ref • 

Ref.-Sa.nc .. 

In-Area Offense Rate 

M to HI 
L to Ii L to 11 

.954 

.692 

.. 824 

.972 

.755 

.82L1 

I --..-_ 

STAYED 
II M L 

,.962 .. 958 .. 951 

.775 .714 .. 694 

.788 .812 .800 

H to Ii/ 
H to L }J to L 

.. 940 

.710 

.755 

.96L1 

.685 

.. 826 

---------------------------------------------~-------------------

Cont .. -Ser. 

Ser .. -Ref. 

Ref .. -Sanc .. 

M. to H/ 
L to 11 L to 11 

.942 

.. 662 

.767 

.957 

.121 

.. U29 

STAYED 
n M L 

.963 .953 ~959 

.766 .707 .699 

.787 .. 775 .. 839 

H to til 
M to L .H to L 

.954 

.. 117 

.805 

.956 

.699 

.. 849 

~----------------------------------------------------------------
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.s~riousness arc correlated in the .95 or .. 96 range regardless of 

neighborhood charact,eristics or 'moved vs. stayed status but that 

the relationship of seriousness to referrals is highest £or those 

who lived as both juveniles and adults in the poorest 

neighborhoods.. Whi.le the range of correlations for: the latter is 

not great, the suggestion of neighborhood effects is there. 

However, no consistent pattern of variation in the relationship 

of l:eferl:als to sanctions was to be found. 

-.' 

" () ~. '\r 

~ 

I 0 

Chapter 9. 

... 

Milieu Differences in the Relationship of Personal 
Characteristics and Experiences to Official ~ecords, 
Self-Report, and Seriousness/Intervention Scores 

INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS 

The !l!.ttlview· ~riable§: 

In this section of the report we shall examine neighborhood 

differences in the juvenile ex.periences of coh.ort members. These 

will consist, for example, of differences in educational 

attainment, attitUdes toward school, perceptions of their 

associates, perceptions of what is goin.g on rl,round them in the 

neighborhood, self concepts, the kinds of persons whom they 

helieve have inf:l.uenced them, family background, age at marriage, 

work opportunities, and, in general, the world view that they 

have acquil:ed in the neighborhood in which they have been 

socialized .. 

The question is, how has the 1I1ilieu had its effects on 

individuals (as measured by behavior and responses other than 

delinquent behavior) so that som.e have developed more serious 

delinquent and crim.inal careers than have others? Tb.is may 

enable us to expl.ain mil.ieu effects more adeguf.A.tely than we have 

by simply looking at the relationship between neighborhood milieu 

and offfieia1 careers. How have some juveniles internalized or 

reacted. to various aspects of the milieu experience differently 

than others and thus translated their experiences and perceptionrf 

of the world about them into continuity in their delinquent and 

criminal dareerS? zqual,lifY impoJ:'tant in this analysis will be how 

the justice syS:ii~m's int';ervention and dispositions, including the 

..... lS! h·~"{"'d'_"'--="' ________ • _______________________ """ _________ '---" ____________ ........ ___ --" 
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variable, seriousness of offense/severity of sanctions, has had 

different effects depending upon the prior record and other 

characteristics of cohort members. 

Before describing the various analyses included in this 

section, some attention must be devoted to the question of 

whether or not the 726 pe.rsons from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts 

with continuous residence who were interviewed were significantly 

different from the \'204 \tho weI:e not interviewed.. 'r tests tor 

the significance of differences between means were made for the 

following measures ot delinquency and crime: number of contacts 

6-17, 18-20, 21+; seriousness of careers 6-17, 1.8-20, 21+; metric 

scores representing a combination of number of contacts, 

seriousness, number of referrals,. and se:<."erity ot sanctions 6-17 

and after 17; interval scores representing Geometric scores based 

on nUlllber of contacts, seriousness of careers, number of 

referrals, and sevet'ity of san.ctions 6-17 and after 17. Although 

those who wer:e not interviewed had mean scores on the various 

measures that ser:e fr:om 5% to 15% higher than those who were 

interviewed, none of the diffe~ences was statistically 

significant .. 

When t tests wer:e conducted for the sigllificance of the 

dif:fe;cence between means for the various combinations of DCP and 

By-Residence Offense groups, there were sOfie signifi.cant 

differ:ences between cohort members interviewed and not 

l,n-tePI ieved but most of these differences were in the Low Del? 

groups with the non-interviewed Gohort members having 
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significant~y higher: means, most frequently on number of Dontacts 

in the 6-17 and 18-20 age periods. There were no si.gnificant 

differences in the M.idd~e DCP groups (although in 1.8 of 30 

comparisons those who were interviewed had higher means on the 

variables than did t.hose who were not interviewed) and only one 

in the High DCP groups (in the 20 comparisons that could be made 

with these groups there were 14 in which those who had not been 

inter:viewed had lower means than those who had been interviewed) • 

We concludeu that a~though cnhort members from High DCP 

areas who had been int,erviewed mi.ght be a bit more serious 

offenders, al.though no·t significantly so, and that al'though 

cohort members from Low DCl? areas were less ser:ious offenders, 

the differences were not great ~nough to render the processual 

type of analysis Lhat we have in mind invalid. 

The interview variables and measures of delinquency and 

crime to be utilized in the analysis which follows are shown in 

Table 46, grouped in what seems to be a meaningful fashion. The 

means for each group of neighborhoods, By-Residence Of±ense 

Rates, Delinquency dnd Crime producing Characteristics, ar.td 

combinations of By-Residence and DClls are presented in Tables 47 

a,ud 48 for those val:iables which were selected for continued 

anal.:ysis af'ter eXdudnation of the corr:e:"ation matrix and some 

preliminary regression analyses. While the reauer wil~ ~ecall 

that the higher the delinguency and cri~\\e means, the more serious 

delinquency and crili.e is among cohort Members residing in a group 

of neighbor:-h,oods, it should be noted that f01: DSEX, the higher 

-
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TABLE 46. INTERVXEW VARIABLES AND MEA;ilJRESOl!' DELINQUENCY AND 
CRIME TO BE UTILIZED IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

--------,-------~--------------------~------------~------------

,!rangtiQ.!!. Meas~ 
AGEDLR Age Driver I.icense Received 

Left Home AGEMOVED Age 
AGEMARRY Age of M.arriage 

!!Q!!£ £Ql1ditiQ!ill 
MWORK 
DICHH 
HHJOB 
HHEMP 

El.IlPloYplgni 
AGEFJOB 
FIRSTJOB 
FJOBSEI 
JOBHSR 

Ild1l9.st.ion, 
EDtJC 
ATTSCHR 
NODIPLMR 

Worlf!. Vi~ 
AT1'POLR 
PATROLR 
DIFFJR 
SELF617 

!~ciations 
ADJFRTR 
ADAUTOSC 
APOS617 
ANEG617 
MILI:TR 

furrell!: Staty§ 
INCOM.E 
MARITAL 
WORKAVA 
AFRDSCAL 

.QeDlogr~i!~!=;§: 

Mother's Employment 6-17 
Sex of Income-Producing Head of P.ousehold 
Head of i:Iousehold'5 Main occupation 
Head of llousehold Regularly Employed 

Age at First Job 
First Job Level 
First Job SEI 
Employed During High School 

Years of Formal Schooling 
Attitude Toward School 
Dropout Before High School Graduation 

Attitude Toward Police 
Perceived Police patrolling in Neighborhood 
Desire to be Different Type Person as Juvenile 
Delinquent Self-Evaluation as Juvenile 

Juvenile 
Auto Use 
Positive 
r~egative 
flilitary 

Friends in Trouble 
as Juvenile 
Influences as Juven.ile 
Influences as Juvenile 
Service 

Last. Year"s Famil'" Income 
Mari tal Status ~, 
Like Available Work 
Adul t Friends in Trouble 

DSEX Sex 
DRACE Race 

Juvenile ~linguency (6-17) 
JUVXN Seriousness of Juv~mi.le Police Contacts 
SRN61.7 seli-Report Seriousmess of Juven.ile Behavior 
HGEOTH17 Juvenile .offense S~I~riousness/Intervention 
METR~H17 Number, seriousne$:JI~' Referrals, ana Sanctions 
INVTlI17 Juvenile Rank of G~~ometric Number, Seriousne5's 

Referral and sanctl~ons Scores 
A dul t CriJ!.~ {18:t,) ; . 

E:tGHTl?Uf Seriousness O£'\ Adu ~t Pol-ice con~~acts 
SRN 18+ Self-Report Serioll¢ne~p o-f AdulTt Behavior 
l:GEOAj!'11 Adult Offense serfbusness/Interv:'ent.ion 
METRA!'17 Number, Seriousness,. Referrals, ~\nd Sanct.ions 
INTVAF17 Adult Rank of Geometric Number, Seriousne$s, 

Referral and sanctions Scores 
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TABLE 47.. HEASURES OF DELINQUENCY AND CRIM.E: MEANS BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS 

-------------------------------------------------------~--~--

JUVXN 
SRN617 
RGEOTH17 
EIGH'rPXN 
SRN18P 
RGEOAF17 
DSEX 
DRACE, 

By-Residence Offense 
Rate Groups 

o(>l'oo ___________________ ~ .. ___ ' __ 

L Low 
I 
I 2 .. 28 
I 9 .. 00 
I .85 
I 2.20 
I 10 .. 24 
I 1.02 
I .43 
I 1.00 

fled 

3.31 
8.81 
1.11 
3 .. 86 

12.22 
1.35 

.49 

.96 

High 

6.75 
9.71 
1.62 
9.49 

10.22 
2 .. 21 

.56 

.71 

Delinquency and Crime 
Producing Grou.ps 

-------------------.. _-
Low 

2 .. 19 
8 .. 74 

.82 
2 .. 51 

10 .. 77 
1.,05 

.42 

.99 

Med 

4.43 
8.77 
1.24 
4.27 

10 .. 92 
1 .. 50 

.50 

.94 

HiSJh 

6.1l6 
10 .. At1 

1.62 
1:0.116 
11.10 

2.23\ 
.58 
.68 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Groups 
and By-Residence Offense Rate Groups 

--------------------------------------_._------... -
f 
I 
I 

JUVXN I 
SRN617 I 
RGEO!'g 17 1 
EIGHTPXN I 
SRN18P (' 
RGEOAF17 [ 
DSEX I 
DRACE r 

L DC£' 
L RES 

1.55 
9 .. 87 

.63 
laSt! 

10 .. 85 
.. 80 
.. 37 

1.00 

L DCE 
~1 RES 

2 .. 62 
8.55 

.98 
3.21 

11.29 
1,.21 

.46 

.98 

11: DCl? 
L RES 

2 .. 78 
8 .. 48 
1.00 
2.63 
9.85 
1 .. 18 

.. 47 
1.00 

HDCl? 
H RES 

4",12 
8.94 
1.20 
3 .. 8B 

12 .. 89 
1.45 

.49 

.97 

~1 DCP 
II RES 

8.06 
9.01 
1.75 
8.04 
9.30 
2.21 

.56 

.. 79 

II DCP 
H RES 

6.68 
10.29 
1.65 

10 .. 40 
10.80 
2.2~8 

.58 

.68 
-----------------------------------------------------.-

the number, the higher the proport.ton of males and for DRACE the 

higher the number" the higher the proportion of Whites. Mos,t 

Qther me.ans are simply interpretable as the higher, the mor~~ of 

what.s,\Ter is being measured.. For exampl.e,. as the INCHH mean 

incre~ses, the higher the proportion of female heads of 

households, the hig-her the HUIHlP mean, the higher the propo:~tion 

of heads of householdsregular,ly emplo~red. It is obvtous t.1\l.at 

neither the dependellt nor ind.ependent variables follow patbt:!rns 

of re:gula~~' ecological prQ-gression!> 

. 
---
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TABLE 48. INDEPENDENT INTERVIEW VARIABLES: MEANS BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS 

-------------------------------------------------------------

AGEDLR 
AGEMARRY 
INCHII 
HHEMP 
FIRSTJOB 
JOBHSR 
ATTISCHR 
NODII.>LMR 
ATTl?OLR 
PAT-ROLR 
SELF617 
ADJFRTR 
ADATJTOSC 
IiILITR 
MARITAL 
AFRDSCAL 

By-Res~dence Offense 
Rate Groups 

--------------------
I 
f 

Low 

I 1 '1 .. 31 
r 23.21 
I 1.06 
I .98 
f 3.13 
r 2.05 
l .58 
I .. 09 
I 2 .. 42 
I 2.07 
r 1.10 
f 
I 
r 
r 
I 

70 . .. 
1.42 

.21 
2.12 

.96 

Med 

17.59 
22 .. 83 

1 .• 17 
.95 

3.37 
2.24 

.5H 

.07 
2.36 
2.08 
1.77 

.78 
1.44 

.21 
2.29 
1.49 

High 

18.16 
22.95 

1.19 
.91 

3.98 
2.12 

.. 56 

.17 
2 .. 29 
2.40 
1.86 
1.06 
1.35 

.25 
2 .. 46 
1.87 

Delinquency and Crime 
Producing Groups 

-----------~------------
Low 

17.50 
22 .. 70 

1.05 
.99 

3 .. 19 
2.04 

.. 59 

.. 07 
2.44 
2 .. 06 
1.66 

.. 70 
1.44 

.17 
2.24 
1.27 

Med 

17.40 
22 .. 81 

1.17 
.95 

3.35 
2.27 

.56 

.. 11 
2.37 
2.09 
1.81 

.79 
1 .. 42 
.24 

2 .. 27 
1.03 

High 

18.36 
23.43 

1.20 
.89 

4.12 
2.08 

.57 

.15 
2.23 
2.47 
1.88 
1.19 
1.34 

.27 
2.43 
2.29 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Groups 
and By-Residence Offense Rate Groups 

------_._-----------------------------------------
I 
I 
I 

AGEDLR r 
AGEl1ARRY r 
INCUR r 
HHElU.> f 
FIRSTJOB r 
JOBHSR r 
ATTISCHR r 
NODIPLMR r 
ATTPOLR I 
l?ATROLR r 
SELFb17 f 
ADJFRTR I 
ADAUTOSC I 
11 ILI'l'R i 
MARITAL I 
AFRDSCAL , 

L DCl> 
L RES 

17.49 
23.55 

1 .. 02 
1.00 
3.03 
1.83 

.63 

.06 
2.44 
2 .. 03 
1.68 

.. 94 
1.48 
.14 

2.02 
1.32 

L DCI.> 
M RES 

17.56 
22.29 

1 .. 08 
.. 99 

3.39 
2.20 

.55 

.08 
:t:.41 
2.08 
<1.b7 

.. SI:j 
1.39 
.20 

2.31 
1.38 

tl DCI' 
L RES 

17 .. 19 
23.01 

1.0S 
.97 

3.22 
2.19 

.54 

.10 
2.40 
2.09 
1.72 

.69 
1.39 

.. 27 
2.19 

.72 

t1 DCI? 
M. RES 

17 .. 67 
23.13 

1 .. 28 
.. 93 

3 .. 19 
2.31 

.57 

.. 06 
2 .. 32 
2 .. 00 
1.85 

.93 
1.43 

.. 21 
2 .. 17 
1.20 

~l DC.!? 
H BES 

17.,33 
21.87 

1 .• 15 
.96 

3.90 
2.37 

.. ~6 

.22 
2.42 
2 .. 25 
1 .. 92 

.75 
1.45 

.. 2,3 
2.6;, 
1 .2~l 

H DCl? 
U RES 

18 .. 46 
23.34 

1.21 
.90 

4.12 
2.07 

.55 

.16 
2.23 
2.46 
1.87 
1.19 
1.31 

.27 
2.39 
2.16 

-----------~\-------------------------.,....---------~!--------

! 

I 
Ii 

11 

I 
~ I, 

ij 
il 
II 
I 

i 
i 
I 

i 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
r 
f 

<-:-.. 
,I-. .... 

Ii 
11 . ! 

} -

-156-

It should be noted that in this chapter the various 

combinations of seriousness and severity of sanctions were 

ordered differently from some analyses pr.eviously described., but 

in the same order clS presented in Tables 34-42, thus placing mOT.e 

emphasis on seriousness of careers than on disproportional 

severity of sanctions. 

~liminary llggr!ls2im1 !n~lys~ 

A t this point it might be wise to backtrack momentarily in 

order that the reader be aware of how the number of variables to 

be included in the final analysis was determined. Several 

preliminary analysesi were conducted in order to show again the 

significant effects of sex and race on various measures of 

delinquency and. Cr1llile and judicial intervention. With sex and 

race alone, depending on the measure, Adjusted R2 s rang'ed from 

.119 to .232, the hiyhest being for the adult 

seriousness/intervention score, i.e~, sex and race accounted for 

23% of the variation in these scores. 

Being male forced every measure up and being White forced 

~very measure down.. The importance of sex was in I~lmost every 

instan.ce far greater than that of race (very much 

disproportionately higher at the police contact level) but when 

intervention was involved the relative weight of sex d~cl.ined i.n 

comparison with that of race. FOl:: example, the standardized 

estimate for sex effect.s on number of police contacts during the 

juvenile period was .443 bU'1; onl.y .016 for race. However, when 

offense seriousJ~ess/intervention scores Were the d.epend.ent 

I ~ ________________ ~ ________________ ~ ____________ .~~ ______________ ~ ____ ~~~ ____ l_ ________ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ ______________ ~ __ ~ ____________ . 



JU Ii ..,... .., ___ 

) 

f 

-157-

variable, the standardized estimate for sex was .375 and .166 for 

race. The difference became even less during the adult period, 

.394 and .,277 .. 

Neither DCP nor By-Residence Offense rate nelghborhoods as 

indicators of milieu of socialization had standardized estimates 

above .138 for sex or .173 for race, they alone accounting for no 

more than 5% of the variance within types of neighborhoods, 

geneI:ally more ot the variance in adult measures than in juveniH~ 

measures. 

All variables 'Were next placed in a series of regression 

analyses, one set including the ecological variables and another 

not. At this point the Adjusted R~s more or less doubled. The 

standardi.zed estimat.es indicated that sex remained the most 

powerful determinant, race declined to about half of its previous 

importance, and variables such as being a high school. d.rop-out,.. 

having friendS in trouble with the police, and access to an 

a ntolilobile became not only significant but accounted for more of 

the variance than did sex or race. However, there was one 

importan.t exception, race remained significant and accounted for 

about as much of the variance as sex when offense 

seriousness/intervention was the dependent variable. 

Since the importance of sex and race had now been 

established, they were eliminated from the next series of 

:x:egression analyse.:.. In this series we were exploring the 

possibility of elimindting those independent vdriah~es with 

little impact on the dependent variable measures of delinquency 
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and crime.. With sex and race omitted, the R2 s now ranged from 

.. 317 to .426 in comparison to a range from .393 to .447 with sex 

and race included. The drop from .393 to .317 was for the adult 

offense seriousness/intervention m.easure, which we had previously 

cited as one on which race and sex had important effects. 

Examination of the standardized estimates for the independent 

variables revealed that only 16 variables would enable us to 

account for almost as much of the variance as would the total. 

It was also appdrent that some of the measures of 

delinquency and crime were so highly correlated with each other 

that it wouHi suffice to continue the regreSSion andlyses with 

one measure of official police contacts, one self-report measure, 

and the offense seriousness/intervention measure, each for the 

juvenile and the adult periods. 

The ~Q::Q£der £Q£~la.!::ions 

In order that the reader be able to inspect the zero-order 

cOI:relations between the dependent variables and independent 

variables, a matrix is presented as Table 49.. We have also 

included sex, race, and the DCP and By-Residence Offense 

groupings of neighborhoods. 

Al.thougll this table is presented in fOUl:' parts, the reader 

will immediately notice from the first page that the zero-order .. 
correlations vary markedly depending upon the measure and whether 

it be the juvenil.e or adult period. That the highest correlation 

between race apu each of these measures is for the otfense 

seriousness/intervention measure during the adult period provides 

......... -------~----.-----------------------------------'---"'-----------~~---~-----"--~--~ .---~-~---------------~-~--~-~---.~- -_._- --- - ~~ 
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TABLE 49. CORRELATION MATRIX OF JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFICIAL, 
SELF-REPORT, AND OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS/INTERVENTION 
MEASURES AND INTERVIEW VARIABLES 

-------------------~----------------------------------------
I R I E R I 
I G rIG I 
r S E I G S E ( 
I J R 0 I H R 0 f 
fUN TIT N A ( 
r V 6 HIP 1 F, 
I X 1 1 I X 8 1 I 
f N 7 7 I N P 7 r 

-------1' ----------------------1 ------------------1 
JUVXN 1 I I 
SRN617 r .389* , 1 
RGEOTH17 [ .815* .447* I I 
---------1------------------------1------------------------1 
EIGHTP18 r .594* .293* .. 50.2* I I 
SRN18P 1 .359* .. 626* .. 363* r .. 349* r 
RGEOAF17 I .527* .350* .586* I. ..703* .364* --- I 
--------I-----------------------r-------------------, 
DSEX I .. 299* .443* .377* r .201* .391* .397* I 
DRACE 1 -.191* .003 -.110* I -.248* -.027 -.2a1* I 
------1 ----------------------1 ----------------------- f 
AGEDL f -.058 -.168* -.090 I -.031 -.167* -.076 I 
AGEMARRY I .063 .094 .. 058 r .116* ,,175* .120* I 
------- r ---------------·-------1 --------------------- f 
:r:NCHH I .084 .. 012 .040 r .101* .033 .107* r 
HHEMP L -.146* ~022 -.085 I - .. 226* .036 -.116* I 
-------(---------'------------r -------~'·----------r 
FIRSTJOB [ .222* .265* ~258* r .244* .261* .270* I 
JOBHSR I -.017 .126* - .. 013 I - .. 048 .052 -.006 1 
---------r------------------------r-----------------------I 
ATTSCHR f -.153* -.218* -.156* (-.109* -.209* -_131* I 
NODIPLMA I .350* .279* .383* I .341* .250* .367* 1 
--------1 ---------------------1--------------'"------1 
ATTPOLR I - .. 326* - •. 344* -.361* r -.2 fl6* -.345* -.332* t 
PATROLR. 1 .170* .152* .171* I .143* .. 117* .165* I 
SELF617 f .282* .460* .357* I .193* .298* .276* I 
---------I------------------------r------------------------I 
ADJFRTR I .443* .415* .482* f .260* .367* .347* I 
ADAUTOSC i .l47* .398* .314* I .105* .332* .240* I 
MILITR I .181* .303* .241* I .035 .2/~a* .. 16b* r 

---------(------------------------1------------------------I 
MARITAL [ .100* -.010 .. 094 I .143* .039 .. 105* I 
AFRDSCAL l .331* .259* .. 263* f .374* .. 37:~* .. 303* r 
-~------l-----------------------I· ---~----.... --..;_:_\'~------I 
JDCP I .157* .054 .173* t .209* .011 .2~2* f 
JBYRES I .179* .030 .175* r .209* -.009 .256* t 

* Significant at .01 level or higher. 
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TABLE 49, Page 2 

---------------------------------------~-----------~-----------
( A I 
I G I 
r E 
I I I D D A 11 J. H I 

r S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
I E C r D R r Ii M. I 
1 X E I 1. 1. I H P' I -------·1------------- t ---------... ·------r --------------1 

JUVXN I I I I 
SRN617 I 1 1 ( 
RGEOTH17 I r f I 
---------1---------------- r ----------------l------·---------r 
EIGHTP18 1 I I 1 
SRN18P I I , I 
RGEOAP17 r I r I 
-------~-I----------------I------------------I----------------I 
DSEX I 1 I t 
DRACE I -.011 ---- ( I I 
---------1----------------1------------------1 _____________ ---I 
AGEDt I -.262* -.210* f r 1 
AGEMA:n.RY r .270* -.072 I .037 ---- I I 
----.. '----1----------------1------------------1 ----------------1 
INCHH r -.020 -.091 1 .127* -.039 1 r 
HHEIiP I .005 .160* r -.127* .010 I -.112* ---- I 
---'------1----------------1---------------- J --------------1 
FIRS'l.'JOB f .385* -.'180* f -.012 .109* 1 .011 -.026 1 
JOBHSR r .172* .188* 1 -.125 -.136* r -.048 -.052 t 
--,-------I ----------------1-----------------_1 -------_-_______ 1 
ATTSCHR I -.217* -.02.7 f .. 034 -.065 I .064 .014 I 
NCIDIPLMA I .053 -.;'11* r .089 -.039 I .026 4".068 ( --------1 ----------------1-__________ c _____ ---I --------------1 
ATTPOLR r -.271* .242* I .. 074 -.050 I -.067 .034 I 
PATROLR f .206* -.058 I -.072 -.002 ( .033 -.021 ( 
SELF617 I .303* - .. 012 [-.102* .OlU I .040 .045 I 
---~-----I~-~-------------I------------------I----------------I 
ADJFRTR r .342* -.09b* I -.057 .112* I ~~75 -.085 I 
ADAUTOSC l .322* .092 I -.276* .0-56 I - .. 058 .093 I 
l1ILITR r .539* .. 021 r -.138* .. 162* I .001 .. 003 J 
---------I-----~---------...... - r ----------------- r --------------L 
MA~.I'l'AL 1 - .. 086 -.073 I .044 -.394* I -.01.8 -.045 
AF!mSCAL I .190* - .. 158*.3 -.031 .066 I .017 -.079 I 
-----...,---I------------:--~-I. ---------------- r ---'-----------1 
JDel? I .121* -.3b3~ I .111* .072 I .OBO -.173* I 
JB!RES r .10U* -.360* I .112* -.022 I .071 -.120* r 
---~---------------------------~-------------"'------------
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TABLE 49,~age 4 if ABLE 49~ Page 3 
--~--------I~---.-----------------~---------------------______ _ 

------------------------------------------------~--------------. r A I A I f 
(A DIM F I I 
.I DAM I A 11 I J I 
[J U If R D t B f 
1FT L r I S [J Y I 
I R 0 I I Tel D n I 
f T S T r A ArC E 1 
f R eRr L LIP S r 

---------1----------------------(---------------)-------------1 
JUVXU I' 1 r 1 
SRN61? t f ( 
RGEOTH17 I I I ~ 
.... ------1-----... _----------------1' --------------1-----------1 
EIGl-ITP18 f 1 I I 
i ~~6!; 17 I I I I 

-----~---t-----------------------'l I' I --------------- -------------1 
~~~~E \ r 1 , 
---------1--- r' I f -----------------'1"-___ '--------------1-----------1 
AGEnt I I I . 
AGEMARRY I 'r ~ 
---------1-----------------------1---------------1------------I 
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an initial confirmation of what we have previously said about 

disproportional sanctioning of Non-Whites. And, of course, the 

highest correlation between any independent variable and the 

dependent variables is that associational measure for juvenile 

friends in trouble with the police. 

DIFFERENCES IN VARIABLE EFFECTS BY NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 

Having examined the effects of the independent variables on 

the delinquent ana. criminal careers of all interviewed cohort 

members, we now are in a position to determine how these 

variabl~s are relatea to delinquency and crime within 

neighborhood groups,. i.e .. , the effects of thes.e variables may 

differ depending on the milieu in which the juvenile had been 

socialized. Table 50 summarizes the amount of variance accounted 

tor within each of the groupings of neighborhoods for the 

juvenile and adult periods. 

In neither the By-Residence nor the Delinquency and Crime 

Producing neighborhood groupings is much more than 48% or the 

variance of ei-ther juvenile or adult rates accounted for by the 

independent interview variables, usually less. Nor is there 

consistency in whether vari~tion is most acp~~nted for in the 

Low, Medium, or High DCP or Offense neighborhoodS, the juvenile 

or the adult period, or- official vs .. self-report seriousn.ess vs .. 

offense seriQusness/intervention measures. However, it does 

appear that more of' the' va~ri~nce is generally accounted for in 
"\ 

the offense seriousness/intervention measures in those High DCP 

ana High By-Residence Offense Rate nei.ghborhoods than in any 
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'l"ABLE 50. VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR IN MEASURES OF JUVENILE AND 
ADULT OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS, SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS, 
AND OFF'ENSE SERIOUSNESS/INTERVENTION SCORES BY' 
INTERVIEW VARIABLES ACCORDING TO NEIGHBORHOOD GROOPS 

~---------------------------------------------------------------~----

JUVJW r 
RZ I 

Adj. RZ r 
SRN617 t 

RZ I 
Adj .. HZ I 

RGEOTJl17 I 
RZ r 

Adj .. RZ r 
EIGH:TPXN I 

RZ I 
Adj .. RZ I 

SRN18P I 
RZ I 

Adj .. RZ r 
RGEOAF11 ( 

HZ I 
Adj. RZ, I 

JUVXN f 
RZ r 

Adj. HZ I 
SRNG17 f 

HZ I 
Adj. RZ I 

RGEOTH17 f 
RZ r 

Adj" RZ r 
EIGHTPXN , 

RZ f 
Adj. R2 I 

SRN181? I 
R2 I 

Adj. RZ I 
RGEOAF17 t 

RZ ( 
Adj. RZ I 

By-Residence Offense Delinguency and crime 
Rate Groups Producing Groups 

------------------------- --------~------------LoW' Ned High Low Med High 

.359* .. 44 1* .. 351* .301* .311* .401* .298 .402 .311 ... 243 .215 .362 

.521* .446* .. 310*' .477* .. 515* .369* .. 475 .408 .332 .433 .485 .321 

.422* .437* .451* .378* .426* .. 457* .368 .398 .. 418 .326 .391 .415 

.314* .483* .399* .297* .354* .455* .239 .. 441 .. 357 .. 228 .309 .407 

.494* .404* .392* .. 411* .445* .. 385* .439 .. 356 .349 .353 .. 405 .331 

.. 293* .391* .431* .. 273* .374* .458* 
.. 216 .342 .391 .202 .. 330 .. 410 

Delinquency and Crime Producing Groups 
and By-Residence Offense Rate Groups 

-------------~~-----------------------------------------L DCP L'DCP M Del? M DC]? 11 DCP H DCl? 
L RES M RES L RES H RES H RES H RES 

.. 30Sns .,420* .. 521* .. 571* .280ns .437* .12CJ .. 330 .439 .. 494 .007 .390 

.,617* .439* .577* .610* .566* .383* .519 ~353 .. 504- .. 540 .. 402 .331 

.. 375 .. 4711* .575* .503* .465- .418* 

.216 .. 393 .. 502 .. 415 .263 .434 

.. 402 .458* .. 452* .514* .581* ..436* .. 2~19 .360 .342 .413 .. 389 .381 

.594* .360* .562* .633* .382ns .426* .470 .. 245 .474 .556 .099 .310 

~,312ns .441* .487* .. 475* .627* .. 487* 
.. 101 .340 .. 384 .366 .. 457 .438 -~ ____ ~ ____ M _______________________________________________________ __ 

* All R2 s in this table are marked ns if not signi:iicant at i? 

the .05 level or * if significant at the .01 level or higher. 
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other group of neighborhoods and any other measure. In short, it 

appears that the iniorma·t:.ion obtained from interviews will he 

useful in explaining delinquency in the inner city and 

interstitial, High Offense Rate neighborhoods as well as in 

others. And these are the neighborhoods of greatest concern to 

people on the firing line. 

Before becoming too optimistic, however, we should examine 

the lower panel of this table. We would have expected that the 

neighborhoods characterized. as nigh DCP and High By-Resid,ence 

would have the greatest amount of the'ir variance accounted for by 

the independent variables but this was not the case.. Although we 

might have expected progression, at least for the offense 

seriousness/intervention Variable, from LoW DCP/Low Offense to 

High DCPjlligh Offense, that was not the case. But, regardless of 

the amount of the variance explained, the important question is 

how the independent variables produce different effects in 

different types of neighborhoods. ~his should reveal how milieu 

differences are related to processual differences in the 

generation of delinquency and crime and community reaction as 

measured bJ disproportional intervention. 

When a new set of tables was constructed for the By­

Residence Offense Rate groups of neighborhoods, one noted that 

more variables had stat.istically significant standardized 

esti~ates for the High Offense neighborhoods than fo~ the Medium 

or LOv,. for both the juvenile and adult period.s. The same was 

found fo~ DCI? groups of neighborhoods. The difference between 
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the number of significant standardized estimates was even greater 

when neighborhooas with Low Offense and Lop. DCE's were compared, 

with neighborhoods w'ith High Offense and High DCPs.. It should be 

noted, hOl-leVer, that progression from one extreme of the 

continuum of neighborhoods to the other was not regular,. i.e .. , 

there was one grouping ot neighbor'hoods that broke tIle even 

progression dur.ing the juvenile period and two that did so during 

the adult period. The important point is that whether we are 

concerned about accounting for variation in measures of 

delinquency and crime for either the juvenile or the adult 

period., more variables are significant and playa part in 

explaining delinquency and crime in the High Offense and DCI? area 

or combinations of them than in those at the other end of the 

continuum .. 

THE IMPACT OF INTERVIEW VARIABLES ON DELINQUENCY, CRIME, AND 
SBRIOUSNBSS/INTERVENTION 

Neighborho.Q£ nJ.)es--Ju~nile Period 

~o facilitate ex.amination of these standardized estimates, 

Low By-Residence, Low DCP, and these combined are shown together 

on a table, first for juveniles and then for adults,. as are other 

similar types of neighborhood groupings. 

So let us turn to TabJ,e 51 in which we are able to evaluate 

independent variable effects on measures of delinquency_ This 

table has been ar.ranged so that we can exam.ine groups of 

neighborhoods as selected from the groupings shown in Table 50. 

Four variables stood out as recurring in significance acros~ 

the continuum of neighborhoods during the juvenile period: no 

, " 
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high school diploma't a delinquent self-concept during t.he 

juvenile period, jtlVenile friends in trouble with the police, and 

access to an automobile. Not having a high school diploma, was 

consistently more!sig'nificant than were the other variables for 

all measures for those groups of neighborhoods with. High Offense 

Rates, DCl?s, and combinations thereof. Although having juvenile 

friends in trouble with the police was signi:flcant across the 

continuum of neighborhoods, it appeared to be of the greatest 

importance in the middle gr:ouping of neighborhoods .. 

While not a single variable was Significant for all measures 

of delin guency across the continuum, having access to an 

automobile was significant for the offense 

seriousness/intervention measure in 10 out of 12 possibilities 

and in nine out of 12 possibilities for the delinquency self-

concept measure. 

Consistent with our previous statement about the rather 

large number of signifi.cant standardized estimates in t\e High 

By-Residence, High DCPs, and cOlllbinations thereof of neighborhood 

groupings, one notes that the head of household was more likel.y 

to be unemployed, cohort member's first job was at a lower level f 

and cohort member was less likely to have heen employed dUl;ing 

high school if he or she had a high score on the offense 

seriousness/intervention score. None of these was of such 

importance in accounting for delinquency C:htside of the Hig'h 

Offense and DCP neighborboodgrouping. In fact, and this comes 

as a surprise to some people, highschool employment was 

.. 

, ) 

II 

j 
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positively rela'ted to self-report delinquency in three 

neighborhood groupings outside of the High By-Residence and DCP 

groups .. 

We have said little about the Significant standardized 

estimates tor attitllde toward, the police,. a positive attitude 

being related to lower of tense rates, particularly in the High 

By-Residence and High DCP and combinations thereof groupings of 

neighborhoods. While this variable is significant, it may be an 

antecedent of apprehension by the police rather than an 

antecedent of trOUble or it may be that both develop at the same 

time, one intertwined with the other. Likewise, we were hesitant 

to say much a.bout self'-concept 6-17 because it is difficult to 

say if this is explanatory of delinquency or a consequence of 

delinquency ... 

The reader may wish to inspect this table for other 

significant relationships but let us now turn to the adult 

period 8 Table 52. 

Neiqhborhood !Yi~s--Adult ~eriog 

The adult pattern of significant standardized estimates is 

consi.derably different from that for juveniles. Age of marriage 

(the you.nger the less likely to have a high score on adult 

measures of crime) is significant across the continuum when it 

was of little importance during the juvenile period.. First job 

level is also more inlportant, th.e highe;t; the fir~±./ job level, the 

lower the adlll.t offense rate. No diploma continues to be of 

impor'tance.. While having friendS in trouble with the police as 

.,.'" 

~---~~-'~-------.--- -
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juveniles does not carryover to the adult period, having adult 

friends in trouble with the police was one of the more 

consistently significant variables for all adult measures .. 

Exactly how all of the significant variables should be 

interpreted is not an easy decision. For example, marital status 

may be a consequence of crime (trouble with the police leading to 

divorce and separation) or marital troubles ma,I lead to certain 

kinds of offe:nses--ana the records show some of each .. 

I Be all that as it may, Tables 51 and 52 do present 

differences in the pattern of standardized estimates for the 

juvenile and adult periods. '.rable 51 shows that 't:h.ese patterns 

for juveniles differ according to the types of neighborhoods 

includ.ed in each group. Table 52 reveals that neighborhood 

diffe~:ences are even more complex for the a,dul t period than for 

the juvenile period ... 

Thle reader should not conclude that we are presentinfJ the 

data in Tables 51 and 52 as an explanation of' the process; by 

which ju'\reniles dnd adults learn about how to become delinquent 

or crimin\\=,l1. and make the decision to engage in this beh'avior.. If 

we take the position that the process by which this OCICUX:S 

differs ac~~ording to the type of neighborhood in whicTA the 

juvenile hal\"i been socialized, then we expect ditferei,ices in the 

amount of \:ra\\:'iance accou.uted for by type of neighboJihood~ but 
l 

even though t,his is minimal,. as we ha.ve repeatedly,:lsaid for 

measures of de,ll.inquency and crime, differences in the 

contributory v4\\riabl.es may still be found. 
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Across neighborho/Cld differences in the variables account.ing 

for juvenile and adul't. Iseriousness (JUVXN and EIGH'.rPXN) are 

presan t as represeIlte~d 1)y -the standardized. estimates shown in 

these tables. The appearance of economic factors such as 

regularity of emplo~lment of the head, of the household in the Big'h 

By-Residence, High DC~9 and combination thereof groups is an 

example. By contrast,. failure to graduate from high school 

appeax:s across diffeLent kinds of neighborhoods but generally had 

the grea teS't impa~;t on cohort members who were socialized in 

neither th~t nbestU nor the "worst" neighborhoods. Similarly, the 

self-report seri~>usness measures (SRUG17 and SRN18P) were 

significuntly attected by age of marriage (the younger the age of 

marriage,. the l<t>wer the self-report score as adults) in various 

types of neighborhoods outside the High By-Residence, High DCF, 

and combinatiot~s thQl:eof groups but not in these areas.. This 

suggests that marriage has a settling effect that promotes non­

deling.uent and non-crimind,l role behavior. 

Those who are familiar with the literature in the field find 

no surprises in the findings presented thus far.. W'e have, 

however, been Iltost concerned about the effects of these variables 

on the offense seriousness/intervention measures (RGEOTH17 and 

RGEOAF17) because these measures get at the disproportionality of 

sanctions wh.ich were greatest in the High Dy-Residence, High. DCF, 

and combinations thereot neighborhoods. 
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THE INNER CITY VS. OTHER AREAS AND WHITES VS. NON-WHITES 

How the variables with signiticant effects ,on these scores 

explain or account for differences in the scores of cohort 

members is even more complex. We do know that the llumber of 

variables with significant effects is greater and that the 

pattern of effects differs for the High ay-Residence, High Dep, 

and combinations thereof neighborhoods and that these differences 

are particularly notable during the juvenile period. All of this 

suggests that we might be able to describe what goes on in 

d.ifferent types of neighborhoods even bet.ter if they were simply 

dichotomizen into inner city and other neighborhoods. This was 

the next step.. But since the cohort population of inne~JC" city 

neighborhoods was disproportionately Non-White, it might. be w'ell 

to check on exactly ho .. the Non-White composition of the inner 

city affected its statistics. Two additionftl analyseswl!~re 

cond ucted wi.th cohort members dichotomized as Non-.:''jfhite/White .. 

It is immediately apparent froll Table 53 that more of th.e 

variance is accounted for in inner city cohort members' 

delinquency and crime measures than it is for cohort lIter.lbers from 

the rest of the community, particularly the offen.se 

seriousness/intervention measures (RGEO~H17 dnd RGEOAF17). Sin~ 

most of the Non-Whites were socialized in the inner city, we 

again ask ourselves if the r~.cial composition of the inner city 

(46% were Non-White) might have played a part in the difference. 

Although more o.t the variance in the inner city delinquency 

and crille scores was generally accounted for by the interview 
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TA,'BLE 53. VA~IANCE ACCOUNTEij FOR IN M.EASURES OF SOVENI.LE AND 
ADULT OFFICIAL SE~tIOUSNESS, SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS, 
AUD OFFENSE SERIOt)SNESS/INTERVENTION SCORES BY 
INi'ERV~EW VAltIABL1~S BY JUVENILE Rl';SlDENCE AND SEX* 

~-------'--------------.-----.-----------------------------------

.:rUVXN I 
R2: J 

ADJ. lt2 I 
SRN61'1 I 

RZ I 
ADJ. R2 ( 

RGEOTIi:17 I 
H2 I 

ADJ. R~ I 
lUGHTI?XN I 

R2: I 
ADJ. R2: I 

SRN18l? I 
R2 f 

ADJ. R2 I 
RGEOAF17 I 

R2 I 
ADJ. R2 f 

Inner 
City 

.41& 

.365 

.3t:J7 

.333 

.457-

.409 

.432 

.374 

.419 

.360 

.. 4UO 

.. 427 

other 

.. 297 
0/278 

.. 449 

.435 

.392 
.376 

.. 341 

.. 321 

.369 

.350 

.290 

.268 

Non­
Whi.te 

.. 359 

.221 

.497 

.388 

.. 485 

.374 

.. 563 

.452 

.477 

.345 

.501 

.374 

Whit.e 

.. 349 

.335 

.448 

.436 

.. 394 

.. 380 

.291 

.274 

.383 

.367 

.296 

.278 
--~ .... -----~,...----~.------------------------------------------t __ -. 

* 11.11 Res in this table are significant at the .01 1~vel or 
higher. 

----._----------------------------------------------------------

variables than for those socialized in other neighborhoods and 

for the Non-Whites vs. the Whites if the unadjusted R2 WdS 

considered, the pattern of differences changed for Non-Whites v's. 

Whites when the il.djusted R2 was observed (a. function ot the 

snlaller Non-White N).. The importance of examining those Non­

Whites who were interViewed soparately from ()thers is f.urthe:t' 

emphasized by the fact that the Non-White R2s are relatively 

high, even higher than tor all cohort members socialized in the 

inner city. 
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The significant standardized estimates for ea,ch of these 

groups of cohort members are presented in a series of table~\' 

commencing with Table 54 for the ju~enile period. Although we 

might say that the persons intervieW~d from the cohorts 

constitute a popula.tion and dispense with statistical 

significance r these tables have been constructed from the more 

conservative viewpoint and ret.ort only those effects which are 

significant at the .05 level. or higher.. While there are some 

differences between inneJ:' city ana other' neighborhood of 

socialization effects, they are consistent with the diff~rences 

found when different types of neighborhoods were presented in 

Table 51. The somewhat greater effects of these variables on 

offense seriousness/intervention scgres is consistent with the 

High By-Residence dud High DC? or combinations thereof groups 

shown in Table 51. There are also Non-White vs. W'hite 

differences -which are consistent ldth diffeJi(~,,nces in the 'flay of 

life of each group. For example, not having, ·graduated from high 

sChool and having access to an autom.obile while school and having 

access to an automobile while, a juvenile have significant effects 

for Whites but not for Non-Whites. 

At the zer:o-order level not having gra.duatedfrom high 

school and having access to an~tomobile had pos'iti.ve 

relationshi.ps to all juvenile period scores for bo~h Whites and 

Non-Whites. Attitude toward the police has more e:f:fects for Non­

Whites than for Whites but at the zero-order level both were 
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TA~LR 5~. ~HT~BVI£W VARIABLE ~FF~CTS OB ~EAsuaES OF JUV~LE 
OFFICIAL ~~~OU~.ESS. SRLF-R&PORT 5£R~OUSHBSS •• aD 
O~P&~s£ S~HI0USa&SS/IH~ERVE~~IOH SCORBS OP COHOB7 
HBaB£RS B~IDa~X IN IHNER CITY VS. OTHER HRXGHBOHHOODS 
AiD ~a.-.HITE is. WHITE COBOR~ MEDBBliS 

Innez: Non-
C;Lty Othez: Whi.te illite 

AGBDLB I 
JOVXH I 
saHb17 I 
RGBO~H11 I 

I!GEHABRI I 
.JUVXlI , 
SlUIbl1 I .071. 
RGBOlR 17 I 

IJiCHIi I 
JOYl..R1 I .. 076 
SRHb17 I -.389* 
RGEo:ra 17 I 

IDlBllP I 
JUVXIi I -.244* -.113* 
SaNol1 I 
RGEOTII17 I -.lbS* 

FUS:l.JOB , 
JUVXlIi I 
S.lib17 I .235 
liGROTlll1 I .110\1 

JOill15B I 
JUVXH I 
SRNo17 l .082- .087* 
liGJW:tlll1 I -.139 

,\TTSCHli I 
JUV.tH I --
SBH617 I 
RGBOTli17 I 

HOD Il?.1J1 R I 
.JUiUI I • 18:.!* .• 195* .218 • 
SRHli17 I .132* .143* 
RGEOTRi7 I .ll7 .257* .230:0-

U'TPOLa I 
JUVUI I -.173 - .. Oa7 
SRH617 I -.2Uj* -.077 -.218 -.Oli7* 
BGEOTH17 I -~ 'hH -.095 -.286:0- -.075 

PATlill:w. 
JIlVX~ .068 
SBlio17 
"GROTH 17 

SHl..F617 
JOUN .140· .1Q';'" 
SJi.Bb 17 .210* .269* .382* .2.1 .. * 
RGEO!lH17 .204* .1~6* 

AD.JPllTlil 
JOVXB .. 216* .211* .32"* .230* 
S&"('11 .176'" • 14b'" 
hGIWTlI17 • .305* .177* .378* .221* 

ADAIlTOSC 
JUn.,N .171 .095 .14l* 
Sa.!!lb 17 .113 .2.23* .222* 
RG.BOi'li 17 .20b'" .1 .. 1* .156* 

IUL.ITB 
J!JV.tll .10~'" 
SRNb17 .1Od* .135* 
HGliOTli 17 .094 .064 

., A11 stanUaI:Q1Zen eS~1aates Shown on this taDle az:e S1gn1~icaht 
at the .05 lev~l O~, 11 tolloved by *, at the .01 1eveJ. or 
ll.l.ghez: _ 
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related to all juvenile period scores. And at the zero-order 

level, it must be remembered, the most consistently high 

correlations were between having friends in trouble with the 

police and various measures of uelinquency_ 

The reader should he reminded that the effects to which we 

refer are ·those obtained with all other variables being held 

constant in the analysis th.;t:ough statistical techniques. Since 

people are unable to hold all other things constant in their 

minds as perfectly as does the computer, they think in terms of 

zero-o~~er relationships. To assure the reader that we are aware 

of the existence of these relationships and understand that many 

people believe that it is valuable to be aware of them as well as 

the effects discerned by regression analysis, we are commenting 

on them at the same time that these tables are being described. 

~h~ Ad~ Period 

The standardized estimates for the l,ndependent variable 

effects on adult measures are presented in Table 55. Note that 

who the income producing head of the household is has no' 

significant effects on ad.ult crime scores for persons socialized 

in the inner city or on N<nn-Whites but that regUlarity of 

employment of the head of the household reduces delinquency 

seriousness scores in all groups, as does a high-level first job 

of cohort membersQ The latter had sUbstantial positive 

correlations for all measures in all. groups at the zero-ord.er 

leve1, particularly for Non-Whites. Not graduating from high 

school has its greatest effects on Whites and those who were 

TAh~& 5~. !HTAR~I£" VAHIA~E EFFECTS 08 aEASUBBS OF AUU~ 
OP~ICIAL S~~~OUS~~55, S£LF-h~POBT SRBIOUSHESS. A&D 
OFFB~S~ S~OUbm~~/IHTEaVEBTION SCORES OF COHORT 
~~4bLHS k~~U~dT IN IHHEa CL~1 is. O~HEB HBIGliBORHODDS 
AND ~OM-.H~Th VS. idITE COftORT aBa~~RS 

AG~nI.li 
~lGli:l!PXN 
salnB1" 
l1G.i;OA.F17 

AG.l::J1ABRX 
.EIGH1'PUI 
SdN ltU? 
hG~O~17 

INCHll 
EI~1i~PXIll 
SRB18}:) 
BG:f.OAP17 

l!HhIU! 
Jl:IGli:rPU 
slUnSp 
HGl'>OAF17 

.nBSTJOB 
.EIGliTPXH 
saU1up 
RG.l::OAF17 

..JOdl:l.SR 
.l.UGHTPXbI 
5RN18P 
.t:iG.r.OAF17 

ATTSCWi 
UGllTPXli 
SIdllHP 
h\iISOJU?17 

HODIPl.llR 
EIGHTPXliI 
SaklilliP 
RGEOAP17 

ATTPOLJa 
El.GdTl'l.lII 
SRH18P 
RG.i::OAF17 

I:>A!I:.I10Li. 
El.GHTPXN 
511818P 
tiGk:OAP17 

S.eLFb17 
EIGliTPXllI 
!).iUi18~ 

RGBOU17 
ADJFB.Tlt 

Bl.GHrpU 
SiUllbP 
hG:t.uAi'17 

AD.AUTOSC 
.r.l.G11 TPlJI 
SRN1U2 
liGEOA.P17 

tll.L.I1'R 
r.l.GHTPXH 
SRN1SP 
.RG.r;OAF17 

IUii.ITAJ. 
~l.GliT:P:tbl 
Sff~"ijP 
Kb60AF17 

AFR)}~CAJ. 

.t.IGa~~Xli 

S~~JtiP 
liG,;:\bAl'17 

I 

.Inner 
C~ti 

I - • .<!.07* 
I 
I -.212 .... 
I 
I .2030* 
I 
I .181* 

, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
I 

-.lb7 

.171* 

.11i0 

.. 137 

I -.lb8 
I -.1&3* 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-.2!»2* 

.133 

.,,72* 

.301:1* 

.13b 

uther 

.127* 

.19U* 

.115* 

.091 

-.151· 

.112* 

,,08'& 

.OS5 

.. 103* 

.130* 

.23~* 

.1dl:1* 

.121* 

-.279* 

-.326* 

-.221 

.226 

.240 

-.220 

.213 

Wh~te 

-.085 

.155* 

.150* 

.129* 

.07b 

.011 

.077 

-.187* 

.Olja 

.. 077 

.254* 

.013 

.':'!'~9$ 

- .. 1~6* 

.18b* 

.OU5 

.134* 

.09b* 

.157* 

.128* 

.012 

• 15tJ* 
.110* 
.09!:1* 

.200* 

.2!»2* 

.100· 

• ~~ ~tandQ~d~~ed e~~~dces Shown on this tab~e are s~9n1±~cant 
a~ ~he .05 ~eye~ or, ~ ~ol~oved by *, at the .01 ~~vel or 
!l~gher. 
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socialized outside the inner city; this variable and attitude 

toward the police had relatively high zero-order correlations 

with all measures of adult crime for each group. 

While having friends in trouble with the police as a 

juvenile had substantial. positive correIa tions at th e zero-order' 

level (as high as .503 for inner city cohort members), there were 

'few effects in the multiple regression analysis. Having adult 

friends in troubl.e with the police va.s significantly related to 

higher offense rates for all groups except the Non-Whites, 

although at the zero-order level the rela tionsfJ.ip for Non-W'hites 

had been present and essentially the same as having juvenile 

friends in trouble with the police. In fact, at the zero-order 

level these variables and failure to graduate from high school 

had the highest relationships with measures of adult crime for 

all groups.. And while other variables had inconsistent effects 

from group to group, ma,rital status of cohort members had effects 

on, all except the lion-White group; i .. e., any status such as 

divorced or separated had a Significant positive effect on adUlt 

offense measures"" Bl'Ltlt as we have previously stated, it is 

difficult to say that marital status causes criminal behavior 

because it may well be that persons who have become involved in 

crime are divorced by their spouses. The inner city vs. other 

place of socialization differences were generally consistent with 

those shown in Table 52. 

Although one could, after the fact, w~ite an entire volume 

on how the results of these multiple reg~ession andlyses are 
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supportive of sociological theory and various hypotheses derived 

from this or that theory or the process by which de1.inguent and 

criminal behavior patterns are acquired, we would prefer to 

simply say at this point that it is eV'en more obvious than before 

that the organizati<)O of human relat.ions differs so mucIl between 

the inner city and. that of other types of neighborhoods that we 

must not think ot exp.lanations of either delinquency or crime per 

se but be concerned about hOll the development of this behavior 

diffe~s and is dealt with differently depending on the type of 

neighborhood in which the juvenile is socialized. And since 

there are not only differences in measures of official and se1f­

report de~inquency and crime but also very significant 

dif±erences in the offense se~iousness/illtervention measure which 

incorporates society's reaction to delinquency and crime, 'We must 

be even more concerned about how the decision -making process 

operates differently in some neighborhoods than in others. 

Parallel to this, alt.hough not a central concern of this 

project, is the question of race/ethnic differences. Is there an 

added impact of some variables it the juvenile or adult is a Non­

White, inner city resident? ll'or example, why does attituQ,e 

toward the police have a Significant standardized estimate in 

accQunting for variation in offense seriousness/intervention 

scores for Non-Whites but not for Whites during both the juvenile 

and ad ul t periods? Why is it greater for Non -Whi tes than for all 

inner city residents? 
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THE I~PACT OF JUVENILE ON ADULT CAREERS 

Before turning to further examination of race/ethnic and sex 

differences, several additional analyses must be discussed just 

to make sure that we have not lost GiUr perspective on other 

facets of the problem which are equally important. We next 

~ntered mea.sures of juvenile delinquency in th~ regression 

analyses as an additional. independent variable along with the 

interview data in order to determine to what extent juvenile 

measures accounted for a.dult measures and might also change 

interview effects on adult measures of crime .. 

The effects of juvenile delinquency measures were 

substantial Oll ad.ult criole' measures. In most cases the 

s'tandardized estimates for measures of juvenile delinquency were 

greater than for any of the interview variables. The only 

exceptions were for non-inner city neighborhoods where not having 

a high school diploma remained higher than official juV"enile 

delinquency scores and, in the caSe of Non-Whites where earl.y age 

of driver "s license, lack of steady employment of head of 

household, and lower-level first job had significant effects on 

adult official seriousness greater than did official juvenile 

seriousness scores. 

The overall impact of juvenile delinquency measur~s was to 

reduce the standardized estimates for most variables, for a few 

to the point that they were no longer statistically significant. 

For example, 20 of the standardized estimates for the interview 

variables shown in Table 55 were re4uc~d for persons socialized 
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in the inner city. In eight cases the estimates were no longer 

statistically significant.. Al thou,gh 20 of the standardized 

estimates for persons socialized i.n other neighborhoods were also 

reduced, only four were no longer statistically significant a.nd 

three increa.sed or now became statistically significant .. 

In §1llll, prior juvenile record or self-report seriousness had 

more impact on adult official records or self-report seriousness 

for those who were socialized in the inner city (unstandardized 

estimates .879 and .596 for the inner city vs •• 316 and .488 for 

the other neighborhoods), \\rhile juvenile offense 

seriousness/intervention scores had slightly more effect on adult 

scores for those who ha4 been socialized outside the inner city 

(.410 vs •• 378).. In other words, disproportionately severe 

intervention for juv'eniles socialized outside the inner city had 

more impact on their adult careers than it had :for those who had 

been socialized in the inner city--and whether standardized or 

unstandardized estimates were compared, was g'reater than the 

impact of official seriousness scores. 

While juvenile self-report seriousness scores produced their 

g rea test effect on adult self-report seriousness scores for Non­

Whites (.785 vs~ .469), neither of the other juvenile scores had 

significant ettects (unst~\ndardized estimates) on their 

comparable adult scores. Changes in effects we:ce fewer but there 

were few'er significant to begin with. 

As tor the Whites, most interview effects declined and some 

became non-significant while all. juvenile m.easures became strong 
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in accounting for variance in adult scores (.814, .469, and 

.444).. In sum, pri.or juvenile record had l.ess impact on adult 

measures of crime for Non-Whites than for Whites.. While many of 

the interview variables lost their importance when juvenile 

careers were introduced in accounting for adult careers for 

Whites, more of the interview variables remained significant in 

more ways~n accounting for these White adult careers than they 

did in aocouh:trng for Non-White adult careers. The few interview 

variables which werQ significant for Non-Whites did continue to 

have relatively high standard estimates. So what we can say is 

that accounting for adult crime is more complex among Whites than 

among Non-Whites. 

Overall, there was considerable increase in the proportion 

of the variance in adult measures accounted for, although the 

changes were not consistent from one meastn:e to another" for 

inner city vs. other neighborhoods, or for Non-Whites vs. Whites. 

Over 50% of the variance in all inner city scores was accounted 

for, ranging from 49% of the variance for offense 

seriousness/intervention scores to 56% for the self-report 

seriousness scores. For other types of neighborhoods from 36% to 

45% of the variance was nc.w accounted for. Among the Non-Whites 

58% of the var;i."',nce in a.a ult self-report seriousness scores was 

now accounted for, an increase of 2~% by adding juvenile self­

report seriousness sCO',~~.$-,. Almost 50% of the variance in adult 

official seriousness was now accounted for with the addition of 

juvenile official seriousness scores. 

.... 

Chapter 10. Another Look at Race/Ethnic and Sex Differences 

LIFE EXPERIENCES THAT DIFFER BY SEX 

Throughout our research we have reported sex and race/ethnic 

differences but in this report have been less concerned with them 

because our thrust has been. toward delineating neighborhood 

effects. Since it is apparent that what we find in the inner 

city is based on two whites for every Non-White, while other 

neighborhoods are predoUlinan·tly White and the serious delinquency 

and crime of both areas is predominantly male rather than female, 

we would be remiss in not taking one last look at the cohort 

interview data cn a basis of sex and race/ethnicity. 

We now turn to Table 56 for a closer look at these 

'race/ethnic differ.ences, this time controlling for sex.. Note 

that the interview data a.ccount for far mOI.:e of tht;: variance fo~ 

males tha.n tor females, particularly !l.uring the adult period .. 

Among the Non-Whites more of the variance is aCGounted for among 

females than males {luring the juvenile period but the opposite 

for the adult period.. Am.ong the Whites more of the variance is 

accounted for among males during both periods. White vs. Non­

White differences l.ll the amount of variance accounted for change 

from meaSUre to measure for males.. Among the tenrales the 

variance is best accounted for among the Non-Whites during the 

juvenile period but is inconsistent during the adult period. The 

point is that controlling for sex and race/ethnicity vastly 

complexes any attempt to account tor differences in measures of 

delinquency and crime. 
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TABLE 56. VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR IN MEASURES OF JUVSNILE AND 
ADULT OPF~CIAL SERIOUSNESS, SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS, 
AND OFFENSE SE1UOUSNESS/INTERVEN'l.'ION SCORES BY 
INTERVIEW VARIABLES BY' SEX AND RACE 

--------_ ... _--------------------------------------------
Non- Non M.ales White White Females White White r 

JUV'XN I 
RZ I .340* .. 357ns .. 388* .185* • Ll·13ns .178* Adj .. RZ r .3 '14 .011 .. 360 .. 153 .200 .141 SRN617 I 
RZ r • 369* .681* .416* .219* .718* .223* Adj. RZ ( .. 344 .. 510 .389 .188 .571 .188 RGEOTH 17 I 
R2 I .372* .443ns .. 376* .241* .618* .213* Adj. R.2 I .347 .143 .347 .211 .419 .178 EIGHTPXN ( 
HZ r .482* .742* .409* .149* .396ns .207 Adj. RZ I .458 .570 .377 .110 .001. .166 SRN18P I 
RZ I .335* .715,* .. 332* .172* .568ns .244* Adj. RZ f .. 304 .524 .296 .134 .. 287 .205 RGEOAF17 I 
RZ r .. 36;>* .. 560ns .. 310* .159* .399ns .141* Adj. HZ I .336 .266 .273 .120 .006 .097 

~--------~----------------------------------------------~--------
* All RZs in th~s table are marked ns if not significant 

a.t the .OS level or * if sig'nificant at the .. 01 level 01;' higher. 
----------------------------------------------------~~-~~------

While respectable amounts of the variation in delinquency 

and crime measures are accounted for" with several ex.ceptions, 

over half of the variance is still unaccounted for. That so much 

of the variance in the offense seriousness/intervention score is 

unaccounted for, particularly among the Non-whites during the 

adult period only increases our concern about the experiences of 

this group. In this respect it is impor.tant to remember that 

Non-White males had a mean adult seriousness score of 18.2 while 

White males had a score of 15.0 but that the mean offense 

seriousness/intervention Score for Non-Whites was 4.2 vhile that 

for Whites was 2 .. 0. 
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Thus the proportional difference was far greater when 

disproportional seriousness of intervention was a part of the 

measure than when it was a matter or·'.official seriousness of 

offenses alone. Yet male Non-White official seriOUsness was 

accounted for by the interview a,a ta better than was offense 

:seriousness/interven tion. There was less difference betlleen the 

two R2 s for White males • 

The Juvenile Period -- ----- - .. .. -
Interview variable effects during the juvenile period are 

presented in Table 57. Note that none of the interv'iew' variables 

have significant effects for Non-White males except When self­

report seriousness is the dependent variable--where they are 

substantial. Although there were few significant effects for the 

Non-White females c having juvenile friends in trouble with the 

police hdd effects on each of' the delinquency measures. For 

White females the.re were more significant effects than for Non­

White females but still fewer than for White males. 

We must remember, .of course, that at the zero-order level 

failure to gradUate from high school was related to higher scores 

on all delinquency measur.~s among both White and l~on-White males, 

as was attitude towcird the police, having juvenile friends in 

trouble with the police, and having' access to an automobile. 

Here, as in Tables 54 and 55, we are concerned with only those 

variables which have a statistically significant relationship, 

all other things being equal. Among the females relationships 

between the interview variables and delinquency me~sures were 

c, 

... 
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generally low at the zero-order level with the exception, for 

example, of high school graduation for White females and, for 

Non-White females, attitude toward the police, self-concept, an.d 

friends in trOUble with the police. 

!lu~ M!1!1l ggJ;;!Qs, 

Standardized estimates are presented 1:,")r the aQ, ul t period in 

Table 58. While there are still. fewer effects for the Non-Whites 

than for the Wllites.. more of tbe variance is accounted for--and 

by a different pattern of effects than for the Whites. But for 

the female Non-Whites th.ere were very few significant effects and 

again nUmerous significant effects for the Whites. 

Mention should again be made of the zero-order correlations. 

Having no high school diploma had the highest correlation with 

all adult crime measures for both White and Non-White males but 

was of little importance for the females except on the offense 

seriousness/intervention measure. Although next in importance 

for the males at the zero-order level had been friends in trouble 

with the police as adults, this likewise had been of little 

im.portance for the females. Again we must conclude that:. the 

world of males d:itters from that of fe.ales and that of Non­

Whites differs from that of Whites when either juvenile 

delinquency or adult crime is related to interview data in all 

their complexity • 

When the interview data were examin-ed> in reterenC'e to the 

juvenile period, few variables had Significant effects acr.oss 

sex, even fewer across race, and only one across sex and race, 
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that being a positive effect of self-concept on the self-report 

delinquency measure. When the same was done for the adult period 

t.here were more Significant effects" more consistency acl.'OSS sex, 

bu.t little consistency across race. 

Before conclu,ding we reran all of the adult period multiple 

regressions with the appropriate juvenile lIl.edSUres inserted as 

independent variables. Here again the result wa.e: to reduce the 

impact of the interview variables but to markedly increase the 

prop(>rtion of the accountl':,)d-for adult variance. For example, the 

R2 for official adult seriousness (SRN18P) for White males was 

now .. 625 and the Adjusted U2 was .603... For White females it was 

.573 and .550. In hoth cases official juvenile seri~usness had 

become the independent variable with. greater effect on adult 

seriousness than any other variable. On the other hand, juvenile 

offense seriousness/intervention scores had less impact on the 

variance in similar adult scores, particularly for White females .. 

By contrast the juvenile score increased R2 from .. 399 to .592 for 

Non-White females with the jUvenile offense 

seri.ousness/intervention score having the highest unstandardized 

estimate (.890) to be found f'or any sex/race group in this 

analysis. This means that disproportional intervention for Non­

White females during the juvenile period has a higher impact on 

the.easure of disproportional interventi.on as adults than for 

. any other group. Dispropo:r::tional intervention during the 

jUvenile period had its smallest effects on the adult scores of 

Non-White lIta1.es and White fema1.es.. We believe that it is 
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important to note that the tW,Q sharpest contrasts in this table . 
and in the analysis that has been conducted with the juvenile 

period measure as an independent v'ariable are betwE~en White and 

Non-White females. 

THE COMPLEXITY OF EXPLAN'ATION 

The reader may ask what this is leading up to and our 

response must be that we are concerned about leaving the 

impression that delinguency is unexplainable and/or that what 

happens to juveniles and adults in the justice system has no 

relationship to their characteristics other than the seriousness 

of their offenses. Quite the contrary, it is apparent that in 

addition to sex, race, and milieu of neig'hhorhood of 

SOCialization, there are other variables which have impo'):tant and 

significant. effects. But--these otb-,er variables do not have 

consistent effects across sex. race/ethnicity, and ne~ghborhood 

milieu. 

Table 59 summarizes the significant effects which have been 

presented in Tables 54 and 55 and the discussion of added or 

reduced effects in Tables 57 and 58 when juvenile measu:c:es ",,'ere 

introduced into the a,dult peri.od analyses as independent 

variables. The first two sets of columns facilitate comparison 

of effects on inner. city cohort members with others~ the second 

two sets, Non-Whites and 'Whites. The next three sets of co1.umns 

are for Males and the last three for Females. 1n each set of 

columns J or E indicates official seriousness, S indicates self-

l:eport se:c:iousness,. and R indicates effects on the official 

J 
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TABLE 59.. SIGNIl"ICANT INTERVIEW VARIABLE EFFECTS ON MEASURES 
OF JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFICIAL SERIOtrSNBSS, 
SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS, AND OFFENSE SERIOUf;lNESS/ 
INTERVI!:NTION SCORES OF COflORT MEMBERS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
OF SOCIALIZATION, SEX, AND RACB* ------------_<'Jo ____________________________________ ,,~-____ 1 ______ _ 

IC 0 NW W M NiM WM F NWF WF 
JUVENILE - --..... -- -- -- -- -- --,... -- ""-JSH JSR JSR JSR JSH JSH JSH JSR JSR JSH 
--------------------~---------------------------------
AGEDLR 
AGEMARRY 
INCHH 
HHEMP 
FIRSTJOB 
JOBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
NODIPLr1R 
AT*l'POLR 
PATROLR 
SELl?617 
ADJFRTR 
ADAUTOSC 
HILITR 

+ 
+ 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + +++ +++ +++ 

+ 
+ +++ + +++ ++ 

+ + +++ + + +++ +++ 
+++ +++ +++ +++ 

+++ +++ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+++ + + 

+++ + + 
+++ +++ +++ 
+++ + 

+ 

+ + 
+++ 

+ + 

++ 

+ 

-----------------------~-------------------~----------
IC 0 N\il W M NIHl iM F NR'F 'liF 

ADULT 
------------------------------------------------------
AGEl}LR 
AGEMAHRY 
INCRH 
liHEMP 
FIRSTJOB 
JOBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
NODIPLMR 
AT TPO:r.,.a 
PATROLR 
SELF617 
ADJFRTR 
ADAUTOSC 
HILITR 
MARITAL 
AFRDSCAL 
JUV/EIG/RGE 

+ + +++ 
+ 

+ + + + + 

+ 
+ + 

+ ++­
+ 

++ 
+ +++ 

+++ +++ 

+ 

+ 

... 

+++ ++ 
+ + 

-+ 
+ + 

+ 
+ + + + 

+ + 
+ 

-+ + 

+ 

+++ + ... + 
+++ ++ 
+++ +++ + 

++ ++ 

+ 

+ -I/- + 

+ - -

+++ 
+ 

+ 

++ +++ +++ 
++ + +-+ 
+++ +++ + + +++ 

-----------------------~-------------------~--------------------
* ~uDlmary of ,Tables 54,. 5~, 57! and 5~ with. appropriate changes 

~n Tables 57 and 58 as Juvenl..le dell..nque~tcy llleasures were 
inclUded as independent variables in adult crime analysis. 
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seriousness/intervention measure. The extent to which these 

effects are "real" effects or simply correlates of delinquency 

and crime is debatable, as we have previously said .. 

But even if a strictly causative stance cannot be taken, the 

absence of consistent effects suggests that some varia.bles which 

have heen accepted as explanatory of differences in delinquency 

and crime rates should not he accepted as having general 

validity.. One example, which has been mentioned on numerou.s 

occasions, is high school employment, a variable which does not 

seem to have consistent association with lov delinquency and 

Which, in fact" has the opposite effect in just as many 

groupings. 

Instead of si~ple explanations of how persons come to engage 

in delinquent and sometimes criminal behavior, we have complex 

explanations. If man has cultUre and there iire also subcultural 

groups attached to space and socioeconomic status, should anyone 

be surprised? It, as is so often said, men are not ants, then 

why shOUld we expect to explain their behavior in Simple terms? 

And why should prediction be simple When man is complex? 
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Chapter 11. What It All Boils Down To Thus Far 

A CLOSER LOOK AT WHAT MAJOR GROUPS ARE LIKE 

Because we were not satisfied with the multitude of analyses 

that we have conducted and still hoped to show in a more or less 

simplified way how sex, race/ethnicity, and type of neighborhood 

combine to produce different relationships of variables to 

delinquent and criminal careers and. societal reaction -co them, 

cohort members w'ere next divided into eight ditferent groups 

(Inner City Non-White Males, Inner City White Males, etc.) for 

further analysis. There were too few Other Non -Whi-tes to report 

the regression analysis with them so we present only six groups. 

In order to give the reader some idea of how the various 

measures of juvenile delinguency and aQul t crime and interview 

variables more or less systematically differ from Inner City Non­

White Males to Other White l"emales, selected means and their 

across-group rankings are shown in Table 60. The means of the 

variables are ranked from 1 to 6, the independent variables 

aocord,ing to their hypothesized effect on. the measures of 

delinguent and criminal careers. While these rankings are not 

co~pletely consistent, the rankings are sufficiently linear as to 

produce the kinds of ecological correlations that have always 

given sociologists sufficient evidence to maintain their stance 

that beyond sex and race/ethnicity the ecological organization of 

the city is the si.ngle bes't starting point; for Understanding 

variation in delinquency and crime rates as well as variation in 

societal reaction to delinquency and. crime. 

- tl ~~-- ------- ----
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TABLE 60. MEAN SCORES AND GROUP RANKINGS FOR SELECTED MEASURES 
OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND ADULT CRIME AND SELECTED 
INTERVIEW VAR!ABLES -----------------------------_--r ______________________ ---,.-._ 

Inner 
City 
Non­

White 
Males 

Inner 
City 

White 
Males 

Other 
White 
Males 

Inner 
City 
Non­

White 
Pemal.es 

Inner 
City 

White 
Females 

Other 
White 

Females --------------------------------------------------(Mean R Mean R Mean R Mea.n R Mean R Mean R --------(------------------------------------------------------------
f 

JOVXN 114 .. 29 1 
I 

SRN617 f15.521 
I 

RGEOTH 171 2.81 1 
f 

EIGHTPXN(22.26 1 
I 

SRN18P 120.15 1 
r 

RGEOA17 I 4.39 1 

9.20 2 

14.92 2 

2 .. 23 2 

9.61 2 

13.38 3 

2.45 2 

5.01 3 

13.06 3 

1.56 3 

4.99 4 

15.48 2 

1 .. 88 3 

3.73 4 

3.14 6 

1 .. 33 4 

7.60 3 

5.02 5 

1.87 4 

1.02 5 .. 78 6 

4 .. 57 4 4.55 5 

~42 5.5 .42 5.5 

4.71 5 1.53 6 

3.39 6 6.70 4 

.73 5 .64 6 
-----------------------------------

r 
FIRSTJOBt 5.30 1 

l 
NODIPLMRI .24 1 

I 
AJ:'TPOLR I '1 .. 65 1 

f 
SELF617 r 2.05 2 

r 
ADJFRTR r 1.97 1 

f 
ADAOTOSC( 1.60 3 

r 
MARITAL I 2.27 4 

I 
APRDSCALf 5~56 1 
----1---

I 
N f 30 

4.51 2 

.19 3 

2 .. 28 It 

2.22 1 

1.55 2 

1.61 2 

2.45 3 

1.91 2 

69 

4.24 3 4.07 4 

.09 4 .. 5 .. 20 2 

2.23 3 2.07 2 

1.95 3 1.46 5 

1.25 3 .83 4 

1.73 1 .64 6 

2 .. 1L~ 5 3.17 1 

1.94 3 .764 

250 30 

2.51 6 2.62 5 

.07 6 .09 4.5 

2.69 6 2.61 5 

1.39 6 1.47 4 

.29 5.5 .29 5.5 

1.00 5 1.17 4 

2.02 6 2.50 2 

.. 16 6 .35 5 

44 282 
-------------------------------------------~------------------------
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But what we are attempting to do is to account for variation 

in the meastlres of delingu~ncy and crime within each group of 

cohort ntembers,utilizing the interview data for the juvenile 

period and the adult period and then again the interview data and 

jUvenile record, in accounting for variation during the adult 

period.. This shOUld enable us to see even better than before if 

neighborhood type, dichotomized to provide SUfficient numbers of 

interviewed cohort members; proouces a pattern of 

interrelationships between indepen.dent variables which differs 

more t.han does tl1e pattern produced by race/ethnic groupings. 

Quit'e aside from the problem of relativel.y small Ns for the 

Non-Whites, the~~ is another problem generated by the relatively 

smal.:t<:yariance in measures of delinquency and crime and measures 

of some of the independent variables, extreme variation being 

found for the delinquency and crime measures for inner city males 

in particular and relatively little variation on some of the 

measures for females. So, to some extent, just looking at the 

standa,rd deviations for independent variables suggests that We 

shOUld not expect significant effects on either variation in 

delinquency or crime from: them. ,However , for those variables 

which do have sizeable standard d~viations, such. as official 

seriousness a.nd juvenile or adult friends in trouble with the 

police, we should have significant effects. 

ACCOUNTING FOR THE VARIANCE 

Before discussing the effects of v'arious interview variables 

we shall turn to Table 61 which shows the proportion of the 

~ L ______ .. __________ ~_....:...~'__~___=:::..",~" ~ _ __"______"_~ __ _'___'__~_~~_~~~ _________ ~ ___ ~_ 
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TABLE 61. VARIANCE IN' MEASURES OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACCOUNTED 
FOR By INTERVIEW VARIABLES AND ADULT CRIME ACCOOlf!rED 
FOR BY INTERVIEW VARIABLES AND JUVENILE MEASURES 

--------------------------- ..... ---,--------------...,,--------------------
Inner Inner 
city Inner City Inner 
Non- City Other Non-, City Other 

White White White White White White 
Males Males Males Females Pem.ales Females -------------1-------------------------------------------. ___________ _ 

f 
JUVXN , 

RZI .455ns .593* .398* .571ns .359ns .225* 
Adj. R2f .000 .487 .363 .222 .081 .184 

SRNG17 f 
HZI .. 916* .. 410* .. 451* .825* .429ns .218* 

Adj. HZ/ .843 .257 .419 .683 .181 .177 
RGEOTH17 f 

R21 .SlOns .. 512* .378* .719* .464ns .247* 
Adj. RZ, .. 081 .386 .341 ~599 .232 .207 . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . ~ . - . . . . . - . . . . . . . . 

EIGHTPXN r 
R~I .162 

Adj .. R~ I .490 
JUWXN SE**I .506* 

R2"1 .869* 
Adj .. RZI' .. 697 

SRN18P f 
R21 .895 

Ad j.. R Z r .. 114 
SRN617 SB**l .645ns 

R~ f .887* 
Adj. RZI .740 

RGEOAF17 [ 
HZ, .598 

Adj .. RZ r .. 138 
RGEOTH 17 SE** f .350nsl 

R~ I .646nts: 
Adj .. RZI .. 183 

.. 609 

.488 

.. 760* 

.. 795* 

.727 

.468 

.. 304 

.520* 

.621* 

.502 

.550 

.412 

.377* 

.610* 

.480 

.. 426 

.. 387 

.426* 

.534* 

.. 501 

.. 383 

.. 341 

.361* 
.. 454* 
.414 

.318 

.272 

.392* 

.'413* 

.. 370 

.510 

.. 110 
; ., 691 
.131ns 
.. 399 

.711 

.. 4,14 

.l.j,96ns 

.ltS4ns 

.4,51 

.S89 

.149 

.897 

.. 744ns 

.430 

.471ns 

.. 187 
-.091ns 

• 475ns 
.164 

.. 498ns 

.229 
-.098ns 

.502ns 

.207 

.189 

.140 

.02ans 

.189* 

.137 

.242 

.196 

.. 389* 

.. 354* 

.3~'2 

.. 128 

~------------------.--------~----------------------------~~----------

.446ns 

.149 
-.031ns 

.444ns 

.,119 

... 076 

.119ns 

.130* 

.083 

** These are the st.andardized estimates fo·r juvenile meas'ures 
included as independent variables in the regression a17,alyses. 
All standardized estimates and R~s in this table ar.e ,~arJ~ed 
ns .if not significant at the the .05 J.evEU or by * if, significant 
at the ,!,O 1 level or higher. 

--"----,-
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variance accounted tor in each group for each measure of 

delinquency dnd crime and the proportion of the variance in crime 

accounted for by the interview variables and then by the juvenile 

measures and the interview meaSUres combined. 

Both the R~ and Adjusted RZ are presented with the Adjusted 

R
2
s considerably lower tIlan RZ in some cases.. If we consider 

only the R
2
s it is aPP'arent that less of the variance in juvenile 

measures is accounted for in the case of Other White Females than 

other groups and secondly Other White Males.. Between-groups 

differences are rather small in terms of which groups have Jliost 

of their variance dccounted for but overall the Inner City Non­

White Femal.es rank first or second on each variable. 

Turning to the lower section of the table where the RZs for 

the adult period are presented, we f'ind Other Wh.ite Females are 

in the same relative position as during the juvenile peri.od, but 

that overall more of the variallce for Inner City Non-White Males 

is accounted for than for other groups, although differences are 

not great between groups and that. if the Adjusted RZ was 

considered several of the ranks would change. Also note that 

When the jUvenile measure is included in the reg'ressi.on analysis 

for adult period measures the proportion of the variance 

accounted for is increased in all cases except one, the 

stanuardizeQ est~mates of the jUvenile measures more often than 

not significant and having larger effects than did. the interview 

variables included in the analyses. 
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At this point we are not too concerned about differences in 

the a,mount of variance accounted for in JUVXN VS. SRNG17 or JUVXN 

vs .. EIGHTPXll, etc .. , or differences between g'roups but Illost of all 

in whether differences between Inner City vs. Oth~,r groups are 

greater than race/ethnic differences. This is certainly the case 

for JUVXN dnd EIGlITPXN. r'or the ma.les, however, this pattern is 

definitely not present for SRN'617 and SRN18P, the self-report 

measures of delinquency and crime. The self-report data had now 

produced results consistent with official data so this was not a 
surprise. 

Perhaps more important, however, are the findings for 

RGEOTH17 and RGEOAF17, the seriousness/intervention measure in 

which seriousness of career predominates but incl.udes a measure 

of intervention. The amount of variance accounted for in the 

inner city male groups, Non-White or White, is the same and flOra 

than that for other White Males.. Among the females the 

progression is down tor Inner City Non-Hhite Females to Other 

White Females. Similar findings are made for adult males but in 

the felltale case even 1Q0re varian.ce is accounted for by the Inner 

City Whites than Non-Whites. 

By saying that ajpecified amount of the variance is 

accounted for we do not mean that the across-group variance is 

explained. Inner City Non-White Males and then Inner City White 

Males have on the average received disproportionately Severe 

intervention, as have Inner City Non.-White Females during the 

juvenile ana ddult periods. This has been greater for the Inner 
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City Non-Whites during the adult period more than the juvenile 

period. He are SiIllply saying that within a given group more of 

the variance for persons socialized in the inner city is 

explained. by the interview data than for others. 

Going a step further with the juvenile seriousness measure 

added (although we must. remember that the relatively small N for 

the Inner City Non-Whites produces an R2 that is not Significant 

for the Inner City Non-Whites) the difference in variance 

accounted for between Inner City and Other Whites is considerable 

whether males or females are being considered. 

What is of' further concern, considering the. basic hypothesiS 

that neighhorhood of socialization influences not only behavior 

but community reaction to behaVior, is 'the fact tha.t the 

interview d.ata account for propor"cionately Iltore of the variance 

in seriousness scores than offense seriousness/intervention 

Scores of .l.nner city male cohort members' scores and that even 

When juvenile seriousness and juvenile intervention hav'e been 

added this difference continues to exist. But whether the males 

be White or Non-White, any comparison involving official records 

differentiates them from the Other White Ha.les.. And Whatever 

COllpa.ris1ons are JIla,de for females,. the Inner City Whites and Non­

Whites markedly differ from Other White Females. 

ACROSS-(.;}WUP DIFk'ERENCES IN EFPECTS 

Discussion of variance accoUnted for serves as a prelude to 

differences in effects from group to group. The reader will 

recall that there was little in the w-ay of consistent effects of 

t L _________________ ~~ __ ~~. __ ~~ 
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the interview variables across Inner City vs. Other, White vs. 

Non-White groups, sex, or sex, race/ethnic groups in Tables 54 

and 55 or 1"ables 57 an(l 58. The reader will also recall that the 

number of significant ~Iffects varied from group to group_ 

Without presenting effe,cts in the same detail as before, it 

should be noted tha.t ev(~n when effects based on a standardized 

estimate of .150 (strict,ly speaking, we should refrain from 

making across-group comparisons other than whether a variable has 

significant effects or not when using standardized estimates, but 

we do this only loosely as a heuristic device) or above were 

considered there were still differences in the number of etfects 

that would be found from group to group. For example, nine 

variables for the adult period for Inner City White Males~ 10 for 

Inner City Non-White Males, but only four for Other Whi,te Males., 

And beyond the number of effects, the pattern of variables 

producing effects and the di~ection of effects differed between 

Whites and Non-Whites even when hoth were socialized in the Inner 

City .. 

III order to p:t:esent a general. idea of the acrosG-group 

variable effects, Tables 62 and 63 have been constructed from the 

stantlardized estimates, one column. indicating on which groups 

there were significant effects, another column indicating where 

effects were above .150 but not significant at the' .. 05 level, and 

a third indicating the 'total number of groups showing effect.s. 

Let us now examine the results of our analyses ill some 

detail. The reader must remember that we are describing effects 
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within six groups, four of which are inner city, so that we would i ' 
I 'I'· 
I 1: expect at least two-thirds of the effects to be found in inner I 1! 

_ '...".-.c .. _L ."L=-,. 'U')""'c"" .. -'- c~~ . .;a.2E~!ES-£,2.:l~ere effects for inner city groups during the:: I ~ juvenile and adUl~';);""'::l~hert~-;'';i;,g;i:·;~~ 
I I'.. wotl.ld also expect, since there are four White groups and only tw'o 

I I N on-White groups, for two -thirds of the effects to be .for White 

I 1 j groups (only 60% were for Whites during the juvenile period and 

I Ii ~ 56% were for Whites during the adu:lt period) _ Half of the groups 
j i 

\

' !.' are male and half female (54% and 53% w.ere effects for males) • 

t I Thus, as we discuss the effects, significant and otherwise, we 
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must recognize that there were more inner city effects than 

expected, fewer effects for Whites than expected, and a bit above 

the number expected tor males. 

%he Role of thg AU!;Q!!!Qbile 

Since we have frequently re!.lerred to the role of the 

automobile in juvenile delinquency, we would expect early age of 

driver's license and access to the automobile as a juvenile to 

have significant effects on official and self-report scores. Its 

(early driver's license) only significant effect was limited to 

juvenile period salf-report seriousness scores, although there 

are other scattered, non-significant (standardized estinlates .150 

or +) effec'ts for persons socialized in the inner city, effects 

which ca.rry over into the adult period but are not always 

consistent from group to group ..Access to an automo:Q,;ile during 

the juvenile period has many !nore significant effects, most of 

them for Whites.. In all groups the effect, if pres~nt, was to 
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increase official delinquency, particularly among inner city 

Whites. Few effects carried over into the adult period. In 

both White males and females socialized in the inner city. Most 

of this is lost as cohort members become adults. 

!:!Q!!!.g Background 

There are two variables that represent the type of home from 

which respondents came, sex of income-producing head of household 

and regularity of employment of the head of the household. As in 

earlier research, we find few and inconsistent effects for sex of 

income-producing head of household and steady employment for the 

head of the household.. These effects were most important during 

the juvenile period for White males socializ.ed in the inner city, 

the female-headed household and the head of household without 

steady employment increasing official juvenile seriousness 

scores.. Neither carried over into adulthood for White males. 

Early ~£loy.ent 

First job level and whether respondent had worked during 

high school are two variables with quite different types of 

effects. FiI.st job level had Significant and consistent effects 

in several. groups (Table 62) during t~e juvel'iile period, 

particula'rly White females who were socialized outside the inner 

city neighborhoods. While there was contin~ing significance into 
1\ 

adulthood for many of the dichotomous groupings (Table 59) there 

were no significant effects (luring the adult period when controls 
CI 

• t 

were introduced for nei.ghborhood, sex, and race, although some 

non-significant effects did remai.n for inner city groups. 

were socialized in the inner city, the effects of employment 

during high school on delinque:ncy measures were not consistent in 

direction or across groups. ,Among inner city White males high 

school jobs tended to reduce delinguency, but in other ca.ses high 

school jobs either had no effect, very little effect, or seemed 

to promote delinquency. We must continue to take the position 

tha.t employment during hig.h school has such inconsistent ef:Eects 

on delinquency that, all things considered, its positive efj:ects 

are most likel.y to be fou,nd for those who lack integration into 

the larger society in terms of other institutionalized 

activities. 

~ §£hQQl sng ~glinqu~n£Y 

Tb.is leacts us to ~l discussion of the school and delinquency. 

There weI:e few effects until place of socialization was entered 

as a control for sex and race/ethnic groups. We have always been 

concerned that a posit,ive attitUde toward school was 

signif ica.ntly related to higher official delinquency scores for 

the Inn.er City White ~~ales, self-report scores for the Non­

W,hites, but. the oppos;lte~ although not significant, for inner 

city White females. How many males find the school an arena for 

hell-raising and res~lond to questions about school in a different 

context than that ra:lsed by the interviewer? Wh.atever, during 
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both periods there vere numerous but inconsistent effects for 

those socialized in. the inner city, males and females .. 

an explanation is another thing because delinquency does lead to 

expulsion. Probably the most interesting finding is that t.he 

significant effects on official delinquency measures cl.uring the 

juvenile period are for Whites who were socialized outside the 

inner city wit.h some carry-over in.to the adult. period, 

significant during' the adult period for all ~fhite males and for 

White females from non-inner city neighborhoods .. All other 

things being equal, failure to complete high school is not as 

consistently related to delinquency and crime f'or those who were 

socialized in the inner city as for those from other 

neighborhoods. And we know that opportunities for utilizing 

education are unevenly distributed by place of socialization and 

socioeconomic status. 

Att;itudes 
- I 

Attitude toward the police (lnd perception of. police 

patrolling in neighborhoods during the juvenile period can be 

looked at in terms of both cause and effect. Although a negative 

attitude toward the poli.~(~ is almo~t universally associated with 

higher delinquency score!.; and "rith adult crime, perceptions of 

heavy police patrolling had little relationship to variation in 

juvenile delinquency and were inconsistent in their relationship 

to adult crime .. 
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This leads us to another measure based on perception, self-

concept as delinquent during' the juvenile period. A delinquent 

While there were. some effects for Whites and males socialized 

outside the inner city neighborhoods during the juvenile period, 

by the adult period these relationships were limited to persons 

who had been socialized in the inner city. 

Both meaSUres of association produced the expected findings. 

The first, a measure of juvenile friends in trouble produced 

positive effects during the juvenile period for White males 

socialized outside the inner city dnd inner city females. Fewer 

groups had continui.ng effects from the juvenile period to the 

adul t period and there was less consistency in the direction of 

effects. However, having adult friend,s in trouble n ow showed 

consistency in its relationship to adult crime as it did for the 

juvenile measures. That White males showed significant effects 

on this Variable was inter.esting because there were practically 

no effe<tts for Non-White males who, as a group, had the highest 

scores I()n the acl.ult friends in troubie scale. Apparently having 

friend~ in trouble does not have the same meaning in terms of 

their 'Iown beh~\";,i.or for Black males as ·£or Whit.e males .. 
,,I , 

\. 

1.0-
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Three interview variables remain, each of which is thought 

m.arital status .. Although early ma.rriage was associat.ed with low 

delinquency among inner city Non-Rhite females, nge of marriage 

had fewer relationships than did any other int,erview va.riable 

during the juvenile period because, as one r~alizes, relatively 

few juveniles are married before the peak years of delinquency. 

On the other hand, this variable had numerous, but few 

t', significant, effects on the adult crime measures among Whites, 

females, and those socialized in the inner city. Military 

service was related to high delingu~ncy ra.tes but loW adult crime 

among inner city males. Current marital status produced more 

effects for Whites than for Non-Whites with low scores on 

official measures of adult crime related to more stable marriage 

patterns. All in all, these measures of stability had effects in 

the directi.on expected but moraso for '~hites than for Non-Whites. 

fu Impact of i!!!Yrullli fareers Q1l M!!.lt ~~ 

Having considered the interview v·ariables and their somewhat 

spotty and evanesce~t effects as controls for place of 

socialization, sex!I' and race/ethnicity were introduced, ve tur1t!. 

back to the effect of juv€)m.le measures on adult m.easures. They 

showed the most consistent and all-pervasive effects" on adulti 
I' 
Ii 

measures of crim.e, their effects missing only for, inner city !! 

White females. , , , 

If II 
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In this discussion. we ha.ve mentioned three measures of 

juvenile delinquency and three measures of adult crime.. We are 

most concerned, however, with variation in the o.ffen.se 
~ '..:r~~~.I"'·:·""'·~~·~"·":'~;;~"'t.J.i." . ~'",,\5 ~~~~A' .," \,"'~.t:"~-',;,-, ........ "Nij;ie!Ii.:Oir.t>i.;' ":', W, '.J:,"~':..:'" ':T'4 ·{):.;;'~;~_,;,11' .... 1.& _'2-." \. ' •.. ,' ... 1lo.t".,.. " ", ~."II\'-:~j' ,," 

seriousness/intervention measure.. which systematically declines 

from inner city l'lon-White males to both White female groups. We 

know tha.t disproportional intervention exists for those who were 

socialized in the inner city (with a variety of measures) and 

that d.isproportiollal intervention during the juvenile period 

played a part in accounting for disproportional intervention 

during the adult period for all males, White or Non-White, and 

for inner city Non-White females, but What else showed up in the 

analysis, concentrating on disproportional intervention during 

the ad.ult period? Nothing with consistency.. In other words, 

disproportional interventi.on exists but the variables which 

account for at least a part of it are dissimilar from group to 

group. We conclude that variables not included in this analYSis 

may shed light on how the Courts have opera ted, that there must 

be some sort of cumUlative process wh.ich we hav'e not yet managed 

to. measure rather than that disproportional interventio.n occurs 

simply by chance. 
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Chapter 12. A Last Look at. Interven.tion and Sanctions 

RECAPITULATION 

additi.onal analyses of interv'ention and sanctioning differences 

may be simplified by the addition of several summary tables. 

therefore, present Table 64, a table which draws from earlier 

chapters and the appendices .. To further simplify the 

presentation we have included only those neighborhoods containing 

30 cohort members (two other neighborhoods with only 21 and 29 

cohort members were included because most of their members were 

from the 1955 Cohort). '1:his leaves 49 out of 65 neighborhoods 

but makes the tables easier to examine. 

Neighborhoods are grouped into four types in this table 

commencing with those which we had previously classified as inner 

city, followed by the transition group, the stable residential, 

and, finally, the peripheral middle to high socioeconomic status 

~roup .. The first 10 co!;amns of the table are used to 

characterize the neighborhoods as High, Medium, or Low or High or 

Low according to the various Offense Rate and Delinquency' and 

Crime Producing composite or clustering procedures that were 

described in Chapter 2. Another column indicating the percent Qf 

the neighborhood's population that was Black in 1970 follows. 

One notes that while the inner city neighborhoods were High 

on most measures" some ot the transitional neighborhoods had a 

mixture of Highs, Mediullls, and Lows 'with differences related to 
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TABLE 64. 
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I V 
N B E A 
A Y N D 
R n 1. U 
E E J. L 
A S :E T 

N C C C C C C C C 
G 0 L 0 L o L 0 L 
H M 0 11 U M U M U 
B P S P S P S P S 
D 1 2; 3 4- S t> 7 8 

D 
C 
p 

C C 
0 L 
M U 
p S 
9' 10 

PRODUCING, AND 
NEIGHBORHOODS: 
AND SANCTION 

JOV 

R 
E 

% o F 
B F E S 
L F R A 
A S R N 
C E E C 
K R D T 

ADULT 

R 
E 

0 F 
F E S 
F R A 
S R N 
E E C 
R D T -----------------------------------------------------------------

Inner Cill Neiqhbm;:.hQQ.g§ 
2 H H H H Ii Ii H H H H 70 1 2 3 1 1 1 7 H H H H II H H H H H 45 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 H H H H H M II H H H 37 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 H H H H H M H H H H 80 1 1 2 1 1 1 11 H H n H L H H H H H 50 1 1 1 1 1 1 12 H H H H H H H H H H 46 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 H H H H H M H H H Ii 35 1 1 1 1 1 1 

10 n II H 1'1 1I n H H H H 21 2 1 1 2 2 3 17 H H H M H ~I H H H Ii 10 1 2 1 1 1 1 5 Ii Ii H M H I1 H H H M 16 3 3 2 3 3 3 6 1I H 11 H H H II H Ii M 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Transi~~! lieighborhoods 
18 H II H M 11 II H Ii H Ii 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 16 n Ii Ii Ii L Ii H H H Ii 17 1 2 4 2 3 2 19 M M H M H Ii H M H Ii 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 49 H M H Ii H ~l H H 1'1 Ii 6 2 1 1 2 1 1 46 Ii If H 1:1 H M II M M 11 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 54 Ii L H L L Ii L Ii M Ii 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 

50 Ii Ii Ii ~1 L 11 Ii ~1 L L 1 2 3 1 212 4 Ii Ii t L L L H H Ii Ii 2 4 4 4 444 33 L Ii L Ii 4 3 3 3 422 Ii ~ Ii H M Ii 
37 L L H Ii L Ii L M Ii M 10 1 1 2 1 1 1 

.. 
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N 
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H 
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c c 
o L 
11 U 
P S 
7 8 

c c 
o L 
Ii (J 

p S 

• TV --fEllP 

--------'----------------'----------------------------

14 1'1 M 
15 L L 
20 M. M 
21 L L 
22 L L 

23 H M 
29 11 M 
30 Ii H 
31 L L 
32 11 M 
34 M. Ii 
35 M Ii 
36 L L 
53 L L 
56 M M 

25 Ii Ii 
26 M L 
27 L 1.. 
28 L L 

39 L L 
41 L L 
42 Ii 11 
51 L L 
52 L L 
55 L L 
47 Ii M 
38 L L 
57 L L 

Stable Residential RgighbQ£h.Q.Qds 
L L Ii L L n M M 0 2 2 4 
I1 L L 11 L M, M M 0 1 3 3 
M L H L L ,lit 1'1 11 0 4 3 3 
L L L L L 11 M 1~ 0 4 4 3 
L L L L L 11 1'1 M 0 4 4 4 

Ii L H M H H M M: 2 2 2 2 
M E'l L 1':1 H U M L 0 2 4 4 
11 M H H L II L L 0 2 1 1 
M L 1. 11 L M L L 0 223 
L L L L L M 11 tl 1 344 M Ii H Ii L L L t 0 321 
1'1 L L L L Ii 11 M 0 4 33 
M L L L L Ii L Ii 0 323 L L L L 1 M. Ii Ii 0 434 
Ii Ii H M L Ii M M 0 3 3 2 

~phe~ Middle !Q !!i9:h SES ~,ighborhoo!!2. 
1':1 Ii L L H L L L 0 4 4 4 L L L L L L L L 0 4 3 3 L L L L L L L L 0 443 
M L j L L L L L L 0 4 4 .2 

L L L L L L L L ' /,0 4 3 41 
1'1 L H L H L L L 0 3 2 2 L L L L L L L L 0 3 3 3 L L L L L 11 L L 0 3 4 2 
L L L L L L L L 0 4 4 4 
Ii L L L H Ii M L 1 !j3 4 4 H L II L B l:i L l- 0 3 2 1 M L H M L Ii L t 0 2 4 4 
L L I.. L L M L Ii 0 4 4 4 

3 2 2 
2 3 2 
4 3 4 
3 4 4 
3 4 4 

433 
223 
344 
222 
344 
342 
434 
433 
3 ~~ 3 
2 :2 2 

4 4 4 
4 4 3 
3 3 3 
4 4 4 

4 4 3 
4 4 4 
4 3 3 
3 4 3 
4 4 4 
2 4 2 
2 2 3 
3 22 
4 3 4 

----------.:---------...... ----------.-----.. ,...1 _______ ... __ ~--------_ 
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3 Table 1, !he Develo~m~, Appendix A; The Relationship, 
Chapter 7~ Table 7. 

Table l1B, The Qevel~g]!t., cluster 6 and 5 = High, 4 and 3 = medium, and 2 and 1 = lOW', Appendix P, Tables 5 and 6. 
5 Table 2, !hg, DevelolJ2.!!!m!i, Appendix A, Ta.ble 3. 

6- Table 1HA; !hQ Dev~~gn:!:., 
., 

Table 2, !he ~~eloE~~, Appendix A, Tdble 3. 

D Table leB, ~ ~~~opm~~, clusters 4 and 3 = High, 2 = 
Medium, and 1 = Low. 

Table 1, !hft Qgvelopm~, Appendix A. 

310 Table 11A, Th~ Deyg!oEmg!l~, Appendix F, Tables 1 and 2, 
cluster 6 = High, cluster 4 = Medium, clusters 3, 2, and 1 = Low .. 

III Table 25, The n~'ye19Pl1\e!l.t.r Ch1apter 5. 
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whether measures represented In-:Jlrea or By-Residence rates or II 
I Juvenile or Adult rates, or Were composite or FASTCLUS. This may \ 

.. """,." ~_"'~'"'~'Y;"!'~&! ·1>,~.,~~.\>!il.SiI~~~~7"'!;.'!'1:~~},,~!>;l,>.R51!,!.s··,il1C,e"'I,~.j~c;,ll!lt_ " L w , ,. '" '=-=,._ .• ,.~~,".~,. " ,. *, ' 

to the inner city and others are peripheral transition types. ~I 

\i 

To make it easier for the reader to visualize this, Map 8, 

is introduced at this pOint.. The inner city neighborhoods are at 

the left of that "for the entire city, the transitiol;'~al 

neighborhoods next. 

The s'table :r::esidential neighborhoods show a mi.xture of 

Medium and Low in the table, although several, 23, 29, and 30, 

have offense rates which suggest that they may .be commencing a 

transition. The peripheral middle to high SES· neighborhoods were 

not completely homogeneous on the measures but predominately low. 

They and the stable residential neighborhooQs may be found on the 

map as one Illoves further to the left. 

The last set ot columns shows the quartile in which cohort 

members were most frequently found for each neighborhood on 

measures of' offense seriousness, referrals, and sanctions for the 

juvenile and aduli'c. periods (from Table 25 in Chapter 5) I a way of 

representing the delinquent and criminal behavior; and justice 

system experiences of cohort members by neighbor:hood of 

residence. Hereaga~n we note that cohort members from the inner 

city neighborhoods ar~t with few exceptions, in, the top quarti1e 

and that sOlle.variat.l.on is found in the transitional 

neighborhoods. As one moves to ~~e stable residential dnq 

peripheral neighborhoods, lI10re ana .. more of the scores on these 

measures were'~' in. the fourth quartil.e~ 

I 
." 

r 
I 

.. 

_It: .... _'"'-" 

. 
~ "~'oIbr.:~~'I.' . .... '..:..Ji \J' 

<> 

o 

. 
----~~--~-----~-----



-'0 ..... QW - J II a~-r~-~~~~t.~'~I---'~45~~~--------~------------------------------------------~----------------~.------~~----~--------------------------------~----------------------I--------------------~--------~~----------.... --.. 

;. ,', 
,I~ 

i'l ., , 
:l~~ ,j 

I 

\1 

\ 
I, 

~ 
I. 
i' 
i 

\ 

• 

Peripheral Stable 

II 

MAPS 

NEIGHB.ORHOODS 

Transitional 
Inner City 

o 

' . 

COMMERCIAL-INDUSTRIAL AND 
PARKS-PUBLIC USE AREAS 

OF RACINE 1970 

COMMERCIAl.INDUSTRIAl "'lEAS 

PARKS "'NO PUBLIC USE 

59 

58 

------,----------

• 

, 



~" • ,,-- -~~---------------------------------------------~.----~~~----.---------------______________ ----------______ I _________ ----______________ ~;~------~--------

) 

J-

,t 

-218:-

A.lthough any summation of the measures represented in Table 

64 enable one to perceive that this grouping of neighborhoods was 

a good starting point, that it had considerable heuristic value, 

there is little doubt but that the inner city neighborhoods are 

more homogeneous, more distinctly separated, than are the other 

neighborhoods sepal:'ated into homogeneous grou.pings. 

Per haps a word SllOUld be said about several of the 

neighborhoods which appear to he misplaced. Neighborhood 5 is 

directly behind the Ola Gold Coast, Neighborhood 4, but its 

transition to the innel:' city was believed to be almost complete. 

At the same tim.e, it may liell be that Neighborhood 5 was not 

making the usual transition because the university campus was 

located in this area, later to become Gateway Technical. In 

other words, Neighborhood 5 migllt have better been placed in 

transition and (in an earliel;" study it had been classified as 

early transition based on cohort offense rates and the fact that 

the percentage of the popUlation Black had been increasing) and 

Neighborhood 4 left in the stahle residential g-roup. 

Neighborhood 18, although grouped with transitionals, might 

better have been consid.ered part of the inner city. 

For a qUite different exam.:;>l.e of anomalies to he found in 

this table we have Neighborhood 50, a peripheral neighborhood 

with Low D(';P but which lias almost surrounded by the peripheral 

transition area and with offense rates sim.ilar to them. It had 

been classified as late in the transition period on a basis of 

its offense rates in the earlier study. Neighborhood 30 is yet 

,j , 
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another interesting' deviant case for. lth h' t . 
~ a oug ~ ~s peripheral 

and had little potential for crime, its In-Area d an delinquency 

rates are high.. In this neighborhood -there are recreational 

:facilities that provi.de an arena for youthful trouble, thus it 

d.iffers from other neighborhoods in its group .. 

Among the periphel':al neighborhoods,. another that seems 

different is 47, but in this case we have no hypothesis for its 

High adult offense rates,,. although its rates had placed it in the 

early transition group in the earlier study. 

These comments are by no means Simply Idndsight but are an 

effort to indicate that When the pattern expected is not found 

there are usually var;ables h" h Of' th 
Jw Wl..C II r ey had been considered, 

might have resulted in more h,')mogeneity and order than that Which 

was observed .. Be all that as ,i.t may, there is still. an element 

of regularity between neighborhood groupings, DCPs, composite and 

cluster classification, and the offense seriousness, referral, 

and sanctions rates presented in this table .. 

Cons!2~ncy, Contin.Yi.ll, .§erio'!!§l}g§§, ~ Sanct:i&!l.2 

A somewhat greater element of complexity is introduced in 

summary Table 65.. The firs'c two columns are taken from Table 19 

in Chapter 5 and indicate whether there Was a. high degree of 

consistency betveen measures and juvenilIa/adult continuity in 

neighbol:'hoods. Whilv there was cOlllsisten,cy in measures 

throughout neighborhoods, continuity between the juvenile and 

adult. periods was more otten than otherwise a characteristic of 

neighborhoods in w'hich v~rious rate~ were in the upper 

- . 
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TABLE 65. CONSISTENCY, CONTINUITY, OFFENSH SERIOUSNESS, 
SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS, AND DISPROPORTIONAL 
INTERVENTI.ON A.ND SANCTIC'NIN'G 

-----------------------------------~------------------------

D 11 11 D S 
I D S S I D E S 

C C S I E E M: M S I V E 
0 0 p S R R S S P S E V 

C N ~( R .P I 1: E E R P R E 
0 S T 0 R 0 0 R R () R S R 
N I I. S 0 U' IT S s 1 0 A S 
S S N A S S S A A N I N A }( I A U N A N N II Ii T N C N 

G S D I C N E E C C E "l.' T C 
H J' IT T T C S S T T R E S T B U L Y J T S S S S J R F S D V T 1 2 A J A J A 3 A 0\ M ------------------------------------------------------------

Inner City Neighborhood§ 
2 J' 123 63 H H .311 .488 20.5 14.5 ., J A 51 123 H H H H .462 .. 595 34.8 21.9 8 J A 63 35 H H H H .. 353 . .488 26 .. 3 18 .. 0 9 J A C 59 123 H H H H .324 .533 22 .. 5 8.0 11 J A C 43 51 H H H H .400 .588 37 .. 2 19.2 12 J A C 120 42 H H II R .739 .. 520 26.8 12.6 13 J A C 59 61 H H H H .457 .548 15 .. 4 14.8 10 A 95 53 H H H .350 .. 500 28.6 11.9 17 J A 43 123 If Ii H H .240 .400 27 .. 4 14 .. 6 5 J A 30 20 .217 .. 200 36.1' 12.4 6 .1' A C 62 23 H H .. 583 .500 43.6 9.2 

1ransitio~! ligighborhpQds 
18 J A C 42 62 a H H H .238 .421 32.3 15.0 16 30 9 H .214 .. 240 19 .. 6 10.2 19 J A C 50 43 H H 11 H .348 .280 21 .. 3 13.7 49 J A C 49 61 H H Ii H .944 .. 000 40 .. 9 8.4 46 J A. C 63 62 H H H .281 .290 31.1 16.3 54 J C 127 95 H H H .. 346 .. 286 15 .. 8 7 .. 4 50 J A C 27 10 11 .154 .148 23 .. 3 9.2 4 2 4 .. 071 .. 000 4.9 33 J A C 1,3 21 .200 .500 8 .. 5 37 J A 43 50 H H H Ii .238 .857 36.7 21 .. 5 
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Table 65, Page 2 
---------------------------------------------_1 __ -11 .... - •• ' 

D M H D 5 
1 D S S r D E S 

C C S I E E M M S I V E o 0 p S R R S S P S E V 
C N N It P I I E E R P R E 
o S '1' 0 R 0 0 R R 0 R S R 
N I I S 0 U U S S I 0 A S 
S S N A S S S A A N I N A 

N I A U N A N N H N T N C N 
G S D I C N E E C c E T T C 
H J U T T C S S T T R E S T 
B IT L Y. J T S S S S J R F S 
D V T 1 2 A J A J A 3 A 4- 11 

-----------------------------------------------
fH:apJ.e Re§idential NeiqhbQ.,£hoods 

14 A 19 28 .. 250 .240 8.0 
15 55 46 H II .269 .. 174 5.7 
20 J 32 39 .500 .222 12.2 
21 13 22 .100 .. 235 11.9 
22 J 4 35 .167 .. 188 14.4 
23 J 18 20 .261 .462 21D6 15.4 
29 A c 6 110 .059 .333 18.3 12 .. 1 
30 J C 29 2 .273 .. 100 10.2 
,31 J A 14 35 .. 154 .. 257 7 .. 6 
,32 23 18 .158 .323 20.5 10 .. 8 
~~4 J A 28 3 .400 .118 48.0 18 .. 8 
~'5 J 14 84 .105 .357 26 .. 0 12.4 
3'6 J A C 17 20 .393 .333 13 .. 2 
53 J A C 4 9 .'250 .200 10 .. 0 
5\S J "b. 2 30 .167 .231 26.8 8.0 

Peripheral:. Middle :!:Q !!iqh ill Neighborhoo£!§. 
25 J A 2 5 .. 105 .200 37.4 16 .. 8 
26 A 20 ~ .. 500 .250 3.8 
27 4 68 .100 .250 12.0 
28 J A 65 12 .238 .. 048 7 .. 8 5.6 
39 J A 4 17 .300 .167 8.3 
41 A 85 1 .429 .143 9.8 
42 ",'T 28 17 .. 143 .400 6.0 
51 J~ A C 66 2 .154 .. 083 ,....-- ---
52 J 4 21 .. 182 .300 8.0 
55 21 66 .. 111 .. 130 11.6 
47 J ~\ c 41 33 .. 333 .474- 12.0 11.3 
38 k 39 26 .148 .389 28 .. 7 8.4 
57 J A 84 16 .267 .545 ---- 10.5 

------~-~ 
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Footnotes, Taple 65 

1 Table 19, ~ .Q!t.y~pllleni ~ ~~~ ££!win.~l £iU;:~,a.@n !.!lUi 
.t~ Qgli1:1sue,n:!; Neighborhopsh Chapter 5 .. 

2 

3 

Table 28, Thg !h:1yelo:eme!!i, Chapter 6. 

Table 29, !.!ill D~veloEmen!;, Chapter 6. 

Table 31, ~ Development, Chapter 6. 
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guartile--but, yet t.his was not found in some of the inner city 

areas wh ere iii: would be expected .. In other vords, even if a 

neighborhood' 5 cohort members tended to be in. the upper quartile 

on various :cates, some went on to adult careers and some did not, 

as well as the opposite. But in the neighborhoods whose c~hort 

members were in the third and fourth guartiles, as shown on Table 

64, continuit~y between juvenile and adult offense seriousness, 

referrals, and sanctions was less likely to be found. This has 

been discussed at great length in earlier reports in more general 

terms but not at the neighborhood level .. 

Th~ next tvo coluUlns lof the table are from, Table 28, Chapter 

6, and represent iiisproport,ional sanctioning by a Geometric score 

relating severity of sanctions to offense seriousness for th~ 

juvenile and adult periods .. Disproportional sanctioning was 

found in the inner city and, interst.itial neighborhoods mot'e than 
,'. 

in other neighborhood g:coupingf:i, but a.gain we tifid a few 

anomalous neighborhoods. 

~he next: two se'ts ot Columns are for m.ean offense 

seriousness and m.ean sGtnctions for cohort members fol:' the 

juvenile and adult periods for each neighbor.hood .. T his is simply 

another. look at t~e cohor'c rates but th:i.$t~Ill.e a composite 

repres~;~tation o~: rates for each c(')nott" for each period.//Since 
II ., " " . ;/ 

ther~,_wa$ .. $.olue .f:J.l1ct~ll:l tien in rates from cohort· to cOhJ:c± ". a 

neighhorhood 1!ras considered Hig.'h if its ~ean for thf,!- coh?rt was 

.in the' tdPr, 25~ for at least the 19,55 Cohor'tif also in the top, 
, 

?5% pr close to it in the 19q9 Cohort qr vice v'eI;sa ... 

[I 
l) 

_-0"' J r ' 
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The next two columns for mean severity of sanctions have 

been dealt with in essentially the same way as was seriousness. 

As in the case of pr~or measures ~ c . of offense ser;ousn~ss and 

severity of sanK::tions, the inner city areas were higher on the 

average than ot,hers, with many transitional neighborhoods scoring 

as high or almost as high. 

The last four columns are taken from Tables 29 and 31 of 

Chapter 6. Note that this measure of disproportionate 

intervention is relatively high for almost every inner city 

neighborhood but that some other neighborhoods also have 

relatively high scores. The same Illay be said for the severity of 

sanctions measure fo'r felonies a,nd lIlis<llemeanors; the inner city 

neighborhoods are generally high but there are high neighborhoods 

in every other group as Well. 

By now the reader can see again why we had tentatively 

concluded that these measures of offense seriousness and official 

intervention did not reveal. a clear pattern of disproportional 

intervention or severity of sanctions that was related to the 

neighborhoodts record of Offense seriousness, delinquency and 

crime prodUCing charact.,eristics,. grouping by neighborhood type, 

or its location in 'the city, 

Either disproportional intervention has no clea~ pattern of 

occurren.ce,. we have att~~pted to relate it to 't.he wrong 

Variables, or ve have failed to measure it in such a~anner as to 

discern those pat.terns which do exist,. 
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S IHPLIFICATION 

We now turn to Table 66, a simple table of rates, in which 

the offense seriousness rates for each neighborhood, are based on 

the number of members in the cohort who reside there and the 

severity of sanctions rates and disproportional sanctions rates 

are based on the number who were referred as a conseguence of 

their allegedly delin.guent or criminal behavior. 

The seriousness rates for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts were, as 

in previous tables, highest in most of the inner city 

neighborhoods with a few high neighborhoods in the emerging 

peripheral areas. Severity of sanctions for cohort members 

referred, as in previous tables, was more characteristic of inner 

city and transitional neighborhoods than others. Disproportional 

s~verity of sanctions (the lower the figure, which i~'S a ratio, 

the more serious were offenses in relation to sanctions} did not 

follow the neighborhood groupings. Note also tha't. the 

neighborhoods with too few persons referred. are represented by 

dashes so that for all practical purposes these shOUld be 

considered as neighborhoods in Which cohort mellbers have behaved 

in such a way as to receive neither referrals nor sanctions. 

Question: how lI1uch of this table is a function of cohort 

meJII:be,,rs' behavior and how much is a function ot: the behavior of 

jus'l::.ice~ys'tellt personnel? 

This ,table is the first st.ep in a final simplified 

presentatio~. It should be noted that the 1942 cohort has been 

L-________________________ ~ ____________ ~~, ____________ ~ __ ~~~ 

'. 

,. 



1III(e,. ,e ...... ''7 ... -----'''''''''''--- • ------------------'----------"------~----------.-----------.-------.. ------------~}~--------.. ----.. ~,~ 
r-

f 

-226-

TABLE 66. AVERAGE SEVERITY OP SANCTIONS FOR COHORT MEMBERS 
REFERRED, AND PROPORTIONAL SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS TO 
SERIOUSNESS OF OEFENSES FOR COHORT ~lEMBERS BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD OF SOCIALIZATIONJ 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
JUV OFF 
SERIOUS 

1949 1955 

2 12.§. 6.3 
7 19.1 13 .. 9 
8 6.7 16 .. 2 
9 10 .. 3 7 .. 2 

11 2.'6 .ll .. §. 
12 9.1 15.9 
13 11.'9 11 .. 5 
10 3.3 6.0 
17 4.0 lQ..Q 

5 3.2 5.0 
6 6.6 

18 9.1 14 ... 8 
16 3.7 6 .. '9 
19 6.5 8.9 
49 10 .. 1 11, .. 8 
46 1"1 .. 5 H.3 
54 6.4" 8.7 
50 2,,0 1 .. & 

4 2.0 2.:l 
33 3.2 4.2 
31 5 .. 1 16.,2 

14 5.0 2.3 
15 5.1 4.3 
20 1 .. 1 3 .• 4 
21 1.5 2 .. 2 
22 1.4 7.6 
23 1.5 5.5 
29 3 .. 2 3 .. 1 
30 6.0 
31 5.~ 4.1 
32 2 .. 5 2.2 
34 11 .3 5.2 
35 2.0 3 .. 4 
36 .§..!! 2.3 
53 1.5 4 .. 7 
56 2 .. 9 1·~ 

ADULT OPF JUV SEV ADULT SEV 
SERIOUS SANCT SANCT 

1949 lY55 1949 1955 1949 1955 

}:nn!=r Cin H.gigh!>~od.2. 
14.3 1·1 4.6 4.6 6.9 8.4 
16 .. 5 ,2 .. 1 6 .. 3 8.1 10.4 13 .. 3 
2 .. 2 5 -.2, 1 .. '4 l1·J 24 .. 4' 17 .. 6 

lS .. H 6.6 3.4 5 .. 9 13 .. 0 -9';0 
'3 .. 5 16.~ ---~ 16.2 13 .. S 1§'.~ 
ll·2 1 .. ~ 1 .. 0 -S.7 11.6 11.3 

2. .. 6. 2. .. J, §..!! 1Q.2. 73 15·1 . ~ 
2.1 1·2 4 .. 0 ---- 12 .. 9 
.3 ~ 1·5 1.0 12 .. 8 -- 11 .. Q. .'" 
2.0 2 .. 2 1 .. 1 -6".4 -- 6.4 

!!,.,6, 3.1+ --- ---

Transi~~! !e~ghborhQQds 
2.2 8.0 --- 14 .. 1 --- 17.6 
4.1 4.8 ~.3 -'9.4 
7.3 4.9 4.6 13.1 9.5 14.9 

11 .. 2 4_3 14.1 -g.S 13.2 15.8 
11.9 3.0 -q.4 6.1 11m8 10.6 
~.2 4.1 1.2 6_7 ~.8 19.6 
4.5 3.8 1.0 6.5 5.8 ~.4 

.3 1.2 1.8 ---- ---
3.0 2.7 1.2 6.6 ---, B.9 

.1Q..,{t ll .. !! 1.4 2..~ ---.. ~.£ 

PROP .. 2 

SEV SA.NCJ 

1949 1955 

11.8 0.5 
1,9.3 1 .. 3 
12 .. 9 5.4 
'19.1 4 .. 8 

4 .. 4 
23.5 8.5 
20.3 5.1 

13 ... 8 
9 .. 7 4 .. 2 
1 .. !! £.,!! 

6.1 

7 .. 2 
10.0 

§..§. ~.~ 
10 .. 1 ~.§ 
12.6 5.6 
19.5 8 .. 1 
§ ... § 5 ... 2 

4 .. 5 
8.1 6.8 
1·.2, '12 .. 1 

~~le Res id en tj,.al ~ig'lIJ2Q£.!!.2ru1E. 
4 .. 4 1 .. 1 1 .. 22 .. 7 6,.4 7 .. 2 13.7 3.6 
3.1 3.4 1 .. 0 1 .. 6 ' __ 1_-

9 .. 9 19 .. ti' 4 .. 7 
5.2 2.6 ',---
2 .. 2 1 .. 1 1.4 
5 .. ,2 .. 7 I~ .. 0 --- ,.,-..--...... 
2 .. 8 1.6 i·~ --~=-= .1!2-Q 4.3 
2 .. 9 3.4 1 .. 0 1.q ,,5.5 9 .. 4 §.,,2 9.6 

1.1 1.~ 1fI"-- 5.0 ll .. 5 
§. .. ~ 3 .. 9 2 .. 1 9.' 8 .. 4 11.1 9.6 3 .. 6 - .-

5.,6 §.~ 5.0 2.6 1.1 1.0 1.)'6 2.6 
1.9 2.1 4.0 2;1·1 .... --- 10.4 §..!! 1·9 
.7 1 ... 6 --- ~.!! -- --- J. .. _Q. 

3.6 .. 9 !!.!f i1.8 9.3 6.8 §..§. £.Q 
2.1 3.0 '1.3 ---- .... _-- 5 .. 6 
5 .. 1 2 .. 0 1.2 5.0 4 .. 4 9.4 9.0 18.3 

PROP .. 
SEV SANCA 

1949 1955 

13.4 2.7 
7 .. 1 1.8 
1 .. !! 1.2 

lCt .0 2 .. 8 
£.g 4 .. 0 
8.0 2.1 

12.2 2.5 
2 .. 5 
3.0 

-~-~ 1 .. 4 
-.---

1·3 
2.9 

4.0 1.4 
J.2 • 9 
7./3 1 .. 5 

12.1 1·& 
J..,Q 2.8 -- ---

1.6 
1·9. 

5.7 .!! 
1 .. !l --- ----
1 .. 0 

8,..6 - ---
.1 

4.1 6.6 
1.4 

7 .. 0 2.0 
5 .. 3 3.1 

2 .. 3 

~·Z -,2 ------- ~- .. -
9 .. 5 •. S! 

L.... __________________ -......... ' __ _ 
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Table 66, Page 2 

.~-------------------------------------------------------------------JUV O~'F ADULT O~'.F JUV SEV ADULT sr~v PROP.2 PROP. SEHIOUS SE1UOUS SANCT SANCT SEV SANCJ SEV SANCA 
1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 

f.EtiEl!,g£!ll tlidfu l:Q tli.9.h. ~ Ne!ghbQl7!tpods 25 1.5 3.8 1.3 1 .. 5 ---- 6.2 --- --- ---- 5.2 --- ---26 3.0 .3 1.5 .0 -- ----27 1.9 .. 6 4 .. 2 1 .. 5 
28 3.4 2.3 3.1 1.0 5.7 3.1 .f·l 5.4 39 2 .. 6 .9 4.8 .ti 10.5 1·,2 41 .3 .4 1 .. 1 6 .. 2 1",3 42 .8 2.9 1.1 2.U 2 .. 3 7 .. 2 51 2 .. 1 4 .. 1 l .. U 2.1 --..-~-
52 2.0 .7 1 .. 1 1.0 
55 ,2.2 2 .. 3 .§. • .!:! --- ---.9 1.0 5.2 6.0 11.0 2.2 ~"6 ---41 3.1 8 .. 2 2 .. 1 1 .. ~ jQ .. §. '11.9 ! .. Z: 1 .. 9 38 1.5 2.7 ~ .. 1! 1.9 §'.Q. 8.5 8.9 12.'8 14.1 !!' .. 1 1 .. 2 .§. - -57 2 .. 5 2.0 .. I> 1.6 2.9 5.2 ,J .. l 1.9 
----------------------~----------.. ----------------------------------
1 Neighborhood means are based on scores for cohort members 
residing in neighborhood during juvenile period regardless of 
where they may b(:) residing during' adult period. Figures 
underlin ed are thoso for the top one-third of the !ueans of each 
distribution. Dashes indicate fewer than five persons referred • 

2 'rhe lower the fig'ures the more serious were offenses in 
relation to sanctions. 

. 
--------~--.~-~----------- -- --
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el.iminated be(~ause its numbers were too small in most 

neighbohoods for the type of ~nalyses on seriousness which 

follow,. let alone sev'erity o~ sanctions. 

Before discussing the df.Lstribution of high rates by types <:If 

neitJ'hborhoods, it should be noted that cohox::t differences have 

always posed a problem whel. the analysis was based on 

neighborhood.s.. For examplfe, the 1949 and 1955 rates for juvenile 

offense seriousness were <;'Iorrelated, .395 and for adult 

seriousness .396.. Severity of sanctions was correlated .213 and 

.393. But disproportional severity of sanctions dropped to .095 

and .068. 

011 the other hand" juvenile and adult seri.ousness were 

correlated .823 and .t:H.~3 for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. Juvenile 

and adult severity of sanctions were correlated .521 and .694 if 

neighborhoods with tQo few cohort members referred vere given a 

value of zero. Sinc(~ one cou;~ ~ not justify a disproportional 

score of zero, only those neighborhoods with sufficient p'ersons 

referred tc' produce! ratios were utilized in relating juvenile to 

adult disproportio~ality, producing correlations of .625 and 

.143. Thus, JUveIiiile/aduI t continuity in neighborhood cohort 
j.' 

memberst: scores aj~ffers 'between cohorts,. 
/i 

Gos.ng furth4f:c with the correlation~~ of neighborhood rates, 
,[ 

/f 

juvenile seriou1ress ancl,juvenile sanctions were cor:r:elated .. 615 

and .. 672 for th~ 1949 and 1955 Cohorts, 1!:'espectiVE.,ly, if those 
.' , 

with too few c~~ort members referred for a sdnctions sCO:r:e were 
/1 

given a score f~f zero, .585 and .659 if emly those neighborhoods 
.! 
!. 
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with sufficient membe:r:s referred were included. For the adults, 

the correlation was .682 for both cohorts, .lf4h and .640 if only 

those' wi th sufficient members referred were included. 

What seems even more evident than before is that although 

followed by serious carect·s and this in early police contacts are 

turn by greater official intervention as measured by referrals 

and this in turn r(;;sults in sanctions,. d.isproportional severity 

of sanctions is neither related to seriousmess of careers nor to 

the neighborhood groupings by Which the data are arranged in 

Table 66. 

In essence, those who reside in an in.ner ci,ty neighborhood 

and have serious delinquent careers will prclbably also be 

severely sanctioned for their offenses during thi~ ju.venile period 

and, even though they mov'e,. are likely to be sev€lrely sanctioned 

during their adult lives as well if they en.~ago in behavior ~hich 

results in police contact and :r:eferral for serious offenses. 

The ecological correlations tor sex:iousness antI 

disproportionality of sanctions were .666,. .131, .445, and .337 

for lj49 juven5~1e.s, etc. In other words, neighborhoods with high 

seriousness tended to have disproportionately low si,t.nctions to 

offense seriousness even though these sanctions would be 

relatively serious. 

.. However I whether the severity of sanctions is 

disproportional to seriousness of offenses varies with little 

relationship to neiyhborhood groupings. 
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Since we had ±ound differences in offense seriousness, 

severity of sanctions, and disproportional severity of sanctions 

by sex, race, and inner city vs. other neighborhoods, most 

recently in Chapter 11, the next step was to examine these 

differences in th.e inner city neighborhoods and the other two 

neighborhoods vith sizeable minority group populations, 

Neighborhood 16 (transitional) and Neig.hborhood 37 (transitional 

and the Barrio) .. 

In each of thesenel.ghborhoods there was a.t least one 

race/sex group that could he characterized ao having high 

juvenile offense seriousness rates and only Neighborhoods 5 and 6 

failed in tIds respect. 

Wllen the cohort members of each neighborhood are partitioned 

by race and sex the numbers in each grcup become quite small, 

some neighborhoods, even those with sizeable minorities in the 

popul.ation having fewer than five non-white males or females wh.o 

were referred as a consequence of police contacts. Thus, any 

statistic on severity of sanctions oritisproportional severity of 

sanctions would not be a reliable estimate of what was happening 

to race and sex groups in the neighborhood,. This left the 1955 

Cohort as the only one with sUfficient persons to make any kind 

of statement about differences by race and sex within specific 

neighborhoods a 

What we found was that at least one race/sex group within 

each of the neighborhoods except 5 and 6 had received sever~ 

sanctions during the juvenile or adult period and in most 
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neighborhoods there was a race/sex g'roup in which severe 

sanctions had been auministered d.uring both periods.. This is 

consistent, of course, with everything l~hat we have found in the 

research thus far because the average se1verity of sanctions for a 

group is to a considerable extent a,n extension of the average 

seriousness of offenses for: the group and the higher probability 

of interve.ntion, i.e., reierri'll at the tim~\:' of police contact .. 

However, and this may seem to be the blottom line to many 

people (it isn't, although it is the way that most people would 

look at it), offense seriousness, referral, .alDd severe sanctions 

do not necessarily lead to disproportionately severe sanctions 

for either combination of race and sex. For example, in 

Neighborhood 8 White and Non-White males had sE,~rious offenses, 

severe sanctions,. and disproportionately severe sanctions. 

In the inner city I1.eighborhoods there were nine White and 

nin.e Non.-White neighborhood groups with High Of:£ense SeriO\1SIless 

as JUVeniles. Of these, five of the Whit,e groups and. six of the 

Non-White groups ha(i High Sever'ity of sanctions, and of these, 

three of the White gl..OUPS and two of the Non-Whii:e groups 

received disproportionately severe sanctions. Since the numbers 

were quite small, less than five had been referred in some cases, 

we must only take this as suggestive.. And \tie must reiuember that 

we are dealing with averages for neighborhood groups. 

It is evident, however, and even more than previously 

emphasized, that there are six inner city neighbl:>rhoods and the 

barrio, all of which have tor one reason or another contributed 

.- "'(,,"-.="-''-'' "-----~-------~-~---~-~ 
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disproporLionately ,to juvenile delinquency and adult crime and 

which also contain race/sex. groups whose misbehavior has not only 

resulted in severe sanctions, but sanctionin.g which is 

disproportional to the severity of their offenses. Nevertheless, 

the same disproportionali ty may be f'ound in some neighborhoods 

which are predominately or entirely White. 

It is very likely that the larger number of persons inv'olved 

in these inner city neighborhoods focuses attention on them as 

the targets of the justice system, whether they be White or Non­

White, male or female. To the extent that a problem exists in 

these and some transitional areas as shown in simplified form in 

Table 67, it is a matter of concern commencing at the time of 

police contact. when the decision to refer or counsel and release 

is made. 

It must be remembered that we are at this stage analyzing 

the data by age periods and adding an ecological element by 

repor.ting neighborhood means for each measure. The first two 

columns of each group are for the 1949 Cohort, juvenile and then 

adult, and the next two columns for the 1955 cohort, etc. 

Furthermore, reference -to Table 67 reveals that those 

neighborhoods which eire high on seriousness of offenses and 

severity of sanctions are found in the High DCP and High In-Area 

and By Residence neighborhoods~ particularly the High By 

Residence neighborhoods more than in other types of 
" 

neighborhoods. Disproportional sanctioning follows no 

discernable pattern. 

It o 
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TABLE 67. HIGH OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS, SANCTIONS, AND DISPROPOR'l'IONAL 
SANCTIONS FOR 194.9 AND 1955 COHORTS, JUVENILE AtlD ADULT 
PERIODS 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Offense 

Rates Delinquency and CrillLe ProdUcing Characteristics 

High Medium Low 

Seri Sanc Diss Seri Sanc DisS Ser~ Sanc DisS 

H H 2 H HB H I 6 - -H ( 
7 HHHB H B I 49 HHHH HHBB HHH 1 
8 HHRH HUH H I. I 
9HllH H I I 

10 H I I 
11 H H -HHH - U I I 
12 HallH Ii I I 
13 HUHH UB H t f 
17 H Ii H-H ( r 
18 U H -H -H - -H I ! 

---------------------------I------------------r-----------------
H M 16 H - - I 23 -II-H - -H I 30 - -

------~-..-----------------l ------~---...------ J ----------------
n L 4 ----I 

-------------------------1 -----______ ..... _____ ·_1 ----------------
M H 5 Hll- I 46 fUIl! H H ( 47 H H -H-H -H-

19 HHBB liB H HH I 54 HHHB H H I 
---------------------------1-------------------1------------------

M H I 20 n I 25 
I 29 n I 34 H- HH-
r 33 f 50 H H H 
I 3S H -H-- I 
r 56 H H I --_________________________ 1

1 
___________________ 1 ___________ -------

M L I 14 
I 32 

H H I 26 
H r 42 

,~--------------------------l-------------------I------------------
1 H I 37 HHH H-H H -H I ------------------.... ------r _______ <lM. _____ " .. ____ 1 -------.--------.... -
L Ii 15 -H 28 - -H -

5S H H HR- I 31 H H H H 
t 36 H H n<->HH 
r 38 H H H HHH 
I 41 -

--------------~~----------l-------------------f------------------
21 

I 22 HH 
I 53 
I' 

---H 27 
--H- I 51 
- - - -- I 52 

I 57 -H-
-~~~-----~-----~-----~-------------~-------~~---------------------

Based on rates shown in Table 66. Dashes, ,,_tt~ indicate too 
few cohort members rete~red for statistic. 
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What is there about neighborhoods such as 36 and 38, both of 

which are stable residential areas with Low DC:t>s and Low :In-Area 

and rIedium By Residence offense ra.tes whih resuls in such high 

disproportionality of sanctions? 

Rh!l:i Go~§. .Q!! In2idg of J81£h JieighbQrhood? 

Table 68 is added as a final effort to show how an analysis 

of individuals within the neighborhood rather than a comparison 

of statistics tor the neighborhood generates somewhat dit:ferent 

but not totally different findings dbout the relationship of 

offense seriousness to severity of sanctions and dispropolttion.al 

sanctioning~ Always remember that offenses and sanctions are 

lumped for the juvenile and for the adult period because c.f the 

cumulative manner in which the courts so frequently deal \Ifith 

offenders" particularly juvenile. offenders. The same llleasures 

are utilized here as in Tabl.e 66 but in this case rather than 

work with the means of neighborhoods we are working with 

Pearsonian coefficients tha-t represent the relationship of each. 

cohor.t member's score on offens9 seriousness to that same 

member's score on severity of sanctions, etc. 

This is a Simplified but mQre precise approach to 

determining the justice system experien.ces of those who r~~side in 

each neighborhood. Although W'e have presented similar 

correlational analyses in other chapters, they have been for 

major groupings of neighborhoods rather than for specific: years 

or for combined cohorts. 

; ~. i 
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TABLE 68. RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS TO SEVERITY OF 
SANCTIONS lLN'D DISPROPORTIONAL SEVERI.TY OF SANCTIONS BY 
NEIGHBORHOOD OF SOCIALIZATION AND ADULT RESIDENCE :OY 
COHORT 

-------...... -------------.-..,--------_-,.-__ ....... , ... oht.'"""'-____ ....... ___________ _ 

2 

7 

8 

9 

11 

12 

13 

17 

5 

6 

18 

16 

19 

49 

46 

54 

1949 
1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

1949 
1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

Neighborhood of 
Socializati.on 

Juv.Off. 
Ser X 

Juv .Sev .. 
Sane. 

.476 

.. 677 

.606+ 

.. 794+ 

.. 766+ 

.. 872+ 

.773+ 

.716 

.348 

.. 850+ 

... 930+ 

.128 

.. 567 

.. 177+ 

.365 

.. 954+ 

.. 906+ 

.. 864+ 

.950+ 

.. 559+ 

.. t:i72+ 

.. 857+ 

A.dul't 
Se:c X 
Adult 
Sane ... 

.509 

.732+ 

.. 610+ 

.717 

.625+ 

.661+ 

.813+ 

.821+ 

.331 

.83'1+ 

.. 741 

.. 628 

.SOLt 

.8b7+ 

.908+ 

.827+ 

.69b 

.Lt61 

.. 794+ 

.865+ 

.707 

.591+ 

Adult 
Ngh. 

Adult 
Ser X 
Adult 
Sane. 

10l+ 
.908+ 

.. 139+ 

.. 833+ 

.650 

.. 782+ 

.161+ 

.832+ 

.. 752+ 

.. 131+ 

.281 

.501 

-.083 

.828+ 

... 887+ 

.885+ 

.. 885+ 

.629+ 

.889+ 

.. 92tH 
•. 767+ 

.. 5~1 

Ne1.ghborhood of 
Socialization 

Juv.Off. 
Ser X 

Juv .. Disp .. 
Sane. 

-.620 
- .. 194+ 

-.138+ 
.267+ 

-.106+ 

.. 079+ 

- .. 501 

- .. 133+ 

-.763 
-.093+ 

.. 077+ 

- .. 293 

-.436 

-.196+ 

- .. 657 

.. 375+ 
- .. 366 

.408+ 
- .. 076+ 

- .. 561 
- .. 203+ 

-.012+ 

Adult 
Ser X 
Adult 
Disps .. 

-.340 
-.191+ 

-.166+ 
-.357 

.. ·.126 

.049+ 

-.028+ 

-.874 
-.099+ 

,,006+ 

-.333+ 

-.689 

.. 016+ 

-.040+ 
-.428 

-.368 
-.929 

-.125+ 
.287+ 

.. 012+ 

Adult 
Ngh. 

Adult 
Ser X 
Adult 
Disps. 

- .. 375 
.. 021+ 

.085+ 

.. 231+ 

-.Lt16 

-.121+ 

- .. 611 

- .. 588 

- .. 2l~5+ 
.217+ 

- .. 5'12 

-",,138 

- .. 988 

- .. 296 

- .. 012+ 
-.416 

.698+ 
-.032+ 

-.057+ 
-.383 

.020+ 
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50 

33 

37 

14 

15 

23 

29 

30 

31 

32 

34 

36 

53 

5& 

25 

28 

42 

47 

38 

57 

1.955 

1955 

1955 

1949 

1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

1955 

1949 

1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1955 

1949 
1955 

.. 906+ 

.. 031+ 

.560 

... 3'51 i' 

.. 223 

.804+ 

... 000 

.. 066 

.. 785+ 

.. 414 

.. 936+ 

.496 

.. 936+ 

.. 978+ 

.. 861+ 

.. 152 

.. 832+ "'; ... 042+ -",{)51 

.. 431 «(Si.M;h\~' . ~"\ .. 173+ -.982 -.,970. 

..,853+ .. ~'13+ .;. ... 6"14. -..,912 

st~ Residential !!i.ighborhoQf1e 

.843+ 

.667 

.. 834+ 

.. 800+ 

.447 

",391 

.782+ 

... 793+ 

.. 702 

.554 

.. 424 

.. 744 

.887+ 

.920+ - .. 904. 

",837+ '-.816 

.. 727 .. 008+ 

.. 878+ .... 1 .. 000 

.496 -1.000 

.. 750+ -.326 

.. 508 - .. 633 

.. 845+ .148+ 

.. 663 -.448+ 

.831+ -.785 

.594 .357+ 

.. 707 - .. 067 

.. 786+ -.969 

- .. 020+ .. 25():'r 

- .. 690 -.357 

- ... 237+ - .. 874 

.. 183+ - ... 078+ 
-.818 - .. 830 

-.082+ -.181 

· ...... 448 ---... 
-.159"'-.. 053+ 

., 

- .. OQt.+ .... ",it22+ 

.253+ ",260t 

- .. 367 .. 220-1, 

- .. 331 -.243 

Peripheral Mi~ ,~ ~j~h §~ Neighborhood§ 

.. 000 

.. 937+ 

.914+ 

.249 

.. 550 

.862+ 

.430 

.. 54f3 

.135 

.258 

.900+ 

.. 226 

.613 

.. 655 

.923+ 

.. ~66+ 

.. 565 
.. 717 

.142 

.. 155+ 

.147 

.. 683 

.792+ 

.909+ 

.785+ 

.584 
.730 

"'",017+ 

.. :..~ 125+ 

-.990 

.... :"366 

.. 523+ 

"t-,"IoO -....:1- ~ 

-.565 
-.269 

...... 061+ 

.. 394+ 

- .. 196 
...... 3t~4 

-.871 

--'"""'"-

-.352 

-.120+ 

... 269+ 

- .. 305 
-.187 

" 

LL, _______________ ......... ,,_~. __ ~. , , 'I ~'. .' _" I" • '!' r 

__ -_n_'_ 

-237-

While most. of the analyses presented in this report have 

been haseu 011 t.h.e behavior of cohort members for place of 

socialization, wlle·ther t.r;l.e measures (J.E.:lalt with th.e juv'enile or 

adult period, a set of corl:elations has been done by adult 

neighborhood of residence as ~lell.. These, of course, are only 

the cohort members Who reside.d in that neighborhood as adults and 

consist of some liho lived. there as juveniles, a,nd some who lilTed 

elsewhere. Even though change in peoplets behavior takes place 

with a change in milieu (this question was adcLtessed in Chapter 

8), our basic position had been that the juvenile milieu pretty 

much determines whdt most people will be l.i,}t.I~ th:CQughout their 

lifetime. Perhaps it is not just milieu effects on juvenile 

behavior bUil, as we have said, milieu effects on the perception 

of person~ in the justice system, even though we have had limited 

SUccess in encapsulating these effects • 

The :tirst three COlulIlns of correlations in Table 68 are 

guite high, as would be expected, a multitude of early tables 

ha\~in9' shown offense seriousness to be related to severity of 

sanctions no matter Which units or measures Were u'tilize<l • 

~t the same time, we must also remember that about 80% of 

even the adults (llH) had zero or very low seriousness scores and. 

no sanctions, thus producing a much higher correlation between 

seriOlusness and sanctions than would have been obtai.ned if they 

had been eliminated. When one deals only with those who were 

referred and/or sanctioned; the relationship between sanctions 

and seri'ousness declines, thus some of our earlier statements 



t 

t 

--------~_~----~V~--__ F---__ 
----------------------------~------------------------~----------------------~7r_ 

-238-

about severity of sanctions having little relationship to offense 

seriousness were not rea,lly incorrect.. We are now pursuing this 

question in a more ex:hausting' fashion, which involves analysis of 

sanctions administ~red for each of 26 offense categories. 

Since there WElre too few 1942 Cohort. members in most 

neighborhoods for the type of analysis shown in Table 6S
l1 

they 

were omitted from this table. The correlations for each ot the 

cohorts for all persons wlth juvenile and adult neighborhoods are 

presented at t~he bottom of the table... If the correlation in 

Table 68 is hi~her than the t<>tal correIa tion a plus (+) has been 

placed behind it to facilitate per.usal and indicates the failure 
of these data to prov~de a highly patterned relationship of 
correlatiOns and neighborhood groupings. 

Turning now to a discussion of these offense 

seriousness/severity of sanctions correlations in Ta,hle 68 and 

the inner city neighborh()ods, we find that at least for the 1955 

Cohort there were fairly consistent relationshi.ps between offense 

seriousness and severity of sanctions, the only exception being 

Neighborhoods 6 and 17 for those who resided there as adults. 

There is also relatively little difference in the juvenile and 

adult correlations. It should also be remembered that these were 

the neighborhoods with nigh In-Area and By-Residence Offense 

Rates, High Jllvenile and Adult Offense Rates, lIigh Delinguency 

and Crime l?rodl1cing Characteristcs, and a high percentage of 

Black resident.s as of 1970, almost lii thout exception .. 
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11he picture is similar for transitional neighborhoods 

witholllt exception, although there are several neighborhoods in 

which the juvenile relationship differs markedly from the adult. 

This group, however, was not as homogeneous in terms of' offense 

rates or DCl? but most did have High or Medium rates and only one 

had been characterized as Low DCI? Variation in the correlations 

had little relationship to the Offense Rate or DCl? 

characteristics of these neighborhoods. 

There is somewhat less juvenile/adult conSistency lIhen the 

stable res1defitial and peripheral middle to high SES 

neighborhoods are considered but even then most neighborhoods 

show sizeable relationships between offense seriousness and 

severity of sanctions. We have no explanation for the scattered 

lower correlations, although it is obvious that most are for the 

juvenile patiod. Although the offense rate and DCl? 

characterizat:.~~).n. of these neighborhoods is lower than that of the 

inner city and transitional. nei,qhborhoods, variation in the 

characterization 01 those withill these groups is unrelated to 

variation in the correlations. 

We next turn to the columns showing the relationshp of 

offense seriousness to disproportional sanctioning.. These 

columns have :taw high correlations and the great bulk of them are 

negative... Any correlation higher than - .. 269 for the juvenile 

period for the 195~ Cohort, for example, wou1.d. have less inverse 

relationship between offense seriousness and disproportional 

sanctioning than that fot' the total cohort. 

L-_____________________________________ ,~,~, ____ ~ ________ ~_ 
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While offense seriousness and severity of sdnctions are 

usually correlated, inspection of the scattergrams for each 

cohort reveals that a wide range of juvenile seriousness has 

resu1ted in a small range of disproportional sanctioning but that 

the lower half of the seriousness distribution has a wide range 

of disproportional sanctions.. There are relati1rrely few persons 

with serious juvenile careers who received dis!Pl~oportionately low 

sanctions, but there are some., . 

A clue to this was found in Tables 26 and! 27 of Chapter 6 

where, for example, there were during the juvenile period. a 

disproportionate number of cohort lIembers from Nt~ighborhoods 38 

or 49 (all cohorts combined) Whit> had high seri,:t>usmess scores but 
" 

low sanctions. What .is apparent is that disp~bportionality in 

sanctions may be present in neighborhoods whe~!e o:Efense 

seriousness is not highly correlated with sev~rity of sanctions 

but it ~ay also be present where they are highly correlated but 

be an extension of the high sanc:tions already meted out to 

serious offenders or disproporti(')nately low or high sanctions for 

some less serious offenders. The scattergrams for adults shoved 

much the same pattern. 

In the 1955 Cohort where av-ery low negative correlation was 

produced for adults by adult place of residence the nature of 

these distributions showed the problem at its ext~eme. There are 

essentially three groups,. one in which there is a steady decrease 

in proportionality of sanctions as one goes from those with the 

least serious to the most serious adult careers with sanctioning 
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becoming' proportion.ately less severe. Then there is a second 

group whose most serious members attain almost half of the career 

seriousness at the lIlost of th.e first group but whose sanct.ions 

become even proportionately less severe as the limit of this 

group'S; seriousness is reached. Then there is a third group who 

have tHe range of their seriousness much luwer but whose 

disproportionately lower sancti,ons reach it-he far extreme of 

disproportionately low sanctions. This produced a negative 

correlation of only -.187 for the 195§ Cohort. There are really 

three slopes in this scattergram, each showing disproportionality 

decreasing with career seriousness. A neighborhood would have a 

positive correlation only if it had, some of each of these groups. 

It is not surprising that offense seriousness is not highly 

correlated with disproportional sanctioning in many 

neighborhoods. t In fact,. what we do find as evidenced trom a few 

scattered positive correlations is that there dre only a few 

neighborh.oods in which persons with serious offenses are 

sanctioned with E:!x,treme sever.ity and those with less serious 

offenses seem to receive relatively lover sanctions. 

In the inner city it appears that six out of 10 

neighborhoods show less e~idence of an inverse relationship 

between severity of offenses ana dispropox:tional sanctions at 

either the juvenile or adult period for both an.d for one or both 

cohorts than that fox,- th.e total cohort. Neighborhoods 7 and 13 

each have at least one positi'le corrE~lation which would indicate 

that there is some disproportionately sevex:e sanctions in them. 

'. 
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The transitional neighborhoods were also a mixed bag but 

here again most neighborhoods had some evidence of sanctions 

disproportionately severe to their off'enses at one period or 

another. 

The~table residential neighborhoods add little to our 

understanding of what is happening, except that here we have 

few'er cohort and age peri-ods with a relationship between offense 

seriousness dnd disproportional, sanctions. The peripheral middle 

to high SES neighborh(')ods c.\re much the S~Ulle as the stab;Le 

neighborhoods, but with, sOIll\~what less indication of 

disproportionate sancti.oning during any age period .. 

What has all of th~l.s to1.il us? For sure. we can say that even 

though offense seI:iousn~'ss is related to severity of sanctions, 

this is more consistent .in sOllie neighborhoods than in others. 

Following thi;s, when we turn to disproportional sanctioning, 

there are fewe:l: and fewex: neighborhoods with a relationship 

between offense seriousne~t;is and disproportional sanctioning as we 

leave the inner (:~ity and transitional areas. As we have stated 

before, it is not clearly seen "That is going on if we concentrate 

on one step at a t:tme, much better if we look at the data as a 

chain of events. Imt even th.en it is d.ifficult to encapSUlate 

the data in such a lj'.ay as to show that year by year and ev~nt by 

event those who resl.(~e in neighborhoods which have high offense 

rates and are conceptualized as being delinquency and crime 

producing are perceived as residing in a milieu whose residents 

should receive difiert:=nt consideration by the justice sytem than 
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those who x:eside in other areas. By and large, table by table, 

we have shown that inner city and transitional areas differ in 

offense seriollsness as recorded by the polJ.c:e and what transpires 

step by step thereafteX:, but it is more difficult to capt.ure 

disproportionality oireaction because what happens is cumulative 

rather than discrimJ.native in a strictly linear fashion at any 

poin t in ti.lIle .. 

.. 

t. 
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FOOTNO:TE 

I. A high. di~proportional sanc'cioning:. score"(ratio) meant that 
a person had receivted. sanction.s that were low compared to' offense 
seriousness; we therefore reversed the sa.gns obtained :wthe runs 
in order to facilitate interpretation of that data in this table. 
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chapter 13. .summary and Conclusions 
I 

REVIEW OF EAliLIER RACINE STUDIES 

Birth cohort research in Racine, Wisconsin, as in other 

metropolitan areas of widely differing sizes and organizational 

and demographic complexity, has provided consistent, evidence that 

althou.gh juvenile delinquency and adult crime are widely 

dispersed (prevalent throughout the community) both are highly 

concentrated in some groups (have a high incidence), 

traditionally those ne·ighborhoods in the inner city and its 

interstitial areas. These studies have also shown that while 

serious offenders (persons with numerous offenses including 

felony-level offenses) may be f'ound in quite different kinds of 

neighborhoods :canging from those characterized by the most abject 

poverty to those in which people are born to tlle manor: (or to the 

manner) ~ serious otfenders are concentrated by place of" 

socialization and place of adult residence for the most part in 

the inner city and interstitial areas. 

More recently, however, High Delinquency and Crime Are~s 

have davel.oped in lower SES dreas on the periphery of the city. 

That cohort researchers have found this lends credence to the 

classical position of sociologists and ecologists that 

description of delinquency and crime must commence with its 

relationSh.ip to the spatial organization of the City. so, in a 

sense, the first. section of Chalpter 1 was more or less a 

recapitul~tion of what we alrEHldy know with emphasis on the 

~ aeina coh arts l' 
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The second point UpOJl which emphasis was placed is the 

difficulty of predicting who in a cohort will have an adult 

criminal career, more specifically who will have a serious 

criminal career as an. adult. Although juveniles who have early 

contacts, frequent contacts, and contacts for more serious 

offenses with the police are more likely to become adult 

offenders, they are joined in adulthood by others who have had 

quite different juvenile histories of involvement or no 

involvement whatsoever. Predicting a high probability of 

continuity from a hiyh risk group and a low probabi.lity of 

continuity trom a low risk group (the lat-cer consti.tute a very 

large proportion ot. the total) is not the same as predicting who 

will be an a.::/.ult criminal from the juvenile record,. 

The third important point in the introductory chapter was 

again a repetition of findings that have been made by a variety 

of researchers, the ettect of intervention and the ultimate 

results of differential intervention. Here the warning is 

repeated that the characteristics of institutionalized offenders 

are in pa.rt an artitact of justice system procedures rather than 

explanatorY' of group diff€.lr~nces in. the incide .. nce of delinquency 

and crime. 

METHODS jU'm INITIAL ANALYTIC PROCEDURES 

£ru:~g9rizing Neighbo!:hood§, An.£. !1~ri!l.!l Jus;l:igg §y~ 
L~...E.erience2. 

Our rationale for selecting neighborhoods as the un.it of 

analysis was presented in Chapter 2, a chapter on method()logy and 

proc'edures. References w.-.:re made to prior researcl1l in which 

! 
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other less homogeneous spatial uni.ts had been utilized anJ to the 

possibility, actually the necessity, of combining nei.ghborhoods 

by types in order to provide sUfficient persons for certain t7pes 

of analyses... The basis for comhining neighborhoods, first by 

developing composite additive scores and second with FASTCLUS 

procedures was also described. Tables 1 and 2 presented 

neighborhoods according to their Delinquency and Crime Producing 

Characteristics and their Offense Rates based on several 

composite additive scoring systems r while Tables 3-6 revealed the 

final results of nUliterous computer-clustering attempts with 

FAS~CLUS. The problem of collapsing complex delinquent and 

criminal careers to scores which. represent not only what the 

cohort member did but what happe~ed in the courts as a 

consequen.ce was also described. The interrelationship of these 

measures was presented in concluding the chapter. 

Expg£ience Chai~p ~g !he Eeighborhoog ~;+ieu 

In Chapter 3 we described what turned out to be a 

methodological. exercise rather than a chapter with important. 

substantive findings. The distribution of delin.quency and crime 

experience types was presented in Tree Diagrams for each cohort, 

showing t.he step-by-step progression of coho:ct members and the 

ultimate proportion of various types to ;)e found for each cohort. 

The cumUlative nature of careers, as shown in Tree Diagrams, 

revealed "that interven"t:.ion does lead to continuity rather than to 

discontinuity but that i.ncreasing involvem.ent has less 

relationship to nel.yhborhood type (as we had categorized 

neighhorlll';>ods) than expected. 
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When neighborhoods were grouped according to the various 

procedures that had been developed,. lit·tle \las found to 

substant.iate the milieu explanation of in(~reasing 3eriousness of 

ca'J:"eers as a consequence of intervention... Abvut all that could 

be said is that cohort-by-col1.01C't change provided some additional 

evidence for wh.at we have termed ttthe hardening of the inner 

city.1t 

In Chapters 4 and 5 W'e turned to an analysis of consistency 

in measures and continuity in careers. Could neighborhoods be 

clustered according to consistency of contact, seriousness,. 

referral, and sanctions scores"? While juvenile consistency was 

almost always high in inner city and interstitial neighborhoods 

that had high offense rates by their residents and were also High 

Delinquency and Crime Producing neighborhoods, there were other 

types of neighl;:lorhoods outside the inner city but with similar 

consistency involving high scores on all measures. The same was 

true for the adult period but thp:.re were neighborhoods with 

consistency during one pelJ~iod but not during the other .. 

Neighborhoods with consis1~ency (j,uring both periods included, 

however, most 0.£ the innex:' city neighborhoods. 

The juvenile and adult periods were more closely linked in 

High Delinquency and Crillie Producing neighborhoods, neigh.horhoods 

which also had High In-Area Offense nates or By-Resi.dence Rates .. 

The phenomenon of sanctions during the juvenile period followed 

by sanctions: duriny the adul't: peri.od uas more cha:racteristic of 
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i.nner city neighborhoods than of other types of neighborhoods. 

However, the hypothesis that differences in neighborhood lnilieus 

as we had defined them pI.oduce vat'iation not only in delil1quent 

and criminal behavior hut in societal reactions as well (career 

experiences) received only modest support. 

• 

The elaborate steps through which we had gone in order to 

represent the consistency of relationships between variables 

during the juvenile and adult periods and continuity between 

periods (Tables 17 through 26) culminated in Table 25.. It, while 

summarizing our failure to generate a neat patt.ern of ditferences 

related to the organization of the community, did suggest that 

High Offense Rate and DCP neighborhoods a.re more likely to have 

cohort raemb~rs tii.th high seriousness, referral, and sanction.s 

scores, more consistency in the rela.tionship <>f seriousness, 

referrals,. and sanctions for cohort members during both age 

periods, and more con-tinuity in careers between. age periods tha.n 

are found in other types of neighborhoods. 

Although. it might appear that what "We did was a departure 

from rigorous research methodology in which hypotheses are tested 

and accepted or rejected,. this is not the way that it works out 

in the real world of l:esearch. ~he existence of statistically 

significant relationships which permit rejection of the null 

hypothesis is not enough,.. Our aim was to determine if 

reorganization of the data in a variety of ways would produce an 

interrelationsh.ip of variables accounting for a sufficient amount 

of the. \l'at'iance to permit accurate prediction ot the d.ependent 
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variables (juvenile and adult behavior and justice system 

experience) from the independent vari.ables (neighborhQ9d mili,eu.)c. 

A CLOSER LOOK AT INTERVENTION AND SANCTION~NG 

!he CO!!~!-:f~!:-ion of Dim?roEol:ti2!1C!i .2ocietal !!~!9!! 

This brought us to Chapter 6, The Consequences of Being .aad 

in a Bad Area~ an ominous sounding title for a chapter, but 

perhaps the bes·t way to put it.. The reader must always remember 

that the main thrust of this project is to determine ti there are 

systematic differences in career progression that can be related 

to neighborhood milieus. It would, be no contribution to existing 

knowledge to simply report single-faceted differences that are 

related to neighborhood milieuse Here we came closer to belling 

the cat than previously, for we found that intervention types as 

represented by Geometric scores differentiatea the High Offense 

Rate and DCP neighborhoods from others more consistently than had 

other representations of career types. There was a high. 

concentration of .high seriousness, hig'h intervention types it! the 

inner city and interstitial neighborhoods (Ta.bles 28 and 28A) but 

to a lesser extent as represented by a disproportional 

intervention score (Tables 29 and 30) • 

tl.iliey Ef~gE;§. ~2l!!.ined 

At this point we m,ade a digreSSion, the object of Chapter 7 

being to remind the reader that, although a variety of ranking 

systeiiis had been. used for the neighborhoods some 

consistency froQ system to system, so.e neighborhoods ranking 

hi.gh and some ranking low on 18 different sets of ranks. A 

I, 

~I , 
I' ,I 

ij 
II 
II 

I' i I, 

\1 
!! 
II 
i1 
li 

II 
II 
" 

Y 
i~ 

~ f, 
\} 

~ 
~' 
~ 
~ 
" I 
~ 
! 

~ 
~ 
"' ~ 

~ 
! 
~ 
I! 

II 
II 

~ jj 
u 

r 
} 

t 
if 

! 
! 
I 
1 
I 

I 
I 

II 
II 
U 

ij 
II 

1-1 

Ij 

I 
I 

( 
1 c, 

l \' 
I 
! , , 

L'~' 
1 I 
1 

, 
i 

\i~1 ' 
I' "1 

i,. ! 

lJ':' ,'. ' I,' ' 
l-
I ! 

\ ,) (;;\: 
\"" ( 

~! \ .. , 
,1£\1 

r' f" 1:;,'\ 

V' ~"::\ 
~~.~ 
;,,1 

I·:j 
t' P, ::1 
~II;; 

fJ "I' , 

{;','\ . ~ i 

1)'~ 
)~ 
h 
l' ,',,} 

~'> \ 
hi! 

11 . , 
) i 
, I 

1< 
" j \ 

H I,'; 
I I 
Ii 
L, 

[J 
j\ 
L 
l 

, 

1 
1 
I 

1 ! 
! ~ 
/' ! 

Ii 
~ i 
I i 
~, ( 

ki J) 
, ' to, 
' ' L.o 
1 
" ; 
{O 

1 

I· i 

I 
0 1 

I 

r1 
I 

a 

, 

11 

I 

t 

I; 

t 

) 

• 

,', 

-251-

sample of correlations of scores and neighborh.ood rankings was 

presan ted. in Ta.ble 33 but emphasizing that these are ecological 

correlations' which are mark~dly reduced when neighborhood 

characteristics are attached to indilliClu.al experience scores, 

Offense serio'Q,sness/intervention t:ype, for example.., Whil.e some 

persons might siay that we ha.v'e bent. over backwards, not only in 

this report; but in others, to avoid the conclusion that strong 

relationships e~(ist bet'ltleen the independent and dependent 

variables J.n tJ.k(:1l st.udy I' we helie've that it i~ :important not to 

present e)l:a9'g~t'at(-~C{ clai.m.s of find.ings which do not pro'wide a . 

basis for aC1'!lJrately predicting t.ke oareer experiences of cohort 

melilbers .. 

found. that nig'h Offense ttat:.e p,l.w .. i; l)Cl?MJi~~hbo~::;'I.)ods did produC'.!e 

Xte:latively high cor.~rolatiou,~ bet,l\fee,n tttii.~ :tll't1l(,llni.1.t;~ and adult 

We· ne)'tt ilg9t',,;.t~r,tt.~"3d.. c(;tIJ,o:ct .meltJ:lJ~1""rsac;~("I!t'):t·d .• 1 .. A19 t~) th(:~ 'l:..ype of: 

ne:i.9'hhorhl,od (fI}il~l1~.(,l) .iI~ wld.e;l" t.h~.:.'lil' hrH.i: bt,wl/.m S):J,cj~,Q;1,iz\9.r.!r I:el.:tt.ing 

~"!\:ml il1tet'venft . .1llt'tl ~~I:;:()!L~ftf:It a ";7f41a't;io.Jlsh5.~"/ ,«'b:~l..(,::,b. lUil!;::1 q'Uii~e ,evidant 

t:~)X~coi,tqrt. ,~.c~Hllh'et\$ 'W'l:~~' l~es~.di.~~l .:l~:U;L~h. tpi('i;:~J;,~Ij!o If.(d~~)al1iJ, .tU.gh: tlC~ 

'I 'I! f 
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areas. There was less relationship for persons who had been 

social.ized in other types of areas. These tables,. we believe, 

give us a hetter picture of relationshps between juvenile and 

adult careers as they differ by milieu than does the correlation 

itself .. 

THE EFFECTS OF CHANGB OF RES1DENCE 

When the effects of change of residence were examined 

(Chapter 8), although there Were some inconsistencies, it c~uld 

be concluded that heing socialized ill a Hig'h Offense Rate ~.nd 

High DCP area had more tormative effects on careers even if 

subsequent movement was to a Itbettern neighborhood than did the 

formative effects of good neighborhoods have on those who had 

downward move~ent to neighborhoods with less desirable milieus. 

WHAT THE INTERVIEWS TOLD US ABOUT NEI.GBBORIIOOD Dl.FFERENCES 

!£2.QIDltitly .t.Q£. .:the 'yaria.n.gg in. Q!f'ens§ ID1!g illH,l I.ntervQ!U:i2!1 
Scores 

Having said that we ought to know more about the persons who 

were socialized in different types of milieus, we turned to the 

interview data, Chapter 9. Twenty-:nine interv.iew variables 

representing respondents' llome conditions, educational 

experiences, work experiences, etc. were manipuluted by multiple 

regression techniques in order to as";'ertain their relationship to 

measures OL seriousness of delinguency and crime, official and 

self-report, and the e:x:tent to which interventiun had taken place 

in proportion to seriousness of offenses. 

While the means of independent interview variables and the 

statistics representing jUvenil.e and aduli:~ careers v~lried by type 

'/ 
( 
I , 
i 

I ' 
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of neighborhood, some to a greater a.egree and more consistently 

according to expectations than others, Variation in the 

independent interview variables was considerably less than that 

for the dependent meqsures of delinquency and crime. But this 

was not the point~ what ve were concerned about was the extent to 

which the independent valriables could account for variation in 

the dependent measures of delinquency and crime within types of 

n eig hboI.' hoods. 

The n.umber ()f independent variables to be included in the 

analyses of diff\~rent grou.pings of neighborhoods 'Was reduced by 

preliminary I7!egression analyses of the combined 194:.:! and 1949 

Cohort.s.. It was decided that only 16 variables would account for 

most of the variance that could he accounted for in measures of 

delinguency and crime, but this was less than 50% [Adjus'l:.ed R2] 

with little systematic difference from one grouping of 

neighborhoods to another. Here again, it is a matter of what one 

considers to be an achievement. Th.esefindings (Table 50) did 

not indicate that we have t.he makings of a model of the 

delinguency proGess for any type of milieu. 

Alt.hough four variables stood out as showing recurring 

signiticance across gr:oupingf> ot neighborhoods during the 

j \lvenile pe>riod, no high school diploma, d delinquen t self-

concept during the juvenile period" juveni~e friend.s .in trou,h~e 

with the police, ana having access to the automObile, one could 

argue, with the exception of access to the automobile, whether 

they were antecedents and explanatory of d\~linquency or 

f ~ 

L_,~~""o ~ ___ ~_~~~ _______________ ~~~~~~~_~ 
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coincidental and perhaps at least partially consequences of 

delinquency. 

Durin~ the adult period several other variables were 

significant across neighborhood type groupings: age of marriage, 

first job level, no high school diploma .. and having adult friends 

in trouble with the policec, Whil.e early age of marriJ:i,ge .. higher 

first job level, and a high school diploma could be accepted as 

plal/ing a part in low adult crime scores, having adult friendS in 

trouble with -the police could be congruent with onels own 

behavior. 

Accoun tiM fo!:, Vari!!ngg in ,Rat0s QI. In!!.§.£ City .!.2.. 
Other Hesidence and. Wh.it§. .Y.§- NOnwh?t~ 

At this juncture it was c~ncluded that we might better 

discern what was happening in different types of neighborhoods if 

they were simply divided into inner city vs. other neiyhborhoods 

and that, since the inner city was Non-White disproportionally to 

other areas, further analysis of Whites vs. Non-Whites WOUld. be 

equally appropriate. Regression analysis revealed that there 

were numerous inner city vs. other differences and White vs. Non-

White differences during both the juvenile ana adult periods. 

While it Hould have been tempting, after the fact, to 

discuss how these diverse effects supported or rejected various 

sociological explanations of delinquency, the fact that eff~cts 

changed from group to group would make this a diff1cult and 

perhaps meaningless exercise.. In fact, to explc1ill deling~,,;ency 

per se is a rat.herfruit.less quest. anyway beeause the genesis of 

delinquency does vary from group to group. The same problem was 

, ) 

l~' I' 
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found fOl: the adult period but Inox:e of the vax:iance could be 

accounted for here by adding juvenile delinquency rlleasures as 

independent variables, they, in most cases, havi,ng higher 

standardized esti.mates than the interview variables. 

FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE INTERVIEWS WITH CONTROLS FOR RACE AND SEX 

!QQQ!!ll ting fo£ Xgiancein ga tee Qy !!~g" gg,~, !!ill! Reside!!9.g 

To be SUle that no stone had been left unturned, the same 

analytic strategy was applied to Males, Non-White Males, White 

Males, Females, etc. (Chapter 10).. There were differences from 

g roup to IJroup in which variables were significant but yenerally 

less than half of the variance was accounted for during either 

the juveni~e or adult period. However, when juvenile delinquency 

scores were added over 60% of the variance in adult White Male 

offense seriousness scores was accounted for. The significa.nt 

effects to which we have been referring in different 

subcategories of the cohorts were summarized in Table 59. 

Since the inconsistent and sometimes quite contradictory 

e±fects suggested that explaining or accounting for delinquency 

was a more complex enterprise than many Illight think" it was 

decided to go even a step further in Chapter 11 in delineating 

the kinlls of groups subjected to analysis. Controlling for place 

of socialization as inner city vs. other, sex, and race was the 

final step. nore of the variance was thus accounted for than in 

prior an<l1.yscs, partiCUlarly for the high :tate groups, Ifih~r city 

Non-White and Whit~ Males, other White Males, and Inner City Non­

White Females, in tact all groups except Other white ~'emales. 

- / 
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Hav~ng fairly homogeneous groups brought us to the point 

that from two-tll.irdsto three-fourths of the variance in adult 

crime rates was being accounted for among Inner City Non-White 

and White Males.. More f th . . u 0 e vur~ance ~n adult seriousness 

scores was accounted for among Inner City J:iales and least among 

White Females, but this 'Was not the case for offense/seriousness 

interven tion scores where little success wa.s h ad in accounting 

for variatioJl among Inner City Non-White Males, even with the 

juveni.le o:ttense/seriousness intervention scores added .. 

Although effects were inconsistent from group to group with 

no suggestion of how to deal uith the bl .. pro em ot del.inquency 

prevention or crime 4melioration that would cut across all 

groups, our attention should probably be focused on those groups 

in which 

greatest 

groups. 

in high 

groups. 

delinquency rates were highest and there was the 

likelihood of continuity into adult crime, the high risk 

We are, therefore,. most concerned with those who reside 

rate areas as well as those who belong. to hig'h rate 

RECAPITULATION AND SIMPLIFICATION 

A number of summary tables were presented in Chapter 12 in 

order to recapitulate and simply the 1i1\lltitude of tables Which 

have described the cnaracteristics of neighborhoods, the behavior 

of ju.veniles ana, adults who were socialized in ttLem, and the 

reaction of people in the jus.tice system ... 

Following this, new tables and analyses were presented in an 

effort to encapsulate patterns of neighborhood differences in the 
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relationship of offense seriousness to severity of sanctions and 

d,isproportional sanctioning.. While sanctioning was related to 

seriousness of offenses, as shown in other more complex types of 

analyses presented in earlier chapters, there were some 

neighborhoods in which the relationship was quite low but they 

were not concentrated in the inner city. Likewise, while 

disproportional sanctioning was related to offense seriousness in 

some neighborhoods, it was also apparent that the opposite was 

quite frequent in others while no relationship was evident in 

even others. Again, while there 'Was a greater relationship of 

disproportional sanctioning to offense seriousness in the inner 

city than in other areas, the difference was not sufficient for 

us to say that the simplified analyses presented in this chapter 

were a great advance over what had been described in earlier 

chapters. 

CAN THESE FINDINGS BE APPLIED TO DELIN'QUENC1' PllEVENTION?-

Unfortunately, most variables related to delinquency and 

crime in the inner city and interstitial areas are those over 

which we have 110 direct control as persons concerned about 

delinquenc), prevention. It is still, however, in te:cms of 

concentration of official seriousness, self-report seriousness, 

and offense seriousness/intervention, a matter of focusing 

attention on Inner City Non-White, a.nd White Males and Other White 

Males if the groups with, the highest rates are to be the target 

of any program. And that involves deciding whether the variables 

which must be manipulated are variables which we have a chance of 

m anipula ting .. 

--__________________________ ~ __ kw~~p. __________________________________________ *_ ________ ~ ________ L~ __ ~.~ ________ • ______________ ~ _________________ ~ __ ~ ______ ~~_ 
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We must take the position that t.he development of 

opportunities for i.ntegration into the larger society should. be a 

major concern in programs designed for inner city neighborhoods 

but that (t.o the extent that delinquency is a problem in other 

neighborhoods of the city) programs should, as they have in the 

past.,. be oriented toward keeping juveniles in the school system, 

oriented toward those whose failure to complete high school might 

be an impediment in that segraent of society where high school 

graduation is the norm. However difficult it may be to integrate 

persons of all ages and ba.ckgrounds into urban" industrial 

society, we can determine what the school system will be like. 

We can reprogram and modify it even when we find modification of 

the larger social structure more difficult. Some social 

institutions are more di£ficul t to penetrate but we do have a 

basis for making the school a major federal concern. 

But the question still remains, aside trom the fuct that the 

variance is greater for Inner City Males and Other Males, why is 

it that variable effects are more pronounced for these groups in 

terms of offense seriousness but that disproportional 

intervention is :Less explicable? This suggests that the 

interview and other variables which account for delinquency to 

some degree do not account for disproportional intervention and 

that perhaps high on the agenda should be turther examination of 

how the justice system operates. Our current research program is 

add.ressing this question m.ore fully than have our previous 

efforts. 
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It may well be that one of our major problems is deterutining 

how to integrate young people, and even older people, into a 

society that has pro~ressively declined in its ability to 

integrate but at the same time has developed a justice system 

Which progressively extends its power to early-on label people in 

such a way that their integra\tion becol'll.es more difficult ... 

~he ~nal Times, Monday, sept. 19, 1983, SA 

POLICE 

Arre~ted 

. Q 

A 10-yea.t-old boy by Racine police on a strong-armed 

robbery charge.. According to police, the boy bent a 

girl's fingers back and took 70 cents from her Tuesday 

in the 100 block of 17th street. 

-



~ ... ''7 __ • 

APPBNDIX A 

THE IMPORTANCE OF ISOLA.TING AREAS CONTAINING THE SEnIOUS OFF£NDER 

Further insight into the nature of the problem pursued in 

this analysis and the decision that neighborhoods constitute the 

most appropriate spatial system for our purposes may be obtained 

by consid.eration of Tables 1A and lB. 

In order to be sure that a neighborhood~s classification is 

not based on just the behavior of persons from the three cohorts 

who reside there, reference is also mad.e to Chapter 2, Table 1 of 

!he RelationshiR of Juvenile Q,elinguencI SlHl Adult £rime to the 

fhangilli! .Eco.logical structurg of :the Cin (Revi.sed Final Report 

July 19t12) (Table 1A in this appendix).. High offense rate and/or 

arrest rate census tracts are circled, as are high offense rate 

grid areas. Medium offense and arrest rate areas are also 

.indica ted on Table 1A.. Thus, each tract and grid is 

characterized by annual offense and/or arrest data for all 

persons in Racine for a period of years.. We have also 

characterized census tracts, police grid ared.S, and natural areas 

with the cohort da~a, as shown on Table lB. Suffice it to say 

that if the tables and maps which have not been included in 

earl.ier reports and those which we have const~::u.cted during the 

current year we~e inCluded in this appendix3 we would have an 

appendix of monograph size .. 

Having considered the classification of census tracts" 

police grid areas, and natural areas .. we would expect most of the 

neighborhoods with.in some of the larger areas to be consistent 

4 t .} .::sa 

TABLE lAo from The Relationship of Juvenile Delinquency and Adult Crime to the ' 
Changing Ecological Structure of the City, Chapter 2. 

TABLE 1. RELATIo.NSHIP o.F CENSUS TRACTS TO. Po.LICE GRID AREAS 1 NATURAL AREAS 1 

AND NEIGHBo.RHo.o.DS 

Official Data for Entire City 
of Racine 

Relationship of 
Tracts to Grids 

TRACTS 1 

Inner City 

1
4 . 

1 

3 G12,16)5 

4 G8,9,12,13) 

@JG~,17) 

GRID$2 

C§XT13) 

~CT4~6~12J 

Inner City and Interstitial to Middle SES 

mG12) !!§jCT3) 

[lCGS, 8,9) 4 CT14) 

\]!CG13,14) [2\CT3,5,7) 

mG17) 21 CT8) 

Middle to Upper SES and Outlying Areas 

I[]ICG2,10,13) ~(T13,14), ® 
~l(T4,5,l3) 

r.g]CG14) 

!rnICG18) 

IDG21) 

18 eT9), 19 

©, 23 

20 

upper SES and Outlying Areas 

11 10 (T12) ~ 
14 (T6, 10,13), 15 

14(G4,5) 1(T15), 2(T12) 

15 

See attached sheet for footnotes 

Cohort Data 
Relationship of Relationship of Neigh-
Natural Areas borhoods to Tracts 

to Tracts and Natu.ral Areas 

NATURAL AREAsl NEI GHBORHo.o.DS 7 

@ [l]~~ 
~,rn 
[1j,[] 
[[Ql, [fl, rn 
~,rn 

22, 16,@) 

1m, 26, 24 

15, 7 

20, 23 

18, 25 

@®@ 
@@~,21,22,65 
~,© 

~,IH~~,~,~ 

[ill, ~, ~, I@], @]' [§], 64 

@ @' ®, ~ [§j~ 66, 68 

(@, @, gj, 58, ~, ~ 
® 57 

39, Ii!], ~, 51, 52, 53, 70 

[4j, ~, ~, [§, 27, ~ 
~. 
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Graphs 1-5, Chapter 3; Graphs 6-9, Chapter 3; Table 1, Chapter 4, The Relationship 
of Juvenile Delinquency and Adult Crime to the Changing Ecological Structure of the 
City (Revised Final Report, NIJ Grant 79-NI-AX-0081, July 1982). 

Graphs 10-13, Chapter 3; Table 1, Chapter 4, Ibid. 

Tables 1 and 5, Chapter 7, Ibid. 

City of Racine Official Records 

() = High in tract and in grid Part I 
Offense Rates. 

0= High arrest rates for residents, 
Part I and II. 

[J = Medium in tract and in grid, Part I 
Offense Rates. 

c=J = Medium arrest rates for residents, 
Part I and II. 

Cohort Data 

() = High in Nat. Area or Neighborhood 

0= High by Nat. Area or Neigh. Res. 

[J = Medium in Nat. Area or Neighborhood 

D = Medium by Nat. Area or Neigh. Res. 

Grid Numbers in parentheses indicate that tract overlapped these grids or that tract 
overlapped additional grids besides the grid shown in the next column. 

Tract numbers in parentheses indicate that grid overlapped these tracts in addition 
to the tract in the first column. 

In neighborhood seriousness based on composite of five different measures of 
delinquency and crime including Table 2, Chapter 7, Ibid; neighborhood seriousness 
by residents based on composite of six different measures of delinquency and crime 
including Table 6, Chapter 4, Ibid. 

.\ 

I 
J! 

1\ 

1\ 
Ij 

TABLE lB. from The Relationship of Juvenile Delinquency and Adult Crime to the 
Changing Ecological Structure of the City, Chapter 2. 

TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF CENSUS TRACTS TO POLICE GRID AREAS, NATURAL AREAS, 
AND NEIGHBORHOODS 

Cohort Data 

Relationship of 
Tracts to Grids 

TRACTS GRIDS 

Innel' City 

I' 
~T2,3,4) ~ 

3 G12,16)3 

4 G8,9,12,13) i 13
) 

@:G9,17) a(T4,6,12) 

for All Spatial Systems 1 

Relationship of 
Natural Areas 

to Tracts 

NATURAL AREAS 

I ~ 
Inner City and InterstitiaZ to MiddZe SES 

@(T3) @ l?], ffi1 mG12) 

jg(G5, 8, 9) 4 (T14) [],[OO 

I]](GI3,14) jg(T3,5 ,7) g, [11 

[Z](G17) 21 (T8) ~, lUl, Ulll 
MiddZe to Upper SES and OutZying Areas 

~(G 2,10,13) IT13 , 14) , [§1 ~,~ 
9 T4,5,13) 

rm(GI4) @(T9), [9 22, 16,@) 

~GI8) ~, 23 rm 26, 24 

WG21 ) ~ 15, 7 

and OutZying Areas 

Relationship of Neigh­
borhoods to Tracts 

and Natural Areas 

NEIGHBORHOODS 

@) 

~88@ 78 7,IDt 

~@ 

@@@)) 
@, (@5, [0, 21, 22, 65 

[?1,@ 
~, [~,~, @ § 

~, ~, ~, ~, [1], ~, 

I~@'~' ~. 66. 
[] ~ [g, 58, ~, ~ 
® 57 

64 

68 

Upper SES 

11 10 (T12) , 
14(T6,10,13), 15 20, 23 

18, 25 

39, ~, g], 5 1, 52, 53, 70 

1 (TIS), 2 (T12) [3j, ~, ~, @§j, 27, ~ 

~ 
14 (G4 ,5) 

15 

1 Seriousness from Tables 1-6, Chapter 7. 

2 () = High in area [J = Medium in area 0= H:i.gh by residents of area 0 = Medium by residents of area 

3 Grid numbers in parentheses indicate that tract overlapped these grids or that tract 
overlapped additional grids besides the grid shown in the next column. 

~ Tract numbers in parentheses indicate that grid overlapped these tracts in addition 

to the tract in the first column • 

• it ~-----'-""----~-----~.~"------- .. ---- .-. 
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with that area's classification but i.n other cases because of the 

heterogeneity of these areas the~e would be less similarity in 

neighborhoods contained within th;em. This is the case as also 

shown in Tables lA and 1B. Note that while som.e nei.ghborhoods 

(and larger areas) may l')e characterized as having high offense 

rates by their residents and high i.n-area offense rates as well, 

others are high on one but not on the other. 

Further perusal of Tables lA and lB enables one to see how 

the high offense rate areas are concentrated in the inner city 

and interstitial areas but how some are in peripheral, better 

residential. areas. ~his is, of course, the basis for the idea. 

that some eight types at neighborhoods are possible if 

neighborhoods are dichotomized according to the scheme set forth 

in Box B of Diagram 1 in the narrative of this report. 

The fOUl: groups of. neig hborhoods from inner city to 

peripheral areas shown in Table 1 in the narrative were developed 

by considering the characteristics of areas shown in Box A of 

Diagram 1 as well as other data. Table 10 from Chapter 2 of The 

Eel~tiQ!lshi.E of .i:!.!!!£nile Delinquency £ill,!! Adul:!;, Crime to the 

£hang!ng Epological struc~g Qi, ~ £ity (Revised Final Report 

July 1982) summarizes ecological data (Tables 1-8) which were 

used in classifyin9 areas as delinquency and crime producing in 

various degrees and it ~ this classification of neighborhoods 

that we now utilize in Tables 1 and 2 of of the narrative of this 

report. Tables 2, 3, and 4 of this appendix specify the 

delinquericy and crime variables which were utilized in 

, 

j 

, 

- .i - ; 

TABLE 2. DATA UlaED IN DETERMINING CLASSIFICATION OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
ACCORDING TO IN-AREA AND BY-RESIDENCE COMBINATIONS OF 
DELINQUENCY AND CRIME MEASURES 

In-Neighborhood 

1. Number of police contacts in neighborhood per 100 Racine popu-

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

lat,ion in neighborhood at mid-census year. (B) 

Number of p011ce contacts in neighborhood per cohort member 
residing in neighborhood during la-year periods. (C) 

1 and 2 were combined to produce an average since both were 
measures of the same variable but with different denomina­
tors. (BC) 

Juvenile felonies committed in neighborhood per cohort juvenile 
residing in neighborhood during la-year periods. (F) 

Adult felonies co~~itted in neighborhood per cohort adult re­
siding in neighborhood during la-year periods. (M) 

Number of felony contacts in neighborhoods by cohort and all 
cohorts combined without regard to decades. (K) 

By-Residence of Neighborhood 

7. Felonies committed by juveniles residing in neighborhood per 
juvenile during la-year periods. (G) 

8. Felonies conunitted by adults residing in neighborhood per adult 
during la-year p~riods. (N) 

9. Number of felony contacts by residen~s of neighborhood by 
cohort and all cohorts combined without regard to decades. (L) 

10. Number of police contacts per cohort member residing in neigh­
borhood during la-year periods. (H) 

11. Mean seriousness of contacts per cohort member residing in 
neighborhood during la-year periods. (J) 

12. Number of referrals per cohort member residing in neighborhood 
during la-year periods. (R) 

----------_ ... _ ..... """"'----------------------------_ ...... _""'"--------------------..... , ---"---~--------'--~----~--------~~-~~- ~---------
_J 
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TABLE 3. DATA USED IN DETERMINING CLASSIFICATION OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
ACCORDING TO VARIOUS COMBINATIONS OF JUVENILE AND ADULT 
POLICE CONTACT DATA AND FELONY RATES 

Juvenile 

1. Average proportion of cohort who had a police cOl\1tact for any 
reason, age-by-age, for juvenile period (6-17). 

2. Juvenile felonies committed in neighborhood per cohort juvenile 
residing in neighborhood during 10-year periods. (F) 

3, Felonies committed by juveniles residing in neighborhood per 
juvenile during lO-year periods. (G) 

Adult 

1. Average proportion of cohort who had a police contact for any 
reason, age-by-age, for adult period (18+). 

2. Adult felonies comntitted in neighborhood per cohort adult re­
siding in neighborhood during 10-year periods. (M) 

3. Felonies committed by adults residing in neighborhood per adult 
during lO-year periods. (N) 

·1 

~ 

~ 
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TABLE 4. SCORING SYSTEM FOR DATA USED IN DETERMINING CLASSIFICATION OF NEIGHBORHOODS 

1. (B) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950,1960,1970 

1 = No contacts 4 = High 

2. (C) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 

1 = No contacts 4 = High 

3. (BC) CO}ffiINED 4 = High, 3 = Med., 2 = Low 

4. (F) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES COMBINED 

1 = No felonies 4 = High 

5. (M) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES COMBINED 

1 = No felonies 4 = High 

6. (K) SCORED H, M, L based on cutting points for combined cohorts 

7. (G) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES COMBINED 

1 = No felonies 4 = High 

8. (N) SCORED 1,2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES COMBINED 

1 = No felonies 4 = High 

9. (L) SCORED H, M, L based on cutting points for combined cohorts 

10. (H) SCORED 2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES COMBINED 

2 = Low contacts 4 = High 

11. (J) SCORED 2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES CO}ffiINED 

2 = Low seriousness 4 = High seriousness 

12. (R) SCORED 2,3,4 for 1950, 1960, 1970 ALL DECADES CO}ffiINED 
2 = Low referrals 4 = High referrals 
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establishing the classification of neighborhoods as high, mE~dium, 

or low in of:l~ense ra.tes or high or low in d.elinguency and cJ~ime 

rates. 

APPENDIX B 

CONCENTRATION OF OFFENSES BY BLOCKS 

The concentration of seriousness lllay be mat,l':l clearer by 

considering the data in Table 1. In Column A W(} see the number 

of blocks fa which persons from a cohort resided who hau police 

contacts and the number of blocks in which police contacts 

occurred for each cohort and for property offenses, offenses 

against the person, felonies, traffic offenses, and last, non-

traffic offenses.. 1temember that. there 'Were approxim ately 900 

blocks in Ra,cine during the 1950' s, 1,000 during the 1960's, and 

1,200 during the 1970·s. But also note that the numher of blocks 

l.n which COll tacts occurred increased disproportionat ely, as shown 

in Column F. Column E is included to show how the increase would 

be even greater if we held assume<l that the t.otal area existed in 

1950 and that the increased number of blocks w~th contacts was a 

function of city growth and the dispersion of offenders ano. 

offenses.. Since we a.re most interested in dispersion of behavior 

and not in city growt~h, Column P seems to be most appropriate. 

But note the differences in dispersion depending no·1:;. just on 

cohorts but the difference depending on severity ot offense. At 

one extreme we fl.nd that offenses against the person were 

committed by persons who resided in between 5.9~ and 12.6% of the 

blocks and 'that tllese offenses took place in b.~t'Ween 5 .. 2% an61 

16 .. 2% of the blocks. These tew blocks, while not the same fo~ 

each. cohort, can be 10und in a relatively lilllited area ot Racine, 

i.e., the few high offense neighborhoods. At the other extreme, 
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Table 1. VARIATION IN CONCENTM'rION OF l'UILCE CONTACTS BY CONTACT TYPE. PLACS OF CONTACT, AND RESIDENCE 01' ALI.EGED OFFgNlJllR 
---,~.----.-- A. B.'· C. D. E. [I. ----G-. - H. '--" •• '--J. 

Number of Number of Total 
Blocks with Rlocks in Police 
Police Highest Contac~ 
Contacts Category 

£..roperty Qff~T1~@S 
Plnce of Residence 

COhOl"t: 1942 161 
t 949 287 
1955 375 

Plnce of CDntact 
Cohort: 19/,2 153 

1949 295 
1955 498 

Offenses Against Person 
Plnce of Residence 

Cohort: 1942 53 
1949 89 
1955 151 

Pluce of Contact 
Cohort: 1942 47 

1949 103 
1955 194 

FelonIes 
-Pi~()r Residence 

Cohort: 19/,2 103 
1949 196 
1955 308 

Plnce of Contact' 
Cohort: 19/,2 105 

1949 225 
J 955 ';69 

Traf[!c Contacts 
- Plnce of Residen~e 

Cohort: 1942 550 
1949 627 
1955 5/,3 

Place of Contnct 
Cohurt: 19',2 590 

1949 714 
1955 618 

Non-'l'raEHc Cuntncts 
. 'Plnce C;T"it(:sidencc 

Cohurt: 1942 561 
19/,9 7115 
1955 795 

PIRce of Contrtcb 
Cohort: 1942 676 

19/19 904 
1955 98/, 

o 

Contacts 
in Block 

13 40r+ 
17 70r+ 
24 130r+ 

10 40r+ 
19 601:+ 
31 70N 

6 20r+ 
4 40r+ 
8 60r+ 

2 20r+ 
3 30r-!-
7 llOt+ 

4 40r+ 
12 50r+ 
16 110r+ 

5 30r+ 
9 40r+ 

23 60r+ 

34 70r+ 
48 70r+ 
1,8 50r+ 

1,6 60r+ 
1,8 70r+ 
44 5or+ 

29 t 'Jur+ 
1,1 240r+ 
III :!1or· .. 

1,1 90r+ 
1,9 ) 7or+ 
51, 19uN 

264 
655 

1417 

242 
647 

11,30 

59 
133 
296 

48 
119 
301 

153 
365 
975 

127 
3/,2 
976 

1500 
1770 
1167 

1420 
1861 
1303 

2310 
1,935 
6198 

2157 
1,726 
62:18 

Number of 
Contacts in 
Highest 
Category 

64 
158 
1,28 

48 
226 
527 

13 
24 
59 

4 
9 

45 

18 
76 

235 

15 
40 

196 

348 
1,49 
313 

415 
1,86 
298 

533 
1/,65 
1809 

56/1 

118/, 
l801l 

Percent of 
1200 Blocks 
IHeh 
Contacts 

13.4 
23.9 
31.2 

12.7 
24.6 
Itl .5 

4.4 
7.4 

12.6 

3.9 
8.6 

16.2 

8.6 
16.3 
25.7 

8.7 
18.7 
39.1 

45.8 
52.2 
115.2 

49.2 
59.5 
53.2 

1,6.7 
62. I 
66,2 

56. ') 
75.3 
112.0 

Percent of 
19/,2: 900 
19/,9: 1000 
1955: 1200 
Blocks wiLh 
Contnctl'. 

17.9 
28.7 
31.2 

17.0 
29.5 
41.5 

5.9 
8.9 

12.6 

5.2 
10.3 
16.2 

11.4 
19.6 
2,5.7 

11.7 
22.5 
'39.1 

61.1 
62.7 
1,5.2 

65.5 
71.1, 
53.2 

62. :l 
7/,. :, 
66.2 

75. I 
I)(),f, 

liZ.!) 

Percel\~ of 
III ocks with 
Gontncts In 
Top Cntegorv 
_(B -I- A)_ 

8.1 
5.9 
6.4 

6.5 
6.1, 
6.2 

11.3 
4.5 
5.3 

4.2 
2.9 
3.6 

3.9 
6.1 
5.2 

4.8 
4.0 
4.9 

6,2 
7.6 
8.8 

7.8 
6.7 
6.9 

S.2 
5.'i 
'Ll 

6.1 
5.4 
'i.Il 

Percent of 
Contacts In 
Top Category 

(D .~ C) 

24.2 
2/, .1 
30.2 

19.8 
34.9 
16.8 

22.0 
18.0 
19.9 

8.3 
7.5 

II" 9 

11.8 
20.8 
2/,. J 

11.8 
11.7 
20.1 

23.2 
25.1, 
26.8 

29.2 
26.1 
22.9 

2'\. I 
29.7 
29.2 

26.1 
29.1 
29.0 

Perc('n t (l r 
1200 IIlockll 
ln '['op 
Q.n tcG.~IJ'. 

1.1 
1./, 
2.0 

.8 
1.6 
2.6 

.'5 

.3 

.7 

.2 

.2 

.6 

.3 
1.0 
t.3 

2.8 
',.0 
11.0 

1.8 
1,.0 
1.7 

:>., II 
'\./, 
'J .1, 

• 
,I. 

Pen~(>nl of 
19/,2: 900 
19/,9: 1000 
1955: 12(J0 
Blndtll in 
Il~_G.I~l.~g,ory 

I • /, 
1.7 
2.0 

1.1 
1.9 
2.6 

.7 .1, 

.7 

.2 
• 'I 
.6 

.4 
1.2 
\,1 

.5 

.9 
\.9 

5. I 
I, .8 
'I. 7 

• 

, 

~ 
\ 

___________________________ "O--_________ "'"--_ ......... _~ ___ ....r...___"____~ _____ ~~.~ __ ~ _____ .~ 



------~--~~~-----------------------·----------------------------------~¥------~vr_--__ p _________________________________ ~---mm----------_. __ ap ____ em~ ______________________ ~}~--------__ --____ ~ 
r--...... ' ------, 

t, 

-271-

non-traffic offenses resulted in police contacts for per:'sons 

resid.ing in from 62.3% to 74.5% of the blocks and in from 75 .. 1% 

to 82.0% of the blocks. 

Moving back to Column B, which tells how many blocks had 

four or more (or whatever) number of contacts (a percent of the 

blocks which in all cases except one was less than 10% as shown 

in Column Gl, note that of the 900, 1, 000 t and then 1,200 blocks 

fewer than 10 blocks had persons who gener:ated enough offenses 

against the person and that fewer than 10 blocks had enough 

offenses against the person committed in them to be in the 

trhighest U category but th.at between 29 and 54 blocks were in the 

Uhighest tt categoLY for non-traffic offenses and these tlhighestlt 

categories contained more offenses than did any other Q,ffense 

group. Delinquency and crime, in general, are more widely 

dispersed than offenses against the person or felonies. 

In Column C we find. the total number of police contacts for 

each cohort such as property, offenses against the person, etc., 

again noting rathe:c large increases from cohort to cohort, 

increases which prior reports showed to be dispr:oportionate to 

the size of each succeeding cohort... Likewise, the number of 

police contacts in the highest category, even though the 

operational. definition of high increased from cohort to cf.)hort, 

increased with one exception, and that tor trattic con1~acts for 

persons in the 1955 Cohort, a gr:oup who had had relati;tely little 

time for exposure to police contacts for this offense. 

" w' 
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But what is perhaps the most telling set of figures is found 

commencing in ColUmn H,. for here we fin,d that very high 

percentages of all con't.a.cts ar:e found in that small group of 

blocks shown, in Co:tumn B and for which the percent they 

constitute of blocks with contacts is show'n in Column G. Going 

even further, we turn to Columns I and J, particularly J because 

it shows how, for example, 24.1% of a.ll felonies r:esulting in 

police contact for the 1955 Cohort have been committed by persons 

residing in only 1 .. 3% of the blocks of Racine, or 20 .. 1% of the 

felony contacts have taken place in 1.9% of Racine's blocks. Or, 

to take another example, 36.8% of the property offenses by 

members of the 1955 Cohort took place in only 2.6% of Racine's 

blocks. 

t, 



+9("' •• ''7_ 

f"------..·e~­

I, 

f' 

>0 

APPENDIX C 

UNSTANDARDIZED AND STANDARDIZED STATISTICS FOR NEIGIIBORliOOD 
CLUSTERS 

Tables 1 ,and 2 of this appendix show the un$tandardized an,d 

standardized means for the blocks in each neighhorhood for each 

of the hypothesized delinquency and crime producing variables 

before elimination of the 14 loW' population neighborhoods to 

Cluster Number 1 includes those neighborhoo(ls whose combinations 

of characteristics would he considered least delinquency and 

crime producing, while at the other extreme Cluster Numher 6 

contains those which would be most delinquency and crime 

producing. 

The reader should note~ for example, tha.t th~re is only one 

tavern in any of the neighborhoods in Cluster.s 1.t 2, and 3, while 

there are 98 taverns in Cluster Number 6. 

Tables ::3 and 4 show the unstandard:j.zed an41 standardized 

means, standard deviations, etc., for each m.eaj:iUre for each 

cluster .. 

Tablels 5 and 6 show the unstandardized and standardized 

means for each neighborhood for each of the In-Area measures of 

delinquency and crime, Tables 7 and 8 for: each of the By­

Residence measur.es of delinquency and crime. ~.'ables 9 through 12 

contain the unstandardized and standardized means, standar.d 

deviations, etc., f01: each measure for each cluster: .. 

The unstandardized ~nd standardized juvenile offense rates 

for each neighborhood in each cluster are presented in Tables 13 

and 1LJ, whil~1 Tables 15 and 16 contain the unstandardized ana 

, : 

-214-

standardized means, standard deviations, etc., for each measure 

fOl: each cluster. Tables 17 and 18 present the unstandardized 

and standardized adult offense rates for each neighborhood in 

each cluster, '\i'hile Tables 19 and 20 contain the unstandardized 

and standardized statistics for each measure for each cluster. .. 
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TABLE 1. UNSTANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES FOR EACH NEIGHBORHOOD BY CLUSTER 
, 

_____________________________ e ____________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=1 -----------------------------»~-------------------. 

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

24 1068 -593 119.500 0.37500 3.50000 0.250 0.2434 0 1.2587 0.0082 

26 653 -230 -41.500 0.06250 4.26667 0.063 0.2811 0 2.9842 0.0034 

39 558 -169 27.301 0.1"1' 5.66667 0.176 0.3125 0 0.9328 0.0052 

41 1392 240 115.821 0.00000 2.27273 0.000 0.2811 0 1.2010 0.0097 

48 1258 2.75000 3.37500 0.000 0.2811 0 0.8639 0.0102 

58· 600 0.38462 1.50000 0.000 0.3215 0 2.5763 0.0134 

59 922 0.30000 3.50000 0.000 0.2811 0 1.14203 0.0359 

68 . -32 0.50000 3.00000 0.500 0.2057 0 0.6163 0.0000 

70 288 -438 125.500 0.00000 5.50000 0.500 0.5636 0 1.0771 0.0337 

-------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 --------------------------------------------------

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

21 -398 -503 -15.308 0.00000 5.84615 0.231 0.2811 1 0.3868 0.0098 

27 -279 -164 -7.871 0.05263 4.78947 0.000 0.2811 0 1.8809 0.0063 

28 -1.40 -372 -14.667 0.63333 4.90000 0.033 0.3000 0 0.5206 0.0119 

31 -321 -366 -11.206 0.00000 4.52381 0.000 0.2524 0 0.3591 0.0100 

34 -359 -262 -17.270 0.00000 4.63636 0.083 0.3282 0 0.2068 0.0035 

47 144 -312 -15.629 0.07143 5.32000 0.143 0.2704 0 0.6716 0.0075 

50 347 -339 4.556 1.59259 3.53846 0.111 0.2364 0 0.3037 0.0080 

51 -309 -173 -15.450 0.00000 6.55000 . 0.250 0.2811 0 0.9296 0.0138 

52 -206 -63 -12.118 0.52941 5.17647 0.118 0.2811 0 0.8717 0.0051• 

55 -85 -211 -3.864 1.04545 6.38095 0.273 0.2674 0 0.1667 0.0191 

63 278 -83 29.119 0.40000 6.20000 0.000 0.6846 0 1.4182 0.0249 

1-_------------------------------------------------ CLUSTER NUMBER=3 --------------------------------------------------

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

25 481 -501 14.9917 0.391304 6.34783 0.130 -g:~~g~ 0 0.9058 0.0077 

29 849 -783 53.4722 0.652174 6.26087 0.208 0 0.0099 0.0177 

30 344 -491 31.2727 0.818182 4.27273 0.182 .. 0.0857 0 0.5691 0.0000 

38 682 -196 3.123S 0.476190 4.40000 0.190 0.2811 0 0.3917 0,0097 

42 866 -581 9.6875 0.187500 3.87500 0.500 0.2811 0 0.9259 0.0106 .. 
-------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 --------------------------------------------------

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

4 -398 -416 -16.583 2.2917 8.6818 0.083 0.2811 2 0.3093 0.0281 

5 -643 -323 -25.720 15.7600 11.9583 0.520 0.2691 3 -0.6845 0.0454 

6 -669 -392 -34.857 8.0000 6.7895 0.045 0.2895 0 -1.1237 0.0565 

13 -52 -83 11 .8111 34.5500 13.5000 0. 1135 0.1417 3 -1.0317 0.0791 

\ 
14 -244 -1100 -10.843 0.2667 9.2000 0.067 0.2811 0 0.0294 0.0076 

15 -399 -334 -17.769 0.3333 6.2222 0.111 0.2811 0 -0.0861 0.0214 

16 -261 -223 -15.397 17.2105 13.4211 0.435 0.0171 4 -0.8030 0.0721 ~ 
17 -368 -128 -14.154 10.0000 11.5200 0.538 -0.1759 8 -0.9011 0.0621 

18 -426 -338 -18.879 1.8621 7.5385 0.667 0.0762 7 -0.66117 0.0452 
, 

19 -647 -2'13 -19.756 0.5000 8.2273 0.375 0.30117 5 -0.5102 0.0298 

20 -459 -264 -19.125 0.0870 6.2273 0.292 0.0045 1 -0.1807 0.0479 ~\ 

, 

\ 

() 

-
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TABLE 1 • UNSTANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES FOR EACH NE I GIIBORHOOD BY CLUSTER 

. ------------------------------~-------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 -------------------------------~-------------------
NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 lARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

22 -1187 -290 -18.037 0.00000 8.1852 0.148 0.2476 1 0.1246 0.0105 
23 72 -L108 3.130 1.73913 9.3913 0.652 0.0926 3 0.1306 0.0113 
32 -587 -568 -21.647 1.41935 8.4839 0.167 0.2475 1 -0.2463 0.0184 
33 . -374 -297 -22.583 4.363611 8.2727 0.208 -0.0551 3 -0.1435 0.0291 
35 -304 -310 -9.355 0.43478 5.9565 0.167 -0.1855 0 -0.0513 0.0209 
36 -551 -313 -23.957 0.63636 4.8182 0.000 0.2811 0 0.1252 0.0187 
37 82 9.75000 5.7273 0.539 0.2811 3 -0.6709 0.0443 
46 215 -177 5.448 2.96667 3.2759 0.031 0.2717 0 -0.2702 0.03011 
49 -197 -275 -7.577 6.07692 6.5000 0.577 0.2231 3 -0.lLI92 0.0179 
53 -299 -154 -l/L 950 0.05263 7.IH37 0.300 0.2509 0 -0.04011 0.0531 
54 -180 -430 -4.296 1.04000 8.61100 0.074 0.3230 0 -0.1801 0.0081 
56 . -428 -203 -13.375 0.00000 7.0645 0.125 0.2717 0 -0.0498 0.0138 
57 -133 . 0.53333 5.1429 0.000 0.3188 0 -0.0706 0.0453 
62 -544 51 -29.571 9.50000 9.0000 0.083 0.8460 0 -0.1757 0.0367 
65 -91 23 32.200 5.50000 13.5000 0.667 -0.5867 1 -0.0693 0.0000 
67 1159 520 235.300 1.66667 4.6667 2.200 -0.4733 1 0.6630 0.0100 

--------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=5 ---------------------------------------------------
NGHBD 

60 
61 
64 
66 

POP6080 

-411 
-256 
-56 
-18 

POP7080 

-93 
-14 

6 
-23 

DEN6080 

-17.843 
-11.005 
-'.614 
6.943 

PERBL70 

14.6667 
51.5000 

7.5000 
0,0000 

FMHD70 

10.25 
8.00 

13.00 
0.00 

TARGET70 

0.4/111 
0.158 
0.143 
0.000 

LNDUSE70 

-2.2945 
-3.0454 
-2.3048 
-2.7659 

TAV70 

2 
1 
1 
o 

HOUSE70 

-0.7590 
-0.8387 
-0.4664 
-0.0402 

RESVAC70 

0.1035 
0.0000 
0.0625 
0.0000 

--------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=6 ---------------------------------------------------
NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

1 -27~ -31 -15.689 7.4375 4.6923 1.192 -0.1398 17 -1.9764 0.0857 
2 -669 -2711 -27.875 68.9130 16.7391 0.833 0.0359 12 -0.9057 0.1160 
3 . 6 47.0000 15.7500 2.250 0.2811 12 -0.8325 0.1204 
7 -1586 -579 -56.125 44.3043 17.9545 0.875 -0. 11040 11 -1.5391 0.1407 
8· -233 -485 -10.130 36.7826 15.4762 0.826 -0.2583 13 -1.1841 0.0635 
9 -464 -273 -15.549 79.4783 18.9091 0.440 -0.1926 II -0.9087 0.0820 

10 -527 -299 -27.079 21.2500 12.2500 1.522 -0.5830 17 -1.1807 0.0665 
11 -557 -134 -26.368 L19.7500 22.7500 0.563 -1.8189 5 -0.9531 0.1158 
12 -1048 -518 -27.685 45.5600 16.8400 0.286 -0.4610 II -1.2492 . 0.0996 

o 
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TABLE 2. STANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING YARIABLES FOR EACH NEIGHBORHOOD BY CLUSTER 

________ ~_-------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=l 
____ M _________________________________________________ 

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 ft.1I1D70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAY"fO HOUSE70 RESYAC70 

24 2.20988 -1.1954 ~.53642 ' -0.50959 -0.9379 -0.22897 0.388619 -0.55407 1.28539 -0.73859 

26 1.411622 -0.10511 -0.92021 -0.52691 -0.7710 -0.64257 0.438306 -0.551.07 3.13555 -0.87637 

39 1.27141 0.0778 0.55692 -0.52421 -0. 11663 -0.39264 0.479689 -0. :)51107 0.93595 -0.82470 

41 2.80609 1.3059 2.45744 -0.53037 -1.2050 -0.78191 0.'t38306 -0. !i51107 1.22352 -0.69553 

48 4.3627 -0.37796 -0.9651 -0.78191 0.438306 -0.5\5'107 0.86207 -0.68118 

58 2.3869 -0.50905 -1.3732 -0.78191 0.491551 -0.5i5407 2.69819 -0.58933 

59 3.3538 -0.51374 -0.9379 -0.78191 0. 1138306 -0.55407 1.45867 0.05653 

68 0.4892 -0.50266 -1.0467 0.32397 0.338933 -0.551107 0.59658 -0.97397 

70 0.77457 -0.7299 2.66523 -0.53037 -0.5026 0.32397 0.810625 -0.55407 1.09132 -0.00662 

______________________________________________________ 
CLUSTER NUMBER=2 -------------------------.----------------"------------

NGHBD POP(!,Q80 POP7080 DEN608tJ PERBL7U HIHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAY70 HOUSE70 RESYAC70 

21 -0.48776 -0.92513 -0.35787 -0.530:n -0.42724 -0.27099 0.438306 -0 .. 31236 0.35050 -0.69266 

27 -0.26879 0.09281 -0.198311 -0.52745 -0.65723 -0.78191 0.438306 -0. :)5407 1.95254 -0.79313 

28 -0.56505 -0.53177 -0.341110 -0.49527 -().63317 -0.70892 0:463215 -0. !>5407 0.49397 -0.63238 

31 -0.311607 -0.51375 -0.26980 -0.53037 -0.71505 -0.78191 0,1100481 -0. ~\51107 0.32080 -0.68692 

34 -0.41600 -0.20146 -0.40000 -0.53037 -0.69055 -0.59833 0.500381 -0.~\5407 0.157119 -0.87350 

47 0.50959 -0.53177 -0.361176 -0.52641 -0.54176 -0.46563 0.424204 -0.5\5407 0.65588 -0.75868 

50 0.88314 -0.43268 0.06859 -0.44210 -0.92951 -0.536110 0.379394 -0.5\5407 0.26140 -0. 711~133 

51 -0.32399 0.06578 -0.36092 -0.53037 -0.27405 -0.22897 0.438306 -0.5\5407 0.93252 -0.57785 

52 -0.13446 0.39609 -0.28938 -0.50103 -0.57300 -0.52092 0.438306 -0. ~\5407 0.87043 -0.81896 

~5 0.08820 -0.04832 -0.11217 -0.47243 -0.31085 -0.17810 0.420250 -0.515407 0.11450 -0.42571 

63 0.75617 0.33603 0.59596 -0.50820 -0.35023 -0.78191 0.970096 -0. ~15407 1.45642 -0.25922 

________________ Q~ ____________________________________ 

CLUSTER NUMBER=3 -~---~-------------------.-----------------------------

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAY70 HOUSE70 RESYAC70 

25 1.12972 -0.9191 0.29265 -0.50868 -0.31806 -0.49438 0.42104 -0. 5511107 0.906996 -0.75294 

29 1.80689 -1.7659 1.11882 -0. 1.9422 -0.3'3698 -0.32186 -0.58890 -0.554107 -0.053631 -0.46590 

30 0.87162 -0.8891 0.64220 -0.48502 -0.76970 -0.37937 -0.04512 -0.551107 0.545970 -0.97397 

38 1.49959 -0.0033 0.03785 -0.50398 -0."/4200 -0.36167 0.113831 -0.55407 0.355754 -0.69553 

42 1.83817 -1.1593 O.17B71 -0.51998 -0.85626 0.32397 0.43831 -0.55407 0.928548 -0.66970 

-~---------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 ------------------------------------------------------

NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAY70 HOUSE70 RESYAC70 

4 -0.48776 -0.6639 -0.38526 -0.110336 0.18993 -0.59833 0,113831 -0.0:7065 0.26711 -0.16737 

5 -0.93860 -0.3846 -0.581112 0.34310 0.90306 0.36821 0.42249 O. H106 -0.7982 0.32922 

6 -0.9861111 -0.5918 -0.77759 -0.08699 -0.22193 -0.68238 0. 1111938 -0.5:,1407 -1.2691 0.64784 

13 0.14892 0.3360 0.22501 1.381150 1.23860 0.18021 0.25458 0.H106 -1.1705 1.29656 

14 -0.20438 -0.6158 -0.26200 -0.51559 0.30272 -0.63372 0.43831 -0.55,1107 -0.0327 -0.75581 " 

\ 15 -0.48960 -0.4177 -0.41071 -0.51190 -0.311539 -0.536110 0.113831 -0.55407 -0.1566 -0.35969 ~ 
16 -0.23566 -0.0844 -0.35979 0. 112349 1.221112 0.18021 0.09037 0.41277 -0.9253 1.09563 

17 -0.43256 0.2009 -0.33309 0.02386 0.80766 0. 110802 -0.16399 1.37961 -1.03011 0.80859 

18 -0.53929 -0.4297 -0.1.3453 -0.112717 -0,05892 0.69333 0.16826 1.13790 -0.7770 0.32348 

19 -0.94596 -0.2345 -0.45338 -0.50266 0.09100 0.04750 0. 1169111 0.6511118 -0.6113 -0.11857 l"'~ 

20 -0.60001 -0.2075 -0.43982 -0.52555 -0.34It29 -0.13607 0.07376 -0.31236 -0.2580 0. 110098 

." 
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TABLE 2. STANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES FOR EACH NEIGHBORHOOD BY CLUSTER 
---____________________________________ w ______________ 

CLUSTER NUMBER=4 ------------------------------------------------------
NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSE70 HESVAC70 

22 -0.65154 ""0.2855 -0.41647 -0.53037 0.08184 -0.45457 0.39415 -0.31236 0.06936 -0.67257 
23 0.37710 -0.6399 0.03799 -0.43398 0.34435 0.66016 0.18987 0.17106 0.07579 -0.611961 
32 -0.83555 -1.1203 -0.49397 -0.45171 0.lt685 -0.41254 0.39402 -0.31236 -0.32834 -0.44580 
33 -0.44360 -0.3066 -0.51407 -0.28852 0.10090 -0.32186 -0.00479 0.17106 -0.21811 -0.13867 
35 -0.31479 -0.3456 -0.23006 -0.50627 -0.40322 -0.41254 -0.17665 -0.551107 -0.11925 -0.37404 
36 -0.76931 -0.3546 -0.54356 -0.49510 -0.65098 -0.78191 0.43831 -0.55407 0.07000 -0.113719 
37 . 0.8315 . 0.01000 -0. 115312 0.41023 0.43831 0.17106 -0.78362 0.29764 
46 0.64024 0.0538 0.08774 -0.36595 -0.98666 -0.713311 0. 112592 -0.55 IW7 -0.35397 -~.10135 
49 -0.11790 -0.2405 -0.19189 -0.19357 -0. 281194 0.491128 0.36186 0.17106 -0.221123 -0.116016 
53 -0.30559 0.1228 -0.35019 -0.527115 -0.07301 -0.11838 0.39850 -0.55407 -0.10756 0.55025 
54 -0.08661 -0.7059 -0.12146 -0.47273 0.18083 -0.61824 0. 119353 -0.55407 -0.25736 -0.741116 
56 -0.54297 -0.0243 -0.31637 -0.53037 -0.16207 -0.50544 0.42592 -0.55407 -0.117611 -0.57785 
57 . 0.1859 -0.50081 -0.58032 -0.78191 0.48799 -0.55407 -0.13995 0.32635 
62 -0.75642 0.7384 -0.66411 -0.00385 0.25919 -0.59833 1.18281 -0.551107 -0.25264 0.07949 
65 0.07716 0.6543 0.66211 -0.22554 1.23860 0.69333 -0.70541 -0.31236 -0.13855 -0.97397 
67 2.37733 2.1467 5.02261 -0.43800 -0.68396 4.08395 -0.55595 -0.31236 0.64665 -0.68692 

------------------------------------------------------ CLUSTER NUMBER=5 ------------------------------------------------------
NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV70 HOUSt70 RESVAC70 

60 -0.51169 0.306005 -0.41229 0.28250 0.5312 0.20011 -2.9562 -0.07065 -0.87808 1.99696 
61 -0.22646 0.5432211 -0.26549 2.32392 0.0415 -0.43245 "3.9458 -0.31236 -0.96354 -0.97397 
64 0.1 11156 0.603279 -0.06387 -0.11470 1. 1298 -0.46563 -2.9698 -0.31236 -0.561134 0.82007 
66 0.21149 0.516199 0.11985 -0.53037 -1.6996 -0.78191 -3.5775 -0.55407 -0.10735 -0.97397 

------------------------------------------------------ CLUSTER NUMBER=6 ------------------------------------------------------
NGHBD POP6080 POP7080 DEN6080 PERBL70 FMHD70 TARGET70 LNDUSE70 TAV7Q HOUSE70 RESVAC70 

1 -0.2633 0.4922 -0.3660 -0.'1816 -0.67838 1.85450 -0.1164 3.55500 -2,1834 1. 48601 
2 -0.9864 -0.2375 -0.6277 3.28900 1.94359 1.060118 0.1151 2.311645 -1.0354 2.35576 
3 . 0.6033 2.07451 1. 72831 11.19451, 0.11383 2.346115 -0.9569 2. 118[06 
7 -2.6739 -1. 1533 -1.2342 1. 9251 1 2.20813 1.15338 -0.Il(i46 2.10471, -1.7145 3.06177 
8 -0.181'1 -0.8711 -0.21167 1.50823 1.66872 1.011500 -0,2726 2.58816 -1.3$39 0.8Lt877 
9 -0.6092 -0.2345 -0.3631 3.87456 2.41588 0.19127 -0.1860 0.41277 -1.0386 1.37981 

10 -0.7251 "'0.3126 -0.6106 0.611737 0.96651, 2.58438 -0.7005 3.55500 -',3302 0.93489 
~, 11 -0.7803 0.1829 -0.5953 2.22693 3.25185 0.46331 -2. 329l. 0.65448 -1.0862 2.35002 

\ 12 -1.6839 -0.9702 -0.6236 1.99470 1.96555 -0.11193 tl -0.5397 0.41277 -1.4037 1.88501 
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VARIABLE 

POP6080 
POP7080 
OEN6080 
PERBL70 
FMHD70 
TARGET70 
LNDUSE70 
TAV70 
HOlISE70 
RESVAC70 

,~ 

TABLE 3. CLUSTER MEANS FOR UNSTANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=1 

LABEL 

POP TREND 1960-80 
POP TREND 1970-80 
POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 
AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 
AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 
TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 
AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 

• NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 
AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 
AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 

N 

5 
9 
5 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 

MEAN 

791.80000000 
173.11111111 
69.32441643 

0.498,3628 
3.62011745 
0.165114444 
0.30789997 
0.00000000 
1.43679967 
0.01330000 

STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE 

437.11234254 288.00000000 1392.00000000 
63~.09940855 -593.00000000 1258.00000000 
(3.96503470 -41.50000000 125.50000000 

0.864)5046 0.00000000 2.75000000 
1.365811160 1.49999986 5.66666553 
0.209119291 0.00000000 0.50000000 
0.10189863 0.20569998 0.56359994 
0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000 
0.80350036 0.61629999 2.98419952 
0.01282585 0.00000000 0.03590000 

• • 

STD ERROR 
OF MEAN 

195.48258234 
211.03313618 

33.07816911 
0.28805015 
0. 1'5528053 
0.06983097 
0.03396621 
0.00000000 
0.26783345 
0.00427528 

------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ---------------------------------------------------~---

POP6080 POP 7REND 1960-80 11 -148.00000000 280.07034831 -440:00000000 347.00000000 84.411438729 

POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 11 -264.36363636 138.10595406 -503.00000000 -63.00000000 41.64051190 

DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 11 -7.24657808 13.67864468 -17 • 269927511 29.11904762 4.12426655 

PERBl70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 11 0.39316840 0.52708549 0.00000000 1.59259259 0.15892225 

FMHD'70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 11 5.26015229 0.91673182 3.538116073 6.5499991,2 0.2764050/), 

TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 H 0.11290906 0.10238597 0.00000000 0.27299994 0.0308705J 

LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 11 0.31489088 0.12488065 0.23639995 0.681160000 0.03765293 

TAV70 NUr1BER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 11 0.09090909 0.30151134 0.00000000 1.00000000 0.09090909 

HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 11 0.70142716 0.54078790 0.16669995 1.88089943 0.16305369 

RESVAC7.Q AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 19'70 11 0.01092727 0.00633089 0.00350000 0.02490000 0.00190884 
_____________________________________ ., _______________ -- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 _________________ r ____________________________________ _ 

POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 5 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970~80 5 
PEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 5 
PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 5 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 5 
TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 5 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 5 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 5 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 5 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 5 

-----------~~------------------------------------------
POP6080 
POP7080 
DEN6080 
PERBL70 
FMHD70 
TARGET70 
LNOUSE70 
TAV70 
HOUSE70 
RESVAC70 

POP TREND 1960-80 
POP TREND 1970-80 
POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 
AVEftAGE % BLACK IN 1970 

,AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 
TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 
AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 
NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 
AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 
AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 

644.40000000 228.75816925 344.00000000 866.00000000 102.30376337 
-510.40000000 211.30972528 -783.00000000 -196.00000000 94.50058201 

22.50959549 20.20030964 3.12380952 53.47222222 9.03385311 
0.50507011 0.24202579 0.18750000 0.81818182 0.10823722 
5.03128366 1.17856728 3.87499932 6.34782555 0.52707131 
0.24199998 0.111711221 0.13000000 0.50000000 0.06579058 
0.011923999 0.3111101410 -0.49829996 0.28109998 0.153811778 
0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000 
0.56047998 0.38225548 0.00990000 0.92589998 0.17094985 
0.00914000 0.00635083 0.00000000 0.01770000 0.00284018 

CLUSTER NUMBER=ll -------------------------------------------------------

.. 
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TAE!LE 3. CLUSTER MEANS FOR UNSTANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=5 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 4 -185.25000000 183.16363358 -411.00000000 -18.00000000 91.58181679 POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 4 -31.00000000 43.073580L16 -93.00000000 6.00000000 21.53679023 DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 4 ~5.87970146 10.83188231 -17.84259259 6.94285714 5.41591n15 PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 4 18.41666667 22.85400524 0.00000000 51.50000000 11.42700262 FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 4 7.81249814 5.59529075 0.00000000 12.99999714 2.79164538 TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 4 0.18624997 O. 186001124 0.00000000 0. 1111399995 0.09300212 LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 4 -2.60264945 0.36803518 -3.04539967 -2.29114991.0 0.18401759 TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 4 1.00000000 0.81649658 0.00000000 2.00000000 0.40824829 HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 4 -0.52607498 0.36130506 -0.83870000 -0.04020000 0.18065253 RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 4 0.04149999 0.05075921 0.00000000 0.10349995 0.02537961 

---------~-------------------------~~------------------ CLUSTER NUMBER=6 -------------------------------________________________ 
POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 8 -670.00000000 447.82011695 -1586.00000'000 -233.00000000 158.32832072 POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 9 -287.44444444 210.09825744 -579.00000000 6.00000000 70.03275248 DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 8 -25.8126126$ 14.05233451 -56.12500000 -10.13043478 4\96825051 PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 9 44.49730676 21.87521221 7.ll3750000 79.47826087 7.a9173740 FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE BEADS IN 1970 9 15.70680451 5.00733240 4.69230734 22.74999663 1.6\5911080 TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 9 0.97633318 0.60775830 0.28599995 2.25000000 0.20258610 LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 9 -0.39339988 O. 595271~36 -1.81889915 0.28109998 0.198 /12479 T/>.V70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 9 10.55555556 5.12618550 4.00000000 17.00000000 1.70872850 BOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 9 -1.19216638 0.36874152 -1.976399112 -0.83249998 0.12291384 RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 9 O. 0989

c

l 108 0.02634096 0.06349999 0.14069998 0.00878032 

\ 

-----------------------_ ......... -!-~--------............... ---~ ... -----------~~-~-----~~--~--.~.--.~~. 
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TABLE I/, CLUSTER MEANS FOR STANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=1 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 5 1.70163517 0.804311819 0.77457231 2.80608759 0.359715115 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 9 1.10507458 1.90104977 -1.19537829 4.36274271 0.63368326 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 5 1 •115916043 1.58800888 -0.92020921 2.66523471 0.71017916 
PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 9 -0.50276178 0.04789385 '<).53037001 -0.377956611 0.01596462 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 9 -0.91173672 0.29727323 -1.37317692 -0.46630881 0.09909108 
TARGET70 -ARGET DENSITY IN 197U 9 -0.41598352 0. 116334671 -0.78190587 0.32397097 O. 15111111890 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 9 0.47362662 0.1311296711 0.33893270 0.81062501 0.0111176558 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 9 -0.55407350 0.00000000 -0.55407350 -0.55407350 0.00000000 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 9 1.47635915 0.8615!J130 0.59658038 3.13555487 0.28718377 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 9 -0.59219767 0.36816085 -0.97396870 0.05652609 0.12272028 

--~-----------~----------------------------------~---~- CLUSTE~ NUMBER=2 -------------------------------------------------------
POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 11 -0.02772902 0.51536883 -0.56505009 0.88314061 0.15538955 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 11 -0.20855999 0. 111 116.9995 -0.92512929 0.39608801 0.12503674 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 11 -0.18479769 0.29367673 -0.39999624 0.59596226 0.088511686 
PERBL70 AVERAGE %'" BLACK IN 1970 11 -0.50857942 0.02921268 -0.53037001 -0.44210369 0.00880795 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 11 -0.55478577 9.19952521 -0.92950918 -0.27405261 0.06015911 
T~RGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 11 -0. 51;?17884 J.22645256 -0.78190587 -0.17809724 0.06827801 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 11 0.48284026 0.16458578 0.37939355 0.97009638 0.049624118 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 11 -0.53209987 0.07287828 -0.551107350 .,.0.31236359 0.02197363 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 11 0.68785778 0.57985851 0.11449-{83 1.952541104 0.171183392 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 11 -0.66030584 0.18172564 -0.87350263 -0.25922443 0.05479234 

------------------------------------------,------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 --------------------------------------------~----------
POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 5 1.43039844 0.42091n21 0.87762018 1.83817360 0.18825331 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 5 -0.94734977 0.634513-79 -1.76590395 -0.00327995 0.28376319 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 5 0. 115405915 0.43369507 0.03785167 1.11881820 0.19395433 
PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 5 -0.50237749 0.013L11381 -0.51997819 -0. 118502389 0.00599884 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 5 -0. 6045~'iJ66 0.25651328 -0.85626209 -0.31805543 0.11471623 
TARGET70 ,TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 5 -0.211666152 0.32537597 -0.491137791 0.32397097 0.14551256 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 5 0.13272711 0.45339152 -O.5~890020 0.43830571 0.20276285 
TAV70 NU~'BER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 5 -0.55407350 0.00000000 -0.55407350 -0.55407350 0.00000000 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 5 0.53672751 0.40987250 -0.05363053 0.928511821 0.18330055 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 5 -0.71160877 0.18229787 -0.97396870 -0.46589747 0.08152608 .. 
------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER~4 -------------------------------------------------------
POP6080 .POP TREND 1960-80 25 -0.28255169 0.68889947 -0.9864112,30 2.37733481 0.13777989 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 27 -0.088211712 0.64130353 -1. 12030~12 2.111670095 0.123 111892 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 6C '80 25 -0.08977103 1.10727528 -0.7775'3890 5.02261041 0.22145506 
PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK I~ 1970 27 -0.25009218 0.42251732 -0.53037001 1. 381149613 0.08131350 
FMHD70 AVERA0E % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 27 0.06882046 0.59698227 -0.98666350 1.23860332 0.11488929 
TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 27 -0.003201181 0.95637267 -0.78190587 4.08395182 0.18405401 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 27 0.26916950 0.36462006 -0. 705110651 1.18281258 0.07017116 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 27 -0. 1151111n6 0.536L16131 -0.551107350 1.37960583 0.103211203 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 27 -0.331151911 0.45162226 -1.26912949 0.64665434 0.08691474 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 27 -0.05574078 0.60260087 -0.97396870 1.29656324 0.11597059 
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TABLE 4. CLUSTER MEANS FOR STANDARDIZED DELINQUENCY AND CRIME PRODUCING VARIABLES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=5 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 4 -0.09627426 0.33704685 -0.51168601 0.21148927 0.16852342 
POP7080 POP TREND 1970-80 II 0.49217655 0.12933991 0.30600502 0.60327891 0.061,66995 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 4 -0.15545123 0.23255752 -0.41229120 0.11984557 0.11627876 
PERBL70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 II 0.49033770 1.26663852 -0.53037001 2.32391671 0.63331926 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 4 0.00072821 1.21780606 - 1 .699611948 1.12977905 0.60890303 
TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 II -0.36996681 0.41139555 -0.78190587 0.200112611 0.20569778 
LNDUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 4 -3.36231621 0.118504997 -3.945836116 -2.95619152 0.2112521199 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 4 -0.31236359 0.19735532 -0.551107350 -0.07065367 0.09867766 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 4 -0.6;?,832839 0.387408117 -0.963~3980 -0.10735013 0.19370423 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 4 0.21727153 1,45702259 -0.97396870 1.99695518 0.72851129 

------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=6 -------------------------------------------------------
POP6080 POP TREND 1960-80 8 -0.98828244 0.82405200 -2,67385127 -0.18414097 0.29134638 
POP70eO POP TREND 1970-80 9 -0.27786627 0.63087603 -1.15333956 0.60327891 0,21029201 
DEN6080 POP DENSITY TREND 60-80 8 -0.5.8.340533 0.30169974 -1.23420392 -0.24671330 0.10666697 
PERBl70 AVERAGE % BLACK IN 1970 9 1. 9358061 11 1.21239083 -0.11816113 3.87455706 0. 110413028 
FMHD70 AVERAGE % FEMALE HEADS IN 1970 9 1. 71891133 , .08983787 -0.67837631 3.25185080 0.36327929 
TARGET70 TARGET DENSITY IN 1970 9 1.37750264 1.34421165 -0.149341142 4.19453992 0.44807055 
LNpUSE70 AVERAGE LAND USE SCORE IN 1970 9 -0.450611772 0.781153861 -2.32937676 0.43830571 0.26151287 .. 
TAV70 NUMBER OF TAVERNS IN 1970 9 1.99730896 1.23904987 0.41276617 3.55499509 0.41301662 
HOUSE70 AVERAGE HOUSING SCORE IN 1970 9' -1.34254327 0.39538219 -2.183113523 -0.95689185 0.131791106 
RESVAC70 AVERAGE % RES VACANCY IN 1970 9 1.86523357 0.75610659 0.84877257 3.06476699 0.25::!03553 
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TABLE 7. CLUSTER MEANS FOR UNSTANDARDIZED BY-RESIDENCE OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=l 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT NEMBER 11~ 0.88666667 O. 194941166 0.61000000 1.21666667 0.05210115 
CHTSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT NEMBER 14 2.12964286 0.53927071 1.29333333 2.93666667 0.14412616 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 111 0.21571429 0.05508623 0.11666667 0.30333333 0.014722112 
JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 14 3.82808321 3.04082537 0.00000000 8.45070423 0.812691176 
AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 14 4.822611 112 3.45468992 0.00000000 13.88888889 0.923301172 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FEL()NIES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 14 5.57142857 4.53557368 0.00000000 16.00000000 1.21218305 

______________________ ~---------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ---------------------------------------------------------

CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 13 1 .426025611 0.18492183 1 . 111666667 1.68333333 0.05128809 
CHTSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT NEMBER 13 3.53743590 0.47128352 2.95333333 4.49666667 0.13071053 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 13 0.37141026 0.08158683 0.211500000 0.52666667 0.02262811 
JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 13 , 11.40918036 5. 8873229~1 2.81690141 21. 05263158 1 .632811959 
AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 13 7.438001'70 4.9118923111 1.28205128 18.03278689 1.312581132 
HELTOTH TOTAL FELONIE?--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 13 11.46153846 4.7891437'1 11.00000000 20.00000000 1.32826948 

------------------------------------------------------ ~~-- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 ---------------------------------~-----------------------

CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 4 1.06083333 0.20975073 0.77666667 1.27000000 0.10487537 
CIHSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT MEMBER 4 2.711166667 0.39904052 2.16000000 3.06666667 0.19952026 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFeRRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 4 (\,29500000 0.01575272 0.28333333 0.31666667 0.00787636 
J FElli AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES II 24.28517206 7.79496567 12.82051282 30.00000000 3.89748283 
AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES II 9.294118373 6. 116755321 1.06382979 16.27906977 3.23377661 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELONIES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 4 23.50000000 4.203173IW 19.00000000 29.00000000 2.10158670 

---------------------"-_._-------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 --------------------------------~------------------------
CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 11 2.04727273 0.38639018 1 .119666667 2.83333333 0.11650102 
CHTSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT MEMBER 11 5.389393911 0.958861186 3.98333333 6.74666667 0.28910863 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MENBER 11 0.63712121 O. 14451151ill '0.47000000 0.92333333 0.04358209 
JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 11 29.14519418 11.37838202 16.00000000 56.36363636 3. 113071126 
AFELII AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 11 111.06207632 8.17297215 0.00000000 27.11128571 11 2.46112113t)2 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELONIES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 11 26.27272727 9.05638901 7.00000000 37.00000000 2. 730604()3 

--------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=5 ---------------------------------------------------------

CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 3 2.69888889 0.711651165 1.88000000 3.17000000 0. 111 098947 
CIHSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT MEMBER 3 -f.89111111 1.90261905 5.71666667 9.25000000 1.09847762 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COIlORT MENBER 3 0.95000000 0.158711508 0.77000000 1.07000000 0.09165151 
JFEUI AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 3 511.467113295 18.511135695 33.33333333 68.00000000 10.70/185743 
AFELII AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 3 50.99759202 20.387110981 34.21052632 73.681121053 11.77067654 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELQNIES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 3 37.00000000 10.392301185 31.00000000 1~9. 00000000 6.00000000 

------------------------------------------------------ --~ CLUSTER NUMBER=6 ---------------------------------------------------------

CBTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COllORT MEMBER 6 3.93777778 0.650007111 3.16333333 11.98666667 0.2653611111 
CIITSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT NEMBER 6 12.67666667 11.11~4711285 9.52333333 20.77333333 1 • 692081~ 18 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 6 1.52388889 0.33966923 1.17666667 2.00333333 0.13866938 

~ JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 6 51.53935581 9.87299468 37.28813559 ()6.66666667 4.03063320 
AFELII AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYBES 6 61 .3121103115 16.93793207 In.887323911 92.00000000 6.91 1188181 . 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COUORTS--BYRES 6 72.16666667 11.58303357 55.00000000 134.00000000 11.72875365 
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TABLE 8. CLUSTER MEANS FOR STANDARDIZED BY-RESIDENCE OFFENSE RATES 

VARIABLE LABEL 

CHTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COBORT MEMBER 
CHTSERAV AVERAGE SEHIOUSNESS PER COHORT "'EMBER 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COIIORT MEMBER 
JFEUI AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY C9NTACTS--BYRES 
AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 

-------------------------------------------------~-------
CHTCONAV 
CHTSERAV 
CHTREFAV 
JFELB 
AFELH 
TFELTOTH 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER CollORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TOTAL FELONIES-~ALL COHORTS--BYRES 

CLUSTER NUMBER=l 

N MEAN STANDARD MINIMIJM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

14 -0.85227921 0.19162891 -1.124211016 -0. ,52'189206 0.05121498 
14 -0.7 Il513741 0.14939775 -0.97682580 -0.52156224 0.03992823 
14 -0.76804021 0.12671237 -0.995871195 -0.566491109 0.03386530 
14 -0.92111605 O. 1592111 118 -1.12158453 -0.679039311 0.011255907 
111 -0.58515536 0.16339213 -0.813211436 -0.15635901 0.011366838 
111 -0.78690441 0.20925529 -1.011395037 -0.30576709 0.05592583 

CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ---------------------------------------------------------
13 -0.32209400 0.18177656 -0.59670146 -0.06916276 0.05041575 
13 -0.35512714 0.13056281 -0.51694496 -0.08938506 0.03621161 
13 -0.40989983 0.18767048 -0.70067561 -0.05277055 0,05205043 
13 -0.52411032 0.30830643 -0.97406941 -0.01910354 0.08550882 
13 -0.46145853 0.23406301 -0.75260879 0.03962973 0.06491740 
13 -0.51515562 0.22095411 -0.85940455 -0.12122127 0.06128164 

--------------~---~----------------------------------- __ R CLUSTER NUMBER=~ ---------------------------------------------------------
mlTCONAV AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 
CHTSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COBORT MEMBER 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 
JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELON I El~--ALL COIiORTS--BYRES 

----------~----------------------------------------------
CHTCONAV 
CHTSERAV 
CHTREFAV 
JFELH 
AFELH 
TFELTOTH 

CHTCONAV 
CUTSERAV 
CHTREFAV 
JFEUI 
AFELH 
TFELTOTU 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE REFERRALS PER COHORT MENBER 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
AV~RAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--BYRES 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAClE SE~IOUSNESS PER COHORT ~IEMBER 
AVERAGE RCf!!RRALS PER COHORT MEMBER 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--8YRES 

-------------------------------Q------~~-----------------
CHTCONAV AVERAGE Co.NTACTS PER COHORT MEMBER 
CIHSERAV AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS PER COHORT MEMBER 
CHTREFAV AVERAGE REFERHALS PER COHORT MEMBEH 
JFEUl AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONT~CTS--BYRES 
AFEUl AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
TFELTOTH TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COIIORTS--BYRES 

o 

. , 

4 -0.681071188 0.20618316 -0.960110826 -0.1175116586 0.10309158 
'I -0.575581139 O. 110511885 -0.73672737 -0.4855117117 0.055274112 
4 -0.58566287 0.03623526 -0.61249918 -0.53582402 0.01811763 
4 0.15017764 0. 110820557 -0.45020188 0.411945086 0.20410278 
4 -0.37365483 0.30588775 ' 0.76292974 -0.011331362 0.152911387 
I~ 0.04025632 0.19391952 -0.16735773 0.29400682 0.09695916 

CLUSTER NUMBER~4 ----------- •. -----------------.---------------------------
11 0.28858652 0.37981821 -0.25265448 1.06127731 0.11451950 
11 0.157933 " 0.265611071 -0.23159721 0.533947111 0.08009369 
11 0.20130303 0.332119132 -0.18311831 0.85966380 0.100211990 
11 / 0.401168654 0.59586137 -0.28369898 1.83005775 0.17965896 
1 l' -0.1 11816798 0.38654681 -0.813211436 0. 1170119730 0.116511825 
11 ',0.16818012 0.41782968 -0.72099516 0.66309846 0.12598039 

CLUSTER NUMBER=5 ~--------------------------------------------------------
3 O. 9291l,958 0.699711697 0.12415888 1 .392217711 0.40399910 
3 0.851000116 0.52709521 0.211859965 1. 227462119 0.30431856 
3 0.92100392 0.36515410 0.50695808 1.19703448 0.21082182 
3 1.13075766 0.97097094 0.62401037 2.43942906 0.56059033 
3 1.59872476 0.96423774 0.80476798 ~.67170530 0.55670292 
3 0.66309846 0.47946410 0.38627973 1.21673591 0.27681873 

CLUSTER NUMBER=6 ---------------------------~----------~------------------
6 2.111693667 0.63895167' 1 • 385664116 3.17798539 0.26085093 
6 2.176771,75 1 • 111824568 1.30318584 4. 1"98118113 0.1168769311 
6 2.241091150 0.781325'12 1 .1111239497 3.311393881 0 .. 318971189 
6 , .577112056 0.517027117 0.83111 1185 2.36%0526 0.21107558 
6 2.0865'11 116 0.80109212 1. 1151(i2232 3.5;f7961121 0.32701111119 
6 2.28556378 O. 53l"IOOl 0 1 . 49355i(611 2.83·~~1183 0.21816793 
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TABLE 9. UNSTANDARDIZ£D iN-AREA OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER 

------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=1 
NGHBD 

3 
15 
21 

RAVGMID 

3.05000 
3.08667 
2.25333 

RAVGCHT 

0.330000 
0.776667 
0.703333 

JFELC 

0.0000 
7.81'25 
7.5758 

AFELC 

0.0000 
6.0000 

10.2941 

TFELTOTC 

o 
8 

12 

\­
i 
I 
1 
11 
I:· , I 

,~_. -~ , _" 22 1.46333 0.543333 10.7143 1.9231 7 I : 
...........,-~...,........~,. ,",,,,,r!.!~, ", . .,.'; ,. ~,~~fl.IJ..Q!l ".' , !Q"'Aa.Q .. a.r..n,<'"-..J:-,,5)~6.~ ",. ~_ .. ~1J.k.I~ . . ._. J.-.:-' 

26 2.80000 O. 7Ij:~\JOO lU. ;S448 10.0000 b -,..-I·,',."" ........ "'A-~.~~'_?"'~ .... ~"''40.,., .. ~. 
27 0.93667 0.310000 6.5217 0.0000 3 i . 
28 1.88000 0.513333 14.4578 3.0303 14 1 
U ~: ~~ggg g: ~~~~~i ~ : g~g~ t ~~~g ~ I: ' 
37 5.64000 0.960000 2.1739 0.0000 1 I' D 
38 2.27333 0.633333 10.9589 0.0000 8 i 
39 1.76000 0.405000 3.4483 1.5625 3 • 
41 1.32000 0.580000 3.7037 0.0000 0 :.~ 
51 1.06000 0.310000 4.8780 6.0606 4 . 
52 1.65333 0.426667 0.0000 1.9608 1 I 
53 2.85000 0.756667 5.6338 2.5974 6 J 
54 3.07000 0.933333 8.0000 6.6667 10 I 
55 3.72000 0.820000 5.3571 1.7241 4 !". '. 
57 0.95000 0.110000 1.5152 0.0000 0 1 

-------------------~----- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 -----------------------_. 
NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC 

4 4.02667 1.70000 25.5319 22.6415 24 
5 4.52333 1.77333 17.3333 28.3!)S2 32 

14 2.81333 0.72333 12.2222 2.8037 14 
16 5.49333 1.75667 19.6970 27.1429 32 
19 5.30333 1.47000 33.3333 2.7027 25 
20 3.53333 1.10333 25.0000 4.2254 17 
23 5.59000 1.46333 32.2581 16.6667 32 
25 4.09000 1..12500 17.1429 7.4627 17 
29 5.29000 1.45333 2.Q.5128 24. L~186 37 
32 3.37000 0.98000 fl. 5470 9.4828 21 
33 3.67333 1.11333 14.0845 7.8431 14 
34 2.80333 0.66667 17 .5459 5.2632 12 
3!> 2.72000 0.88667 19. 0471~ 5-.5555 16 
42 4.22000 1.04000 23.404,a 12.2807 18 
46 6.09000 1.31000 16.25010 7.9365 18 
47 3.82667 0.91333 25. OOOJ~ 13.1148 25 
49 5.04333 1.32000 17.333 22.9508 27 
50 6.47500 '.53000 9.0909 7.0423 '1 
56 2.77333 0.77333 13.7500 6.3830 17 

. 
NUMBER=3 ------------------------~ CLUSTER 

___________ w ____________ 

NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC 

2 6.24000 1.87333 22.8814 19.7531 43 
8 6.22000 2.15333 28.7356 23.9437 42 
9 6.50000 2.04333 28.2051 35.2941 40 

13 6.24000 2.65000 26.3736 19.4030 37 
17 9.22000 2.66667 26.9841 17.6471 26 
30 6.82667 2.91333 33.3333 31.4286 21 

~ ·f 
II 
I, 
I 

------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 ------------------------ I 

NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC ~ 

6 7.5067 4.44000 68.9655 26.3158 30 
7 8.1367 3.71000 50.6024 48.5714 59 

10 10.1100 3.52667 41,0714 39.6552 46 
11 9.9500 2.98667 39.5833 52.0000 32 
12 8.6167 3.64667 47.8261 38.1818 5tl 
18 8.4200 3.,,00333 52.7273 32.1429 47 
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TABLE 10. STANDARDIZED IN-AREA OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER 

-------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=1 ------------~-----------. 
NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT 

3 -0.5425 -1.0162 
15 -0.5274 -0.5831 
21 -0.8697 -0.6542 
22 ... _-¥J,.1.9,~.a ... ~ ,.,,~~.~~. 
2~ ·~~.5ejb -V~ I~~ 
26 -0.6452 -0.6138 
27 -1.4105 -1.0356 
28 -1.0230 -0.8384 
31 -0.8875 -0.8643 
36 -0.8341 -0.7576 
37 0.5213 -0.4053 
38 -0.8615 -0.7221 
39 -1.0723 -0.9435 
41 -1.2530 -0.7738 
51 -1.3598 -1.0356 
52 -1.1161 -0.9225 
53 -0.6246 -0.6025 
54 -0.5343 -0.4312 
55 -0.2673 -0.5411 
57 -1.4050 -1.2296 

.------------------------- CLUSTER 
NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT 

4 -0.14135 0.31231 
5 0.06264 0.38343 

14 -0.63970 -0.63480 
16 0.46104 0.36726 
19 0.38301 0.08927 
20 -0.34397 -0.26630 
23 0.50075 0.08281 
25 -0.11534 -0.24529 
29 0.37753 0.07311 
32 -0.41106 -0.38590 
33 -0.28647 -0.~5660 
34 -0.64380 -0.66975 
35 -0.67803 -0.47641 
42 -0.06194 -0.32771 
46 0.70611 -0.06589 
47 -0.22350 -0.45055 
49 0.27622 -0.05619 
50 0.86424 0.14746 
56 -0.65613 -0.58631 

.------------------------- CLUSTER 
NGHBD RAVGMID RAVGCHT 

2 0.76772 0.48040 
8 0.75950 0.75193 
9 0.87451 0.64526 

13 0.76772 1.23356 
17 1.99168 1.24972 
30 1.00868 1.48893 

------------------------- CLUSTER 
NGHBO RAVGMID RAVGCUT 

6 1.28197 2.96939 
7 1.5L1673 2.26148 

10 2.35722 2.08370 
11 2.29150 1.56004 
12 , .743e7 2.20007 
18 1. 66310 1.57620 

JFELC AFELC 

~1.2438 -0.97327 
-0.7252 -0.53353 
-0.7409 -0.21882 
-0.5326 -0.83233 

':~tt-~'."Y:S~~~~l~;· 
-0.8109 -0.97327 
-0.2841 -0.75118 
-0.7744 -0.88279 
-0.8571 -0.73685 
-1.0995 -0.97327 
-0.5154 -0.97327 
-1.0149 -0.85875 
-0.9979 -0.97327 
-0.9200 -0.52909 
-1.2438 -0.82956 
-0.8698 -0.78290 
-0.7128 -0.48467 
-0.8882 -0.84691 
-1.1432 -0.97327 

'i'FELTOTC 

-1.2659 
-0.7452 
-0.4849 
-0.8103 
~!}} ",. _.>"";, . .',,.,.1.'" .. ~,.,'\I,::"_'. ~:"'. --u .- 0·( ~'lf~l\. --" 

-1.0707 
-0.3548 
-0.7452 
-0.6802 
-1.2008 
-0.7452 
-1.0707 
-1.2659 
-1.0056 
-1.2008 
-0.8754 
-0.6151 
-1.0056 
-1.2659 

NUMBER=2 -------------------------
JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC 

0.45099 0.68611 0.29606 
-0.09323 1.10508 0.81671 
-0.43250 -0.76778 -0.35476 
0.06367 1.01600 0.81671 
0.96884 -0.77519 0.36114 
0.41568 -0.66359 -0.15951 
0.89746 0.24822 0.81671 

-0.10587 -0.42633 -0.15951 
0.11782 0.a1635 1.14212 

-0.67645 -0.27828 0.10081 
-0.30888 -0.39845 -0.35476 
-0.07925 -0.58753 -0.48492 

0.02057 -0.56610 -0.22460 
0.30975 -0.0732!l -0.09443 

-0.16514 -0.39161 -0.09443 
0.41568 -0.01210 0.36114 

-0.09323 0.70877 0.49130 
-0.64035 -0.lI5715 -0.55000 
-0.33108 -0.50546 -0.15951 

NUMBER=3 -------------------------
JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC 

0.2750115 0.47442 1.53261 
0.663646 0.78154 1.46753 
0.628431 1.61340 1.33737 
0.506858 0.44876 1.14212 
0.547383 0.32007 0.42622 
0.968836 1.33010 0.10081 

NUMBER=4 -------------------------
JFELC AFELC TFELTOTC 

3.33406 0.95539 0.68655 
2.11514 2.58648 2.57392 
1.48248 1.93302 1.72786 
1.38370 2.83776 0.81671 
1. 93085 1.82504 2.24851 
2.25618 '.38245 1.79G94 
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TABLE 11. CLUSTER MEANS FOR UNSTANDARDIZED IN-AREA OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=l 

VARIABLE 

RAVGMID 
RAVGCHT 
.J FELC 
AFELC 
TFELTOTC 

LABEL 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 
AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 COHORT MEMBERS 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 

-----------------------------~---------------------------
RAVGMID 
RAVGCHT 
JFELC 
AFELC 
TFELTOTC 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 
AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 COHORT MEMBERS 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 

-------------------------------------------~-------------
RAVGMID 
RAVGCHT 
JFELC 
AFELC 
TFELTOTC 

AVERAGE CONTACTS ?ER 100 POPULATION 
AVERAGE CONTACTS Pl::R 100 COHORT "'EMBERS 
AVERAGE JUVEN I LE FEI .. ONY CONTACTS-I N AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FEL.ONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 

N 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

CLUSTER 

19 
19 
19 
19 
19 

CLUSTER 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN 

2.36333333 1.11494578 0.93666667 5.64000000 0.249309'16 
0.57800000 0.22262167 0.11000000 0.96000000 0.04977972 
6.06274959 3.76446262 0.00000000 14.45783133 0.84175943 
2.93304610 3.22469235 0.00000000 10.29411765 0.72106313 
5.30000000 4.15616220 0.00000000 111.00000000 0.92934612 

NUMBER=2 -----------------------------~---------------------------

4.29780702 1 • 1804877:2 2.72000000 6.47500000 0.27082246 
1.21587719 0.34929752 0.66666667 1.77333333 0.08013435 

19.32015830 6.83096937' 8.54700855 33.33333333 1.56713185 
12.33026061 8.62981045 2.70270270 28.35820896 1.97981430 
21. 52631579 7.67657636 11.00000000 37.00000000 1.76'12740 

NUMBER=3 ---------------------------------------------------------

6.87444444 1.17281365 6.22000000 9.22000000 0.47879911 
2.38333333 0.414911310 1.87333333 2.91333333 0.16939981 

27.75220050 3.42160358 22.88135593 33.33333333 1.39686381 
24. 578i!'1689 7.21 '179600 17.611705882 35.29411765 2.945'12813 
34.83333333 9.152111316 21.00000000 L13.00000000 3.73645703 

______________________________________________________ --- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 ---------------------------------------------------------

RAVGMID 
RAVGCHT 
JFELC 
AFELC 
TFELTOTC 

AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 
AVE~AGE CONTACTS PER 100 COIiORT MEMBERS 
AvtRAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

8.79000000 
3.55222222 

50.129311141 
39.4778111130 
44.66666667 

1.03235007 
0.53735429 

10.58625158 
9.67729829 

11.62181856 

--=» • 

7.50666667 
2.98666667 

39.58333333 
26.31578947 
30.00000000 

10.11000000 
4.1111000000 

68.96551721\ 
52.00000000 
59.00000000 

0.42145515 
0.21937397 
4.32181911 
3.950711048 
4.74458756 

, 
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TABLE 12. CLUSTER MEANS FOR STANDARDIZED IN-AREA OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NU~1BER=l 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUr4 MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE Of MEAN 

RAVGMID AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 20 -0.82452191 0.45793510 -1.410'18829 0.521281104 0.102397110 

RAVGCliT AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 COHORT MEMBERS 20 -0.77573241 0.2158811113 -1.22956923 -0.40529294 0.04827323 

JfELC AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 20 -0.811135485 0.24988079 -1.211379333 -0.28409878 0.05587504 

AFELC AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 20 -0.75830556 0.23633402 -0.97326516 -0.21882102 0.05284589 

TFELTOTC TOTAL FELONIES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 20 -0.92096980 0.27049008 -1.26590279 -0.35475905 0.0601W342 

______________________________________________________ --- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ---------------------------------------------------------

RAVGMID AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 19 -0.02998696 0.48485475 -0.67803032 0.861123866 0.11123331 

RAVGCHT AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 COHORT ~lEMBERS 19 -0.15715941 0.33872666 -0.68974908 O. 3831~2633 0.07770923 

JFELC AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 19 0.03865700 0.453113205 -0.67645254 0.96883577 0.10402445 

AfELC AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 19 -0.069591142 0.63246896 -0.77518716 1.10507563 0.14509833 

TfELTOTC TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 19 0.13506635 0.49960'161 -0.55000413 1.14211995 0.11461716 

--------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 ---------------------------------------------------------

RAVGMID AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 POPULATION 6 1.02830012 0.48170283 0.759501W2 1.99167631 0.19665436 

RAVGCHT AVERAGE CONTACTS PER 100 COHORT MEMBERS 6 0.97496579 0.40238560 0.480'10001 1.48892630 0.16427323 

JFELC AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 6 0.59836646 0.?'2712219 0.27504529 0.96883577 0.09272225 

AFELC AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 6 0.828011652 0.52876417 0.32006765 1.613400'16 0.21586707 

TFELTOTC TOTAL FELON I ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 6 1.00110961 0.595651157 0.10081282 1.53261013 0.24317496 

______________________________________________________ --- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 ---------------------------------------------------------

RAVGMID 
RAVGCHT 

.. JFELC 
AFEl-C 
TFELTOTC 

~~~~~g~ gg~+~g+~ ~~~ ~gg ~g~g~~T~~~BERS 
AVERAGE JUVEN I U:: FEI.ONY CONTACTS-I N AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
TOTAL fELON1ES--ALL COHORTS--IN AREA 

t1 

6 
6. 
6 
6 
6 

1.81506495 
2.108118037 
2.08373586 
1.92002101 
1.64107962 

o .1~2401105 
0.52109223 
0.70270345 
0.70923815 
0.75636766 

.. 

1.28796902 
1.560011033 
1.38370373 
0.95538903 
0.68654808 

2.35722075 
2.96939116 
3.33405999 
2.83775552 
2.57391726 

0.17310179 
0.21273501 
0.286877118 
0.289511526 
0.30878580 

j 

'--

\I 
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TABLE 13. UNSTANDARDIZED JUVENILE OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER TABLE 14. STANDARDIZED JUVENILE OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER 

____________________ CLUSTER NUMBER~l --------------------
t 

____________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=1 -------------------. 

NGHBD JFELC J FELH JPROP r ~t I NGHBD JFELC JFELH J PROP 

4 25.5319 0.0000 0.340426 I ~ 
14 12.2222 7.7778 0.477778 y 20 25.0000 12.5000 0.321429 I ~: 4 0.4510 -1.1216 -1.2316 

'~>YO";'";-_,,.,~.","' _ ..ll 7.5748 3.0303 0.318182 ~ 1~ -g'm~ -0·m

3 

0·e

061 

..... ~ ~" '. ,_,q~, .,. "'"B~ _ +~4Z~"""''3}:&~~?''1~~'" "" i, I 21 -0: 7'09 :g: J628 : hm 
~~ :um U~g~ u~~m"'~ '.'~=VV·'''·Tf ~.,,~,,----.,..., ~tmt'~'ro~:~!~i'~li · 

~o 

c 

32 8.5470 5.1282 0.444444 ~ 27 -0.8109 -1.1216 -1.1649 
33 14.0845 2.8169 0.422535 I;, 28 -0.2841 -0.6799 -1.2593 
35 19.0476 4.7619 0.428571 ~ 32 -0.6765 -0.8530 -0.2943 
36 5.8252 6.7961 0.427184 1, 33 -0.3089 -0.9741 -0.4917 
39 3.4483 6.8966 0.344828 ¥ 35 0.0206 -0.8722 -0.4373 
41 3.7037 7.4074 0.481481 !/ 36 -0.8571 -0.7657 -0.4498 
42 23.4043 4.2553 0.425532 1 i 39 -1.0149 -0.7604 -1.1920 
47 25.0000 13.2353 0.382353 1 41 -0.9979 -0.7337 0.0394 
51 4.8780 2.4390 0.390244 l 42 0.3098 -0.8987 -0.4647 
52 0.0000 0.0000 0.271186 I 47 0.4157 -0.4285 -0.8538 
53 5.6338 8.4507 0.366197 1: ) 51 -0.9200 -0.9939 -0.7827 
55 5.3571 10.7143 0.392857 I' 52 -1.2438 -1.1216 -1.8555 
57 1.5152 1.5152 0.333333 \ ' 53 -0.8698 -0.6790 -0.9994 \ 55 -0.8882 -0.5605 -0.7592 

1 57 -1.1432 -1.0422 -1.2955 

____________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=2 

NGHBD JFELC JFELH 

2 22.8814 37.2881 
3 0.0000 68.0000 
5 17 .3333 26.6667 
8 28.7356 48.2759 
9 28.2051 33.3333 

13 26.3736 54.9451 
15 7.8125 7.8125 
16 19.6970 22.7273 
17 26.9841 20.6349 
19 33.3333 26.0870 
23 32.2581 20.9677 
24 5.2632 21.0526 
29 20.5128 12.8205 
31 7.0707 6.0606 
34 17.5439 28.0702 
37 2.1739 30.4348 
38 10.9589 19.1781 
46 16.2500 31.2500 
49 17.3333 16.0000 
50 9.0909 24.2424 
54 8.0000 12.0000 
56 13.7500 26.2500 

____________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=3 

NGH8D JFELC JFELH 

6 68.9655 62.0690 
7 50.6024 46.9880 

10 41.0714 42.8571 
11 39.5833 66.6667 
12 47.8261 55.0725 
18 52.7273 56.3636 
30 33.3333 23.3333 

--------------------
JPROP 

0.559322 
0.480000 
0.453333 
0.643678 

g:~~~~g~ . 
0.609375 
0.636364 
0.539683 
0.507246 
0.500000 
0.421053 
0.551282 
0.535354 
0.456140 
0.586957 
0.493151 
0.600000 
0.493333 
0.484848 
0.546667 
0.400000 

--------------------
JPROP 

0.655172 
0.722892 
0.553571 
0.625000 
0.637681 
0.527273 
0.600000 

I 
i 

\ 
! ! ' 
1 t , : 
I i , ' , : 

I 
f : 
1 I I : 
1 ! 
\' l 

I' 
) , 
1 I 

I! 

j'" 
I 
! 

,I I 
II 1 I 
H l! 
U j 

I I 
I 

I 
u 

I 

f '. \, 
~. 

f~ 
I 

I ' 
....... ~.~ ...... ~ . I 

_____________ ~ ______ CLUSTER 
NUMBER=2 --------------------

NGHBD J FELC JFELH JPROP 

2 0.2750 0.83111 0.74087 
3 -1.2438 2.43943 0.02609 
5 -0.0932 0.27489 -0.21420 
8 0.6636 1.40652 1.50101 

9 0.6284 0.62401 1.13053 
13 0.5069 1. 75577 1.24606 
15 -0.7252 -0.71246 1.19190 
16 0.0637 0.06859 1.43510 
17 0.5474 -0.04098 0.56390 
19 0.9688 0.24453 0.27161 
23 0.8975 -0.02355 0.20632 
24 -0.8944 -0.01910 -0.50509 
29 0.1178 -0.45020 0.66842 
31 -0.7744 -0.80420 0.52489 
34 -0.0793 0.31l839 -0.18891 
37 -1.0995 0.47222 0.98989 
38 -0.5164 -0.11727 0.14460 
46 -0.1651 0.51491 1.10742 
49 -0.0932 -().28370 0.14624 
50 -0.6403 0.14794 0.06978 
54 -0.7128 -0.49317 0.62683 

56 -0.3311 0.25307 -0.69479 

______ ~ _____________ CLUSTER 
NUN8ER=3 -----------------~--

NGHBD JFELC JFELH JPROP 

6 3.33406 2.12883 1.60459 
7 2.1'514 1.33907 2.21481 

10 1.48248 1.12275 0.68905 
11, 1.38370 2.36961 1.33270 
12 1.93085 1.76244 1.44697 
18 2.25618 1.83006 0.45207 
30 0.96884 0.10033 1.10742 

-' 

" 
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TABLE 15. CLUSTER MEANS FOR UNSTANDARDIZED JUVENILE OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NUt-IBER=1 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MINIt-1UM MAXIMUM SIP ERROR DEVIATION VALUE VALUE Or- MEAN 
JFELC AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 22 11.361611517 8.059117446 0.00000000 25.53191489 1.71828573 JFELH AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 22 6.58367945 6.50085468 0.00000000 30.00000000 1.38598687 JPROP PROPORTION OF JUVENILES HAVING CONTACTS 22 0.37704513 0.05481535 0.271186114 0.48148148 0.01168667 
--------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 -------------------_____________________________________ _ 
JFELC 
JFELH 
JPROP 

AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS~-BYRES 
PROPORTION OF JUVENILES HAVING CONTACTS 

22 
22 
22 

16.88916706 
27.004113906 
0.53253337 

9.82127546 
111.87415495 
0.06954595 

0.00000000 
6.06060606 
0.40000000 

33.333.33333 
68.00000000 
0.64367816 

2.0!i3'90296 
3.17118049 
0.01482725 

---------------------------------~----------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 -----------------_______________________________________ _ 
JFELC 
JFELH 
JPROP 

VARIABLE 

JFELC 
JFELH 
JPROP 

AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF JUVENILES HAVING CONTACTS 

7 
7 
7 

47.72991169 
50.478591133 

0.61736990 

11 .56250160 
14.4871 11401 
0.06522279 

TABLE 16. CLUSTER MEANS FOR SfANDARDIZED JUVENILE OFFENSE 
CLUSTER NUMBER=l 

LABEL N MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 22 -0.48962013 0.531197883 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 22 -0.776811 111 0.311043576 
PROPORTION OF JUVENILES HAVING CONTACTS 22 -0.90164086 0.49394564 

33.33333333 
23.33333333 

0.52727273 

RATES 

MINJMUM 
VALUE 

-1.211379333 
-1.121581153 
-1.85554219 

68.96551721, 
66.66666667 
0.72289157 

MAXIMUM 
VALUE 

0.450986111 
0.4119115088 
0.039411369 

11.37021 1182 
5.47562575 
0.02465190 

STD ERROR 
OF t-lEAN 

0.11 1105787 
0.07258115 
0.10530956 

---------------------------------------------.----------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ----------------------------------------________________ _ 
JFELC 
JFELH 
JPROP 

AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF JUVENILES HAVING CONTACTS 

----------------------------------------------~----------
JFELC 
JFELH 
JPROP 

\1 
II 
II 
II 

\ 

AVERAGE JUVENILE FEI.ONY CONTACTS-IN AREA 
AVERAGE JUVENILE FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTI ON OF JUVEN I LES BAV I NO CONTACTS 

o 

22 
22 
22 

-0.122709116 
0.29257980 
0.499117642 

0.65192520 
0.778927117 
0.626681127 

-1.2,,379333 
-0.801120364 
-0.69479263 

0.96883577 
2. 1139112906 
1.50101129 

0.13899092 
0.16606789 
0.13360954 

CLUSTER NUt-lBER=3 -------------------~--------------------------__________ _ 

7 
7 
7 

1 .92t111611112 
1.52187077 
1 .263911539 

0.76750583 
0.75866054 
0.58772795 

O.96883n7 
0.10033190 
0.'15207237 

3.33'105999 . 
2.36960526 
2.21 1180979 

o 

o . 290089911 
0.28674673 
O.22211W28 

~------------------------------.-~----~~---------------~------------~--~~--~~------~~----~--~----

• 

__ - __ I~_-

-'--'t 
I 
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TABLE 17. UNSTANDARDIZED ADULT OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER p~ 
!\~ TABLE 18. stANDARDIZED ADULT OFFENSE RATES BY CLUSTER 

-------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=l 
1\" 
~ r: . __________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=l ------------------

NGHBD 

25 
26 
27 
28 

~~td!~ ....... .q~··+·"~~Iil~ ..... ·,~.JLk~·~.:,~·· 
39 
41 
42 
52 

t " AFELC AFELH APROP I a 
7.4627 '1.9 tI03 0.223881!i: 25 -0.42633 

10.0000 3.3333 0.133333 Ill! 26 -0.24038 
0.0000 5.8824 0.205882 t ~\ r VI 27 -0.97327 

... Uill-- ~ :g;g~~-",~~.~~g~1~,~.- ------~,;, ____ ~-'"' .. '~I"-",,','~,~'" > __ ~"."., ~~ , ... ,,"';g: ~~H~ 
1 .5625 1.5625 O. 125000 I! : .~ '-:U:''S!HnS 
0.0000 8.0000 0.120000 " 1 41 -0.97327 

12.2807 7.0175 0.175439 I 42 -0.07323 
1.9608 0.0000 0.176471 ~ 52 -0.82956 

NGHBD AFELC 

I » 

AFELH 

-0.24852 
-0.65559 
-0.53503 
-0.66992 
-Q.43986 " 
'';'lJ.~-

-0.43488 
-0.48134 
-0.81324 

APROP 

-0.9308 
-1.7941 
-1.1024 
-1.1874 

~1:~f~ 
-1.9212 
-1.3927 
-1.3828 

-------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 1 
__________________ CLUSTER NUMBER=2 ------------------

NGHBD 

14 
15 
19 
20 
21 
22 
24 
31 
32 
33 
35 
36 
37 
38 
46 
50 
51 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

AFELC 

2.8037 
6.0000 
2.7027 
4.2254 

10.2941 
1.9231 
2.3810 
1.2346 
9.4828 
7.8431 
5.5556 
3.2258 
0.0000 
0.0000 
7.9365 
7.01t23 
6.0606 
2.5974 
6.6667 
1.7241 
6.3830 
0.0000 

AFELH 

4.6729 
2.0000 

12.1622 
1.4085 
4.4118 
3.8462 

11.9048 
7.4074 
8.6207 
9.8039 

13.8889 
3.2258 
8.6957 
1.2821 

14.2857 
5.6338 
3.0303 
2.5974 

11.6667 
10.3448 

1.0638 
6.5217 

-------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 
NGHBD 

4 
5 
8 
9 

10 
16 
17 
18 
23 
29 
30 
47 
49 

AFELC 

22.6415 
28.3582 
23.91t37 
35.2941 
39.6552 
27.1429 
17.6471 
32.1429 
16.6667 
24.4186 
31.4286 
13.1148 
22.9508 

AFELH 

3.7736 
16.4179 
47.8873 
45.0980 
13.7931 
27.1429 
19.6078 
10.7143 

6.9444 
16.2791 
0.0000 

18.0328 
26.2295 

APROP 

0.271028 
0.400000 
0.364865 
0.323944 
0.367647 
0.326923 
0.285714 
0.345679 
0.301724 
0.313725 
0.388889 
0.268817 
0.391304 
0.256410 
0.333333 
0.338028 
0.303030 
0.259740 
0.316667 
0.310345 
0.297872 
0.304348 

APROP 

0.245283 
0.388060 
0.380282 
0.392157 
0.293103 
0.41 11286 
0.43'1373 
0.303J;?1 
0.305556 
0.360465 
0.142857 
0.311475 
0.327869 

-------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=4 --------.---------
NGHBD 

2 
3 
6 
7 

11 
12 
13 

AFELC AFELH 

19.7531 49.3827 
0.0000 73.6842 

26.3158 34.2105 
48.5714 ' 65.7143 
52.0000 /, 92.0000 
38.1818 ' .. 63.6364 
19.4030' 49.2537 

APROP 

0.518519 
0.473681l 
0.500000 
0.485714 

') () . 520000 
0.454545 
0.537313 

\ 
! 
\ ~ 
\ 
1 , 

I 
1 t 
I 
I 

\ 

I 
j' J 
\ 
I ' 
J 

I i 
j I 

1 ! !, , 
!, 
1 : 
I 

j 

! 
l' t 
j 

t 
}:, 

, I 
1: 

I I. 

i 

\ 
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NGHBD AFELC AFELH 

14 
15 
19 
20 
21 
22 
24 
31 
32 
33 
35 
36 
37 
38 
46 
50 
51 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

-0.76778 
-0 •. 53353 
-0.17519 
-0.66359 
-0.21882 
-0.83233 
-0.79877 
-0.88279 
-0.27828 
-0.39845 
-0.56610 
-0.73685 
-0.97327 
-0.97327 
-0.39161 
-0.45715 
-0.52909 
-0.78290 
-0.48467 
-0.84691 
-0.50546 
-0.97327 

-0.59224 
-0.71865 
-0.23803 
-0.74663 
-0.60459 
-0.63134 
-0.25020 
-0.46291 
-0.40552 
-0.34956 
~0.15636 
-0.66068 
-0.40198 
-0.75261 
-0.13759 
-0.54679 
-0.66992 
-0.69040 
-0.26146 
-0.32398 
-0.76293 
-0.50479 

APROP 

-0.48134 
0.74823 
0.41327 
0.02314 
0.43979 
0.05155 

-0.34132 
0.23036 

-0.18869 
-0.07427 

0.64231 
-0.50241 

0.66533 
-0.62070 

0.11266 
0.15742 

-0.17624 
-0.58895 
-0.04623 
-0.10650 
-0.22541 
-0.16368 

CLUSTER NUMBER=3 ------------------------------------
NGHBD 

4 

AFELC AF'EU~ 

5 
8 
9 

10 
16 
17 
18 
23 
29 
30 
In 
1.9 

0.68611 
1.10508 
0.781511 
1. 61340 
1.93302 
1.01600 
0.3200"/ 
1.38245 
0.24822 
0.81635 
1.33010 

-0.012100 
0.708774 

-0.63477 
-0.036'15 

1.45162 
1.31970 

-0.16089 
0.47050 
0.114~2 

-0.30650 
-0.48480 
-0,,04331 
-0.81324 

0.03963 
01.42730 

__ ~ ________________ CLUSTER t4UMBER=4 

NGHOD AFELC AFELH 

2 0.47442 1.52235 
3 -0.97327 2.67171 
6 0.95539 1).80477 
7 2.58648 2.29476 

" 2.83776 3.53796 
12 1.82504 2.19648 
13 0.44876 1.51625 

APROP 

-0.7268 
0.6344 
0.5602 
0.6735 

-0.2709 
0.88114 
1.0473 

-0.1711 
-0.1522 

0.3713 
-1.7033 
-0.0957 

0.0605 

-----------------
APROP 

1.87815 
1.45071 
1.70160 
1. ~65l10 
1.19227 
1 .l~6825 
2.05733 

f.-';-.. 

t~ i ! 
,-------.-,------........ '-.-------~;....--.--------, .• ""'--'-.--"---~--------'~----------'----------~-----"~--. ____ ~_I 
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• 

'y' 

VARIABLE 

AFELC 
AFELfI 
APROP 

• 
t' 

• • • • 

TABLE 19. CLUSTER MEANS fOR UNSTANDARDIZEOADULi OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NUMBER~1 

LABEL 

AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF ADULTS BAVING CONTACTS 

N 

9 
9 
9 

MEAN 

4.61779262 
5.40618539 
0.171211285 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

11.41107 3 3!~9 
3.748014 lrv 
0.03716005 

MINIMUM 
'i.'.LUE 

0.00000000 
0.00000000 
0.12000000 

• • 

MAXIMUM 
VALUE 

12.28070'175 
11.94029851 
0.22388060 

STD ERROR 
OF MEAN 

1.48024443 
1.211933813 
0.01238668 

______________________________________________________ --- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 --~------------------------------------------------------
0.66315769 
0.92358660 
0.00895714 AFELC 

AFELH 
APROP 

AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY GONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORT I ON OF ADULTS flAV I NG CONTACTS 

22 
22 
22 

4.36737815 
6.711885881 
0.32136518 

3.110118530 
4.33200516 
0.011201270 

O.{)OOOOOOO 
1.06382979 
0.25641026 

10.291111765 
11.,28571'129 
0. 110000000 

______________________________________________________ --- CLUSTER NUMBER=3 --------------------------------------~------------------

AFELC 
AFELH 
APROP 

AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYHES 
PROPORTION OF ADULTS BAVING CONTACTS 

13 
13 
13 

25.8003.7385 
19.37851979 
0.330'1871,2 

7.6'19111392 
111. 38058!)97 
0.07814124 

13.114751110 
0.00000000 
0.14285714 

39.655172'11 
47.8873239'1 

0. 113137255 

2.11317031 
3.988115693 
0.021672118 

______________________________ .-----------------------___ CLUSTER NUMBER=4 __ ~ __ q _______ -u------------------------------------------
6.93841151 
7.1 11070329 
0.01100110 AFELC 

AFELH 
APROP 

AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF ADULTS UAVING CONTACTS 

7 
7 
7 

29.17501539 
61.12597623 

0.49853941 

Hl. 35731136 
18.89252508 
0.02910616 

0.00000000 
34.21052632 
0.451154545 

52.00000000 
92.00000000 

0.537313113 

TABLE 20. CLUSTER MEANS FOR STANDARDIZED ADULT OFFENSE RATES 
CLUSTER NUMBER=1 

VARIABLE LABEL N MEAN STANDARD MIN IMU~' MAXIMUM STD ERROR 
DEVIATION VALUE VAl.UE OF MEAN 

-0.63'1832111 0.32545628 -0.97326516 -0.07322654 
AFELC AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 9 

0.108'185'13 

AFELH AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 9 -0.55752642 0.17726513 -0.813211436 -0.211851905 0.05908838 

APROP PROPORTION OF ADULTS HAVING CONTACTS 9 -1.432651 1111 0.35427013 -1.92118180 ~0.93082273 O. 1'1809004 

--------------------------------------------------------- CLUSTER NUMBER=2 -----------------------------------------------------~ ---

AFELC AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 22 -0.65316500 0.22796392 -0.97326516 -0.21&82102 0.011860207 

AFELB AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 22 -0. 1191105206 0.201188541 -0.762929711 -0.13759086 0.011368172 

22 -0.00144084 0.40053351 -0.q?069702 0.748231132 0.08539403 
APROP PROPORTION OF ADULTS HAVING CONTACTS 

-0.01209979 1.93301719 
,.-4$162232 
1.04732857 

___________ --: _______________ "v- ________________________ ~-".- CLUSTER NU~'BER=3 ------------------------------------------ ... --------------
0.1511871811 
0.18863701, 
0.20661738 

'" 

AFELC 
AFELII 
APROP 

AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF ADULTS BAVING CONTACTS 

'>, 

-:.,,~~------- .. --------.... ---------------- .. -- .. -.. -------------­
" 

AFELt:" 
MElli 
APROP 

AVERAGE ADtlLT FELONY CONTACTS--IN AREA 
AVERAGE ADULT FELONY CONTACTS--BYRES 
PROPORTION OF ADULTS BAVING CONTACTS 

17 

13 0.91761481 
13 0.10327717 
13 0.08552720 

CLUSTER NUj,lBER=4 

7 
7 _ 
7' 

1 • 16119381111 
2.07775424 
1.6876n55 

0.55839837 
0.680111053 
0.74496957 

-0.8132111136 
-1.7032'1028 

---------------------------------------------------------
1.3115386111 
0.89353606 
0.277118737 

-0.97326516 
0.801176798 
1 .268250115 

2.83775552 
3.537961121 
2.05732965 

0.50850826 
0.337721188 
0.101188037 

~'., 

, 

,---------



I', 

_ ...,.----'V""' ............. -~-.~-~-

J 

I; 
f> 

APPENDlX D 

WHY THE SBRIOUS OFFENDER IS A PROBLEM 

The two cases which follow are inclueled to demonstrate the 

difficul ty one encounters when attelllpting to code and quantity 

the experiences of serious offenders.. Parent and cohort member 

interaction with the police is presented sequentially with 

sanctions information appended if it was available. These cases 

have been selected and organized itl their present form as a 

working device for another analysi~~; many abbreviations have been 

used. For example. the individual whose expeI.;ience occurred on a 

specific date is shown by a nc lt if cohort ill ember , an l'M" if 

cohort member's lliother,. an 11Ft" if father, an "SF' if stepfather, 

etc. A nc" followect by all It*" indicates that this incident is a 

cohort member's felony-level contact. Other symbols which appear 

in the field between the p~rson identifier and the description of 

the incident indicate inci.dents (m.ore than one) which were 

resolved under a single court decision and sanction. The cohort 

member's age at contact appears in the first two column~>. Each 

contact has received a date code which appears under the cohort 

memberts contact date to permit calculation of the number of days 

between incidents .. 

Some of the abb:reviations which may cause trouble in reading 

these cases are J.,ntel:preted as follows: ReI., which may be read 

as counseled and released or other non-referral action by the 

police; TWK stands tor trouble with kids; DL and Ll? stand for 

driver's licence and license platesj~ TOT stands for turned over 

{ .J 
! 

; 

It 

, , 

f{';.1 

! 
"! ., ... ~. 
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-298-

to; ATL is the abbreviation for attempt to locate; OVAn stands 

for operating vehicle after revocation; OAWI is short for 

operating auto while intoxicated. 

7/29/56 
3/28/57 
8/27/57 
8/29/57 
7/14/57 
11/13/57 
11/14/57 
11/29/57 
11/29/57 
1/10/61 
4/1/61 
5/14/61 
5/17/61 
7/18/61 
8/14/61 
8/16/61 

9/1 /61 

9/14/61 
11/28/61 
11/28/61 
11/29/61 
12/16/61 
12/16/61 
1/18/62 
2/9/62 
3/21/62 
LV30/62 
5/28/62 
6/1/62 
6/8/62 
8/3/62 

12/31/62 
4/23/63 
7/19/63 
7/19/63 
8/1/63 

9/1.2/62 

), 

F 
F 
~ 

F 
F 
J! 
f' 
f:l 
l! 
F 
~1 

F 
£1 
11 
F 
]:.' 

F 

F 
F 
N 
J:.' 
1! 
r·j 
11 
t1 
M 
11 
M 
M 
~' 
P 

F 
F 
F 
M 
F 

t1 

2494/5 

James Loghan Zu~pfhon, III 

His car L'epossessed 
Parking Viol. Pd $7.22 
Accident--nel. 
Accident--Rel. 
His car abandoned--he moved it 
Parking warrant. Pd. $9 .. 22 
Parking viol. Pd. $9.22 
Equip .. warrant--dism .. 
DjL S L/P 
Questioned; suspect worthless check, reI 
2 parking warrants 
Rapts prowler 
2 parking warrants 
Parking warrant 
Motorcycle abandoned, he retri.eved it .. 
Worthless check--complainant advised to 
see DA & attorney to press charges 
Cash.ed wor.thless check at ASP 
AX'rested - fraud - dismissed 
Parking warrant 
Family tr.ouble - reI. 
Family trouble - reI. 
Giving cab driver trouble--rel. 
Family trouble - reI. 
Family trouble - reI. 
Parking warrafit 
Par.king warrant 
Owner of abandoned car - reI. 
warrant for meter viols. 
Parking warrant 
PaI:'king warrant 
Trouble over motorcycle - rel. 
Trouble between him S owner of Frontier 
club - reI .. 
Burglary (02/I"') - 2 "irs probdtion SDPW 
His tru.ck repossessed 
Family trouble - reI. 
Family trouble - rel. 
Flew coop with $50 of -----;down payment 
on house painting job; advised hy PD to 
get job done or return the $50 before 
----- pressed charges 
Parking warrant 



4 '7-

17 

9/28/63 F 
11/5/63 F 
11/21/63 F 
12/27/63 E' 
1/6/64 F 
2/5/64 F' 
2/12/64 F 
9/25/64 F 
10/12/64 M 
11/12/64 F 

11/25/64 F 
12/11/64 F 
1/11/05 M 

09 6/5/65 C 
6360 

09 6/25/65 C 
6386 

10 7/20/05 C 
6411 

8/10/b5 £'1 

8/11/65 t-l 
10 8/11/65 C 

6433 

8/26/65 11 
10 9/1/65 C 

0454 
9/4/65 t'l 
10/8/65 11 

10 10/8/65 C 
6491 

5/1/6b F 
7/22/66 11 
9/10/60 F 
1/3/69 F 
5/15/67 F 
5/15/67 Ii 
5/16/07 P 

11 7/9/67 C 
7130 

7/10/61 F 

7/25/67 F 
11 10/14/67 c 

722" 
11 ll/7/67 C 

7251 

- 10 p 

-299-

Cleaning fish. in the street - reI. 
Trouble with nei.ghbors - reI .. 
TWK 
Missing on. Lake Michigan 
suspected of bad check; it was good 
OAWI - PD $100, D/L 1 year 
His car repossessed 
Probation viol. TOT SDPW 
~amily trouble - reI. 
Report; his wife was screaming, 
he was causing trouble, he left for the 
night 
Probation viol. TOT SDPW 
Pronation viol. 1~aT SDPW 
Tank leaked 
Truancy - reI .. ; he was in com.plainant's 
dog pen. 
DC (OS/m) reI; breaking bottles in front 
of complainant's house; refused to pick 
them up; pa.rents notified. 
1ncor_, runaway - reI. 

Investig. Her children receive no 
supervision & cause damage to 
neighbo~hood. While investigating 
everyth.l.ng seemed orderly; she denied 
TWK 
DC (05/m) rel.; reprimanded for throwing 
debris into neighbor"s yard; mother 
informed 
Reports prowler. 
Questioned as suspect in starting fi:te. 
Denied. (~OT in contact record) 
Neighbor troubl.e - reI .. 
~WK - her kid offender - reI. 
1ncor., runaway - reI.; spitting on 
complainant & his wife. Mother' 
talked to. 
Repo.~ts refused service at club 
Vacationer 
Giving cabbie trouble - reI. 
Reports burglary 
Family trouble - reI. 
Family trouble - reI. 
Family trouble with wifo - reI. 
Took $25 from -----IS home 

Causing trouble in tavern--sent 
on his way 
Had too much to drink; arI.'. i fori:. $25 
Reports theft of bike. 

Report of abandoned child (victim). 

, I , . . \ 

! ~ 
i 

I , ' 

1 

! , . 
j. 

l 

-

10/28/67 11 
10/28/67 F 
12/9/67 P 
2/1/68 F 

12 2/1/68 C 
7343 

2/8/68 t1 
12 2/8/613 C 

7344 
3/14/68 Ii 
3/29/68 11 

12 3/29/68 C 
7394 

12 3/30/68 C * 
7395 

4/16/68 F 
12 5/2/68 C 

7431 
5/9/68 F 
5/13/6$ F 
5/14/68 F 

5/25/68 F 

6/29/68 F 
7/3/68 F 
7/4/68 F 
7/12/68 F 
7/21/68 F 
7/26/68 F 
7/28/68 M 

7/28/68 F 
13 8/15/68 C 

7353 

13 8/29/68 C 
75,47 

13 10/111/68 C 
7590 

13 10/28/68 C 
7607 

13 11/1lO/68 C 

-300-

ATL on her car 
Reports a.ssault 
civil trouble - reI. 
Son J'ames missing; arrested for 
abduction; disill. by DA 
l'lissing.. Reported to be with father in 
Burlington; RCSP picked him up, notifi.ed 
mother; she arrived 6· her son TOT her. 
Criminal warrant served on father. 
Son missing 
DC suspect; but gave info about who the 
offenders were 
Son. missing 
Son missing 
Hissing boys - sugges"ted mother contact 
Probation Department concerning his 
behavior. Apprehende.d, charge runaway 
Runaw'ay, app. in laundromat, taken 
home to mother. 
Burglary (02/P); he & 3 other juveniles 
attempted to burglarize a 
grocery store. Gained entrance th:cough 
an. open bathroom window but were scared 
away by an adult male in the premises. 
Arrested - drunk - PD $25 
Suspect - stolen hike (03/M); s"tat~ed he 
found bike, denied stealing it .. 
Req. pickup for Rac Co Home 
Reports th.eft 
Arr .. DC - causing trouble in hote;" 
Forf .. $25 
Traffic stop; arr. OAW~,aVAR; OAW! dism; 
aVAH - 20 days or $50 + cc. 
He requested chec~r. at (gave address) • 
Reports t.heft 
Reports theft of boat 
Pas,senger in acciliient 
Arr. drunk; pa $25 
Father of offender in vandalism l!:'eport 
Reports trouble w'i th -1-, says ulsing 
profane language & drunk 
Family trouble - rel. 
Took down barricade, ,.rhich was reset, 
He and hrother playing near a barricade 
-took it down from its natural position. 
Reprimanded & counselled. 
Set cat on fire with 2 others. Arrested 
~or cruelty to animals. Used matches and 
lighter fluid. No disp. 
Missing.. 1\1>p .. Req. issued by - .... - RCPD .. 
Returned home and has apt.. to see --.. 
App. reg. - viol .. of probe Runaway. 
Apprehended, pla.ced in detention. 
TWK., incorr. Rel~ With 2 others took a 
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f, 

762.0 

13 11/21/68 
7631 

1/26/68 
1/11/69 

13 1/13/69 
768Lt-

1/14/69 
1/14/69 
1/21/69 

1/22/69 
1/22/69 

13 1/23/69 
7694 

13 2/5/69 
7707 

2/27/69 
2/20/69 
2;24/69 
3/14/69 

13 3/15/69 
7745 

3/18/69 
13 3/19/69 

7749 

3/26/69 
13 4/4/69 

7765 

5/5/69 
5/6/69 

13 5/6/69 
7797 

5/31/69 
13 6/1/69 

7~23 
13 6/24/69 

7846 

7/16/69 
13 7/19/69 

7871 

7/23/69 

c 

F 
N 
C 

F 
M 
~1 

11 
F 
C 

c 

t1 
F 
1'1 
M. 

C * 

[1 

C 

F 
C 

Ii 
F 

C * 
F 
C 

C * 

F 
C 

F 
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bushel of pears off complainant's porch, 
returning saIne to the porch, reprimanded 
aul counselled. 
Suspect in theft; reported to be 
offender, reI .. 
Daughter missing 
Son missing 
Missing hoy; runaway, missing for two 
nights which he said he spent at home 
ot --- .. 
Family trouble - reI. 
Family it:.rouble - reI. 
Son mis~:dng; cancelled by' sister, 
returned home. 
Victim - theft 
Offender - theft 
Missing, spent nigh.t in basement with 
friend. R@f'd RCPD. 
Information from Jr. IIi. lie and other:s 
uhoarsing ll a.round in classroom 
and after they leit, a student's radio 
was missing.. Requests no police action. 
TWK 
Arr. drunk forf .. $25 
Daughter missing 
Reports unwanted party 
Uttering (13/1"); attempted to cash check 
for $9.50 belonging to ---. 
No finding, 6 months supervision, RCPD. 
Daughter missing 
TiK ...... report.ed being in a. house. Boys 
skipping school & fooling around. Taken 
to school & parents were notified 
Vi.ctim - burglary 
Unregistered vehicle ~ part offender -
Juv Bur will be contac,ting them later -
They stole a junk car and drove around 
with it. 
Neighbor trouble - re1. 
Arrested theft 
Theft of boat 

Arr DC 60 days, $100 
Reports stolen bike. 

Burglary (02/F) Comp TOT Co Prob dept; 
he & friend apprehended taking d bottle 
milk from a service station. 
Suspect in theft 
TWK, offender; reI.; climbing on roof of 
bank chaSing pigeons. 
Reprimanded and counselled by officers. 
Report.s son has auto tha t' s not his; he 
and 2 friends a~ove a car with owner's 
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13 7/31,/69 
7883 

14 8/11/69 
7894 

14 8/14/69 
7897 

14 8/16/69 
7899 

14 8/29/69 
7912 

9/7/69 
14 9/12/69 

7926 
14 9/17/69 

7931 
14 9/18/69 

7932 
9/27/69 
9/27/69 

14 9/21/69 
7941 

14 9/27/69 
7941 

14 9128/69 
7942 

14 9/29/69 
7943 

14 10/1/69 
7945 

1'4 10/2/69 
7946 

14 10/2/69 
7946 

14 10/3/69 
1947 

10/9/69 

c * 

C * 

c * 

c 

c 

c * 
oM 
M. 
C * 

C 

c :+: 

c 

C 

c 

C 

c 

t1 
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permission, none having a DL.. Reprimand 
and counselled. Supp" In subject's File 
Auto theft (04/F); took and d:r'ove a 1961 
Buick convertible. He drove to Oak Creek 
where he was apprehended. 
Stolen. vehicle (OLl/F); drove a 1962 
Chevrolet station wagon. He drove about 
the city and lost control near t.he 
intersection of 3 Mile Road and Main St. 
Auto theft (04IF); took and drove a 1966 
Pontiac GTO which was parked in the ---­
Tavern. While trying to ditch th.e car 
he struck a utility pole and. damaged 
the vehicle. 
'l'WK-DC, taken to detention; threw stones 
at smaller children in neighborhood" 
When officer apprvached, threatened to 
throw stones at him but did not,. 
Psychological evaluation 

TWK 
App R.eg by PD - escaped while in custo dy 
Located and Confined to Detention Home .. 
Att. Theft (03/1'1) - reI. 

BtL-:glary suspect (02/F) - reI .. 

Son picked up for curfew viol .. 
Mother of offender - stolen car report 
Stolen car (04/F); ~ook and drove a 1960 
Chevrolet Belair. Drove around the city 
for about 7 hours and aban.doned it.. He 
claims some damage was done when he 
backed OU.t of grandmother's drive'flay. 
Curfew viol. - placed in detention 

Burglary (02/F) - reported by mother's 
boyfriend 
Bury1arized residence~ stole about. $13 
and a silver gas cigarette lighter. 
App Reg & curfew 

Contact - re1 

Contact - reI .. 

Took 1967 Ford. Urove the car about the 
city and abandoned it. He did a slight 
amount of damag"e to car when he turned 
corner. (NOT a part of contact record) 
Theft (03/H) - cleared through admission 
of involvement during questioning of 
several thefts 
Dog bite - re1 
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14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

10/22/69 
7966 

10/29/69 
10/29/69 

7973 

10/30/69 
7974 

11/9/69 
7984 

11/9/69 
7984 

11/17/69 
11/19/69 

7994 
12/2/69 
2/22/70 
6/2/70 

8189 
9/5/70 

8.284 
9/8/1'0 

8287 
'12/8/"/0 
2/19/71 

8451 

2/23/7t 
8451 

5/31/11 
8/4/71 
3/8/72 

C 

M. 
c * 

C 

C 

C 

F 
C 

F 
M 
C 

c 

C 

M 
,~ 

C 

[1 

M 
C 

-303-

Admitted entering car, ransacking same, 
taki.ng nothing. 
Dog bite (owner) - rel 
Burglary (02/F) - admitted this through 
interrogation under another complaint 
Date of offense 10/16/69 
Alleged: on 3/30/69 burglary, on 8/14/69 
and 10/22/69 Oi'WOC. Presented court 
worker's 2-page report of additi.onal 
present problems. 
DISPOSITION: OTLC as Juvenile "ell to 
SDHSSS. Found Delinquent, supervision of 
Division of Corrections. 
Theft (03/l'l) cleared by his admission 

'The£t (03/r:1) cleared by admission; not 
a duplicate entry 
'DIL 
Transfer from Probation and Parole to 
WSB at Wales {received at Wales 11/7/69. 
D/L 
Reports unwanted party 
Approved for release to Field Services. 

Intoxicated - taken home 

App Reg; parole vio. Placed in detention 
cancel app I:eq 
Reports animal <;ase 
App. on 2/18/71 for use of mj & lsd 
(does not appeaiJ:' on contact record) .. 
DISP: Detention. continued,. refer to 
Division of Corrections. 
Transfer from Etrob... 8- Parole to Wales .. 

placements betueen 8/23/71 and 3/8/72. 
Reports theft 
App reg: daughtter 
Transfer from Prob .. (1 Parole to Wales .. 
Notes: Has persisted in a pattern of 
ul1cooperativeness,. uncontrollahility and 
had to he remo~ed £r02 3 separate foster 

3/13/72 F Reports theft 
6/2/72 C Received for supervision 
8/4/73 Discharged from supervision 
8/14/72 M Son missing 
11/3/72 M Daughter attempted. suicide 

CO.MMENT~: Father's occupation not known. Description of family 
life contained in psychiatrist's report attached .. 
NGHBD: As juvenile it was NGH 18 
Of 2494/5 1 $ 42 oificial contacts as juv, 11 were fe~ony-~evel. 
Of 1:.is 5 cont.acts siace turning adult" 3 were disorderly conduct, 
one was. a traffic accident, and one was auto theft. He was 
reloasea on the latter because be was placed in charge of the 
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home for the evening to watch the dog. A civil matter .. 

t, 



.,. ,i 4 Fj .... 

13 

13 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

9/20/58 
6/26/60 
11/18/60 
9/19/61 
3/8/62 
1/31/63 
6/7/6ti 
12/6/68 
1/21/69 
2/26/69 
2/28/69 

7730 
3/2/69 
3/2/69 

7732 

8/22/69 
7905 

9/7/6':J 
7921 

12/22/69 
8027 

1/9/70 
8045 

1/27/70 
8063 

4/29/70 
4/29/70 

8155 
3/16/70 

81'12 

5/25/70 
81tH 

6/1/70 
8188 

7/15/70 
8232 

7/27/70 
8244 

8/30/70 
tJ278 

9/28/70 

F 
F 
F 
F 
r' 
F 
i! 
F 
:C' 
F 
C 

1<' 
C 

c 

c 

C 

C 

C 

]?' 

C * 
c 

c 

c 

c 

C 

C 
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2009/5 
Clifford Crumbledy 

-

Car driyen by wife in accident 
His parked car hit 
RR--wife\ 
Requests in.vestigation 
A.ccident; reI 
Accident; reI 
Reports son missing 
Father of offender who stole car 
Reports drunk 
ATL son 

+ Theft of $30 from home of friend, 3/M 

Son found 
+ Shot self in leg - RUssian Roulette; 

parents informed matter would be 
continued by Juvenile Bureau 

+ Criminal Destruction Property, 22/M, at 
----- School 

+ Continued for 6 months, put on supervision 
RCPD for this time", 'ro lnake restitution 

Traffic, 15/M, 1?? 

Incor .. ,Runaway ??? .... 
He and brothers broke wind.ows with sling 
shot at ----- SchOOl; parents 
paid $545 .. 10 restit~lti.on. 
Theft, 3/M, 2 watches from --- Schoolo 
Transferred to another high school. 
Queationed - son shooting narcotics 
Info, drug user (12/F} Exceptional 
Clearance 
suspended :from math class at ---­
school, ran away from home twice in past 
week (1 night each). "we were able to 
work out the problem with the family, .. ft 

H is case closed 

Assault, 10/M, reI 

Violent property dest, 22/M. 
lock from la vora tory door at, 
6 months probation 
Theft, 3/H, rel 

Removed 
School; 

Incorr.,B.unaway. deta.ined for running 
away from home (he turned 1imself in) 
because of argument at home. "We worked 
out probleln at home .. " Ref .. to RCPD for 
further report & investigation. 
Susp. from school for skipping classes 
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15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

16 

16 

16 

8307 
10/16/70 

8325 

11/25/70 
8365 

1/1/71 
8402 

1/15/71 
8416 

1/19/71 
8420 

1/21/71 
8422 

1/22/71 
8423 

1/25/71 
8426 

3/3/71 
8463 

3/21/71 
8481 

4/3/71 
8494 

4/3/71 
8494 

9/8/71 
8652 

10/15/71 
8689 

11/24/71 
8729 

-

c 

c 

c 

c * 

c * 

c * 

C 

C * 

c 

c 

c 

c 

C 
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HOW DID HE GET THERE? DIF:t~EREl~T SCHOOL! 
De·tained tor truant from school, missing 
from home one night; Continued detention 
Refer t.\) RCPD 
Witness to assault 

DC; ------------ Skating Rink; reI 

< Theft of checkS uttering: (3.11 1.3/F) .. Stole 
5 checks from checkbook of --- while at 
--- Church. Allegedly forged and 
cashed one on 1/18/71 ($27 .. 36) at piggly 
W igg1y on Douglas 

< Principle in uttering report, 13/F. He 
a.nd IIfriend" stole check trom apt .. of 

Same day he tried to It:utterU 

the check at --- Bank. tett when they 
became suspicious. 

< App. req. for viol of supervision, 
theft,. and forgery - placed in detention 
home .. 

< Hearing - deten'tion continued 
Refer to RC~D for report & investigation 

< Forgery, 13/F 

< 2/10/71 Found guilty; found delinq; 2 yrs 
prob - RCPD & make restitution for $27.35. 

DC - --- School 

Reports stolen vehicle 

! OV'I'IOC, auto theft, 4/.E' 

! Missing 

! 4/5/71 Detention hearing - detention cont. 
Ref~)r to RCPD for rept & inves,tigation .. 
Arr::angements to be made for him to go to 
'Nor:ris or some other place. [Norris 
ev;aluai;fion concl.udes they should NOT accept 
hj~!lL ] 

I 6/14/71 Petition to modify. Alleged that he 
is dependent & without the necessary care and 
support he needs.. Found dependent. 

! 7/8/11 Order for tran:5ft~r of custody: to 
Racine county Dopt of Social. Service until 
9/3/71.. Placement at Rawhide but he doesn It 
seem to have been sent there. 

Investigation of shoplifting. He didn't, 
a friend. did, reI. 

¢ Violent Property Dest. at --- School 
22/M 

c * ¢ Theft of car and tape det:Ks 3, Ll/F 

------------,----------------~~----------------------~, •. ~~----------------------~----------~~----~-----------~~----~~ 
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11/30/71 
8735 

12/9/71 
8744 

12/13/71 
8748 

12/15/71 
8750 

12/18/71 
8753 

--------------------------------~-----~v~--____ --______ , 
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C * 
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¢ BurglaI:Y, 2/P 

¢ OVWOC'I 4/F 

Contact; witness vandalism, gave info. 

App reg - probation viol. pl~cea 
in detention. 12/11/11 HearJ..ng -
from detention. Not to aSlsocid:l:;,e 
friends, also 6 PM curfew. ' 
Bur.glary, 2/T!' 

release 
with 2 

rt 1/5/72 Admits to charges. Found delinquent 
& custody transferred to RCDSS for 2 years 
wi-th placememen'f,: at Rawhide. 2/8/'73 Order 
terminating legal custody. 

4/2.2/72 r' Ueports vandalism 
5/29/72 F Owner of dog in dog hi te case .. 

cmlMENTS: Father a lJlasterer. No mention of biological, mothet, 
just stepmother. See photocopy for description of !amil.y. 
Juvenile neighborhood = 25 (Northeast) 
Ha(i 27 contacts a,s juvenile, 9 of which were felony-1.ev€~l and 
had 10 contacts 18 and older, of which 3 were felony -lev'el. 
probably sent up!!! 

----------'-------'------~'------------------------~-.--------~.-----'------~j~--------~------.. ~--
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DEVELOPMENT OP CUTTING POINTS FOR NUMBER OF CONTACTS, SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES, NU~lBl!:R 010' R:C:PE;RRALS, AND SEVERITY o:r' SANCTIONS 

Whether cutting points should be identical across cohorts or 

related to cohort distr.ibutions is always a probl.em.. Although we 

opted tor cutting pOints which would be rela.tive to the 

distribution of contacts for each cohort at each age, they turned 

out t<> be 'rery sil:lilar across cohorts through the a9 as which were 

cI:u(:ial to the l:lajox: thrust of the analysis, 17 and 18. While 

thelC'e was less similarity across cohorts for the other measures 

through ages and for all measures after ages because of 

discontinuity in distributions, these cutting points do enable us 

to see if cohort meabers with chains 01 experiences of relative 

similari ty a.L'e produced in the same kinds of neighborhoods over a 

period of 30 years. rUJ:'th(.'rmorc, by keeping the cutting points 

relative: those who have ex.tensive experience with the justice 

system after any given age, in our case after reaching 18, may be 

compared across cohorts even though they had their experiences at 

historically different periods and vlere exposed tor shorter or 

longer periods of time. Beyond this, when experiences with the 

juv'enile justice system through a given age, 18 for example, are 

compared with experiences in the adult justice system, we are 

lOOKing at relatively serious juvenile careers to see if they 

produced relatively serious adult careers, and so on. This makes 

it possible to determine if relative seriousness of juveniles in 

one co.hort produced t:elative seriousness at the adult ages in 

that cohort compared to other cohorts .. 
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Were the analysis a static type which did not cover such a 

l.engthy period of years during which police contact recording 

policy may have had (did have) sonte chtiuges or in which referral 

policy changed,. or in which ditferent juven.ile court judges had 

diff:erent policies (with increasing severity of~sanc·t:.ions being 

the rule),. this would not be such an important problem. What we 

have done should minimize the chances that relatiollsihps will 

vary as artifacts of the data. We are concerned a,bout process 

and relationships rather than change in official records. 

-------------~i--.~==----------------______ ~._----. _______________ ~----------w--.--~ we: J *_.-:A 

TABLE 1. 

AGE L 

7 1 

8 1 

9 1 

10 1 

11 1 

12 1 

13 1 

14 1 

15 1 

16 1 

17 1 

18 1. 

19 1 

20 1 

21 1 

22 1 

\ i 23 1 

24 1 

25 1 

26 1 

27 1 

28 1 

29 1 

30 1 

31 1 

32 1 

33 1 

CUTTING POINTS APPI,IED TO NUMBER OF CONTACTS 
PRECEDING EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

1942 Cohort 

M 

2 

2 

2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-4 

2-5 

2-6 

2-8 

2-8 

2-8 

2-9 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

2-11 

2-11 

2-11 

H 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3+ 

4+ 
5+ 

5+ 

6+ 

7+ 

9+ 

9+ 

9+ 

10+ 

11+ 

11+ 

1H .. 

12+ 

12+ 

12+ 

2-11 12+ 

2-12 13+ 

2-12 13+ 

2-12 13+ 

2-12 13+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1949 Cohort 

M 

2 

2 

2 

2-3 

2-3 

2--4 

2-5 

2-5 

2-6 

2-7 

2-7 

2-8 

2-9 

2-9 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

H 

7 

2+ 

2+ 

2+ 

3+ 

3+ 

3+ 

4+ 
4+ 
5+ 

6+ 

6+ 

7+ 

8+ 

8+ 

9+ 

10+ 

10+ 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1955 Co.h9,;;.;r:,..:t:.....-.. __ 

M 

2 

2 

2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-5 

2-6 

2-6 

2-7 

2-7 

2-8 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

H 

2+ 

2+ 

2+ 

3+ 

3+ 

3+ 

4+ 
5+ 

6+ 

7+ 
7+ 

8+ 

8+ 

9+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

'. 



i41(4" , 4 ,,--

" 

':1
1 

, 
h); .. , 
\ 
'I 

» 

f, 

.' ~> 

. , 

TABLE 2. CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO TYPE-SERIOUS'&ESS OF CONTACTS 
PRECEDING EACH AGE TO ~PROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

AGE 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

i8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1-2 

1-2 

1-2 

1-2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1942 Cohort 

M 

4-5 

2-4 

2-5 

2-5 

2-6 

3-8 

3-7 

3-8 

3-13 

2-11 

2-15 

2-17 

2-19 

2-21 

2-23 

2-24 

2-25 

2-24 

2-25 

2-26 

2-28 

2-28 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

H 

3 

6 

5+ 

6+ 

6+ 

7+ 

9+ 

8+ 

9+ 

14+ 

12+ 

16+ 

18+ 

21+ 

22+ 

24+ 

25+ 

26+ 

25+ 

26+ 

27+ 

29+ 

29+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1949 Cohort 

M 

3-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-S 

2-6 

2-6 

'(.-7 

2-7 

2-8 

2-12 

2-13 

2,-15 

2-17 

2-18 

2-20 

2-21 

2-22 

2-24 

2-25 

2-25 

2-25 

H 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

6+ 

7+ 

7+ 

8+ 

8+ 

9+ 

13+ 

14+ 

16+ 

18+ 

19+ 

21+ 

22+ 

23+ 

2S+ 

26+ 

26+ 

26+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1955 Cohort 

M 

2-4 

2-3 

2-4 

2-4 

2-6 

2-7 

2-10 

2-11 

2-1S 

2-17 

2-18 

2-19 

2-19 

2-23 

2-26 

2-27 

2-27 

H 

6+ 

4+ 

5+ 

5+ 

7+ 

8+ 

11+ 

12+ 

16+ 

18+ 

19+ 

20+ 

20+ 

24+ 

27+ 

28+ 

28+ 

'. J 

0; 

l. 

- ) 

TABLE 3. CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO NUMBER OF REFERRALS 
PRECEDING EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

AGE 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1942 Cohort 

M 

2 
• n , 
2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-5 

2-S 

2-5 

2-S 

2-S 

2-S 

H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2+ 

2+ 

3+ 

3+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1949 Cohort 

M 

2 

2 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2+ 

2+ 

3+ 

3+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

S+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1955 Cohort 

M 

1 

1 

2-3 

2-3 

2-S 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-S 

2-6 

2-6 

___________________ ~~ __________ ."'___'__d ~~ 

---
H 

1 

1 

4 
6 

4+ 

4+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

7+ 

7+ 
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TAB:::'E 4. 

AGE L 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 12 

17 12 

18 12 

19 4 

20 4 
21 4 

22 4 

23 4 

24 4 

25 4 

26 4 

27 4 

28 4 

29 4 

30 4 

31 4 

CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO SEVERITY OF SANOTIONS 
PRECEDING EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

1942 Cohort 

M 

15-16 

14-16 

5-16 

5-15 

5-16 

5-17 

5-17 

5-17 

5-17 

5-18 

5-18 

5-18 

H 

12 

15 

17+ 

17+ 

17+ 

16+ 

17+ 

18+ 

18+ 

18+ 

18+ 

19+ 

19+ 

19+ 

5-18 1.9+ 

5-19 20+ 

5-19 20+ 

______ 1~9~,~~h=o~rt~. ____ _ 

L 

2, 

13 

2 

1 

2 

1-3 

1-3 

1-3 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 
1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

M 

:----

14-18 

12-29 

2-28 

2-23 

4-19 

4-20 

4-21 

5-21 

5-21 

5-21 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

H 

2 

2 

L 

2 16 

2 

13 

19 

30+ 

29+ 

24+ 

20+ 

21'+-

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

23+ 

23+ 

23+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1-2 

1-3 

1-3 

1-4 

1-4 

1955 Cohort 

M 

2-16 

2-17 

2-14 

12-16 
I 

12- 17 

2-19 

3-17 

4-17 

4-19 

5-20 

5-21 

32 3-4 5-19 20+ 

33 3-4 5-19 20+ 

" 

H 

17 

17+ 

18+ 

15+ 

17+ 

18+ 

20+ 

18+ 

18+ 

20+ 

21+ 

22+ 

'" 

TABLE 5. 

AGE L 

6 1 

7 1 

8 1 

9 1 

10 1 

11 1 

12 1 

13 1 

14 'I 

15 1 

16 1 

17 1 

18 1 

19 1 

20 1 

21 1 

22 1 

23 1 

24 1 

25 1 

26 1 

27 1 

28 1 

29 1 

30 1 

31 

3'2 

CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO NUMBER OF CONTACTS 
AFTER EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

1942 Cohort 

M 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-12 

2-11 

2-10 

2-10 

2-9 

2-8 

2-- 7 

2-7 

2-6 

2-5 

2-5 

2-4 

2-4 

H 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

13+ 

12+ 

11+ 

11+ 

10+ 

9+ 

8+ 

8+ 

7+ 

6+ 

6+ 

5+ 

5+ 

2-4 5+ 

2-3 4+ 

2 3+ 

2 3+ 

2 3+ 

1 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1949 Cohort 

M 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

2-10 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-7 

2-6 

2:"'6 

2-5 

2--5 

2-4 

2-3 

2 

H 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

8+ 

7+ 

7+ 

6+ 

6+ 

5+ 

4+ 

3+ 

2+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1955 Cohort 

M 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-9 

2-8 

2-8 

2-7 

2-6 

2-5 

2-4 

2-4 

2 

2 

H 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

10+ 

9+ 

9+ 

8+ 

7+ 

6+ 

5+ 

5+ 

3+ 

3+ 

1 
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TABLE 6. 

AGE L 

6 1 

7 1 

8 1 

9 1 

10 1 

11 1 

12 1 

13 1 

14 1 

15 1 

16 1 

17 1 

18 1 

19 1 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.. IV 

CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO TYPE-SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS 
AFTER EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATEZO% LOt<1) 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

-

1942 Cohort 1949 Cohort 1955 Cohort 

M 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-29 

2-27 

2-24 

2-22 

2-21 

2-19 

2-18 

2-17 

2-14 

2-14 

2-11 

2-11 

2-10 

2-11 

2-8 

2-7 

2-6 

2-5 

H 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

30+ 

28+ 

25+ 

23+ 

22+ 

20+ 

19+ 

18+ 

15+ 

15+ 

12+ 

12+ 

11+ 

12+ 

9+ 

8+ 

7+ 

6+ 

3 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

M 

2-25 

2-25 

2-25 

2-25 

2-24 

2-24 

2-24 

2-23 

2-23 

2-21 

2-19 

2-17 

2-15 

2-13 

2-12 

2-11 

2-9 

2-6 

3 

H 

26+ 

26+ 

26+ 

26+ 

25+ 

25+ 

25+ 

24+ 

24+ 

22+ 

20+ 

18+ 

16+ 

14+ 

13+ 

12+ 

10+ 

7+ 

5+ 

L 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

M 

2-27 

2-27 

2-27 

2-27 

2-27 

2-27 

2-26 

2-25 

2-23 

2-22 

2-18 

2-16 

2-15 

2-12 

2-8 

2-6 

H 

28+ 

28+ 

28+ 

28+ 

28+ 

28+ 

27+ 

26+ 

24+ 

23+ 

19+ 

17+ 

16+ 

13+ 

9+ 

7+ 

1 

[I 

I 
1,1 

1 
I 
I 

( t 
I 

1 • 

} 

TABLE 7. CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO NUMBER OF REFERRALS 
AFTER EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH 

1942 Cohort 1949 Cohort 1955 Cohort 

M H L M H 
H M L AGE L --------------------------------~-<.----------------------------------

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-6 

2-5 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-3 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

7+ 

6+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

·4+ 

3+ 

3+ 

2 

6 1 

7 1 

8 1 

9 1 

10 1. 

11 1 

12 1 

13 1 

1.4 1 

15 1 

16 1 

17 1 

18 1. 

19 1 . 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2:-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2 

2 

2 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

3+ 

3+ 

3+ 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

• 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-5 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-4 

2-3 

2-3 

2-3 

2 

2 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

6+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

5+ 

4+ 

4+ 

4+ 

3+ 

3+ 

2+ 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

~ __ , ______________ .. _ ... _ .. _ ... _._-_.-_-._ ... ~ ... _. __________________________________________ ~~~~~~~!~~l~:~\ ________ ~ _____ ~. ___ ~ ________ ~~~ ____ ~ ______________ ~~. 

-. 
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TABLE 8. CUTTING POINTS APPLIED TO SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 
AFTER EACH AGE TO APPROXIMATE 20% LOW, 60% MEDIUM, 20% HIGH --------------------

AGE 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

L 

1-4 

1-4 
]-4 

1-4 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

·1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
3 

4 

4 

1942 Cohort 

M 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-18 

5-18 

5-18 

5-10 

5-10 

5-10 

5-8 

5-9 

5-9 

5-8 

5-7 

5-7 

5-7 

5-7 

4-7 

5-7 

5 

H 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

19+ 

19+ 

19+ 

11+ 

11+ 

11+ 

9+ 

10+ 

10+ 

9+ 

8+ 

8+ 

8+ 

8+ 

8+ 

8+ 

6+ 

6+ 

L 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1-4 

3 

4 
-_ ...... 

1949 Cohort 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-22 

5-21 

5-20 

5-20 

5-19 

5-17 

5-15 

5-7 

5-7 

5-7 

4-5 

H 

23+ 

23+ 

32+ 

23+ 

23+ 

23+ 

23+ 

23+ 

23+ 

22+ 

21+ 

21+ 

20+ 

18+ 

16+ 

8+ 

8+ 

8+ 

6+ 

5 

5 

L 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-4 . 
1-4 

1-4 

1-4 

1-5 

1-4 

1955 Cohort 

5-21 

5-21 

5-21 

5--21 

5-21 

5-21 

5-21 

5-21 

5-20 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-19 

5-18 

6 

5-11 

H 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

22+ 

21+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

20+ 

19+ 

7+ 

12+ 

13 

, 
\ 

------

APPENDIX F 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF POLl.CE CON'TACTS AND GEOl1E'l'RIC SCORES 
HEPRESENTnW EXPERIENCE WITH THE JUVENILE AND ADUL'l\ JUSTICE 
SYSTEM.S 

In this appendix. one may see the actual distribution of 

cohort me,mbers by type of neigh.borhood and number of police 

contacts and by type of neighborhood and Geometric scores. Table 

1, for e~ample, has neighborhoods arranged in groups from those 

with high delinquency and crime producing characteristics and 

high in-neighborhood offense rates, hj.gh delinquency and crime 

producing characteristics and medium in-neighborhood offense 

rates, etc., to low on both characteristics. Some types of 

neighborhoods have more persons from each cohort than do others 

within the extreme type or where characteristics and rates are 

consistent, HU, ~lM, or LL for example,. ha vin.g sizeable 

proportions of each cohort's members. We would expect relatively 

few neighborh.oods (as can be recalled from Tabl.e 1 in the text) 

to be high on oifense rates and loW' on the delinquency and crime 

producing characteristics. 

The correlations presented in Table 5 of the Chapter 3 were 

based on ungrouped orderings of the neighborhoods (through age 

17, Column If Ii ordering), which, had they been grouped, would 

have looked like Table 1 in this appendix.. One need omly look at 

the liU, 11M, and LL groups to see why the correldtion WetS so l.0W' 

for 1942 (.096).. In the saine way, one can see why the 1955 

Cohort produced a higher correlation (.231). Tables 2, 3, and 4 

are based on the same arrangement of neighborhoods as in Tabl.e 1 

b . ~ , 

<. 
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-T-A-BL-E-' -l-.-R-E-L-~-T-I-O-N-SH-I-P-O-F-N-E-I-G-H-B-OR-H-O-O-D-CHARA--C-TE-R-I-S-T-I-C-S-AN-D-I-N--N-E-I-G-H-BO-R-H-O-O-D-O-F-F-E-N-SE-RA-T-E-S-T-O- t 
NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS THROUGH AGE 17 BY COHORTS I, ==========================================;======================================1 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

1949 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-5) 

High (6 or +) 

N 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

HH* 

47.1 

17.2 

24.2 

11.5 

157 

42.5 

17.0 

25.1 

15.4 

247 

34.4 

19.7 

31.0 

14.9 

422 

11M 

54.5 

27.3 

18.2 

32 

45.3 

17.0 

26.4 

11.3 

53 

HL 

20.0 

20.0 

60.0 

5 

63.2 

21.1 

10.5 

5.3 

19 

45.7 30.8 

21.4 15.4 

27.1 38.5 

5.7 ,15.4 

70 13 

MH 

56.1 

17.1 

17.1 

9.8 

41 

45.2 

17.7 

25.8 

11.3 

62 

MM 

61.3 

14.3 

15.1 

9.2 

119 

48.2 

20.5 

22.5 

8.8 

249 

53.7 53.5 

16.4 19.9 

22.4 19.6 

7.5, 7.0 

134 342 

ML 

67.9 

14.8 

LH 

11.1 100.0 

6.2 

81 1 

54.8 20.0 . 
19.1 40.0 

HL 1 40.0 

7.0 

U5 5 

52.7 45.8 

20.9 25.0 

19.2 12.5 

7.1 16.7 

182 24 

I,M 

64.3 

17.9 

14.3 

3.6 

28 

55.9 

18.6 

22.0 

3.4 

118 

58.5 

18.0 

16.6 

6.9 

217 

LL 

58.8 

12.9 

21.2 

7.1 

85 

52.2 

17.6 

23.3 

6.9 

245 

63.8 

18.4 

14.9 

2.9 

376 

~ 
i: 
1 
! 

__ ------------------------------------------------------ I 

\, * The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had High 
or Low d.elinquency or crime rates. 

.... 
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TABLE 2. 

Geometric 
Score ---
o 
9 

17 
18 
20 
36 

81 

82 
1106 

146 
658 

1170 

274 
786 

162 

290 

84 

1172 

276 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
676 

1188 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 
JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

HH* 

47.1 
8.3 
5.7 

10.2 
.6 

3.2 

7.0 
.6 

4.5 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

1.3 

1.3 

2.5 

.6 

2.5 

.6 

.6 

157 

lIM 

54.5 
13.6 

9.1 
4.5 

4.5 

13.6 

32 

HL 

20.0 

20.0 

40.0 

20.0 

5 

MH 

56.1 
7.3 
4.9 
4.9 

4.9 

7.3 
2.4 

2.4 

2.4 

7.3 

41 

MM 

61.3 
2.5 
4.2 
6.7 

1.7 

7.6 

4.2 

1.7 

.8 

.8 

.8 

.8 

.8 

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 
.8 

119 

ML 

67.9 
12.3 
1.2 
3.7 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

2.5 

1.2 

81 

LH 

100.0 

1 

LM 

64.3 
7.1 
7.1 
7.1 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

28 

LL 

58.8 
3.5 
4.7 
7.1 
1.2 

4.7 

5.9 

4.7 

1.2 

2.4 

1.2 

3.5 

1.2 

85 

Total 

56.8 
6.9 
4.8 
7.1 

.4 

.4 

4.3 

6.1 
.2 

3.3 
.2 
.6 

• 7 
.2 

.2 

.4 

.2 

.2 

.2 

1.7 
.2 
.4 

1.1 
.2 
.2 

2.0 
.2 
.7 
.4 

549 

* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
crime 'producing characteristics and the second letter whether -::he neighborhood had High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 

" 
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TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 
JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1949 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score HH'~ 

o 42.5 
9 5.7 

17 6.9 
18 11. 3 
34 .4 
20 
36 .8 

81 

82 
594 

1106 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

274 

162 
1186 

84 
596 

1172 

148 

100 

164 
676 

1188 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

4.5 

9.3 

2.0 
.4 
.4 
.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.8 

4.9 
.4 
.4 

3.6 
.8 

1.6 
1.2 

247 

HM 

45.3 
5.7 
1.9 

11.3 

1.9 

9.4 

15.1 

1.9 

1.9 

3.8 

1.9 

53 

HL 

63.2 
10.5 
5.3 
5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

19 

MH. 

45.2 
3.2 
9.7 

12.9 

4.8 

6.5 

1.6 

4.\3 

-- ' 

3.2 

1.6 

3.2 
3.2 

62 

MM 

48.2 
8.4 
8.0 

12.1 

1.2 

4.0 

6.8 

3.2 
.4 

.4 

1.2 

1.6 
1.2 

1.2 
.8 

1.2 

249 

ML 

54.8 
12.2 
3.5 
7.8 

.9 

.9 

3.5 

7.8 

2.6 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

.9 

115 

LH LM 

20.0 55.9 
20.0 8.5 
~O.O 5.1 
20.0 10.2 

5.1 

8.5 

20.0 2.5 

.8 

.8 

2.5 

5 118 

LL 

52.2 
8.6 
7.8 

11.8 

.8 

1.2 

6.1 
.4 
.4 

3.7 
.4 

.4 

.8 

.4 

.4 

1.2 

.8 

.8 

1.2 
.4 

245 

Total 

49.1 
7.9 
6.7 

11.1 
.1 
.1 
.8 

3.9 

7.7 
.1 
.2 

2.9 
.3 
.3 
.1 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.2 

.4 

.6 

2.2 
.4 
.4 

1.7 
.4 

1.1 
.6 

1113 

* The first letter of each pair: indicates whether the neighborhood has High, M;dium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics ~nd the second letter whether the neighborhood had High 

or Low delinquency or cr';i.me rates. 

) 

TABLE 4. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RP.TES TO 
JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
20 

81 
593 

1105 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

1122 

162 
67!. 

1186 

802 

84 
660 

2324 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
676 

1188 
2212 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

HH * 

34.4 
5.5 
8.5 

11. 8 
.2 

3.6 
.2 

1.9 

4.3 
2.1 
3.6 

2.6 
1.4 
3.6 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.7 

.7 
2.4 

.2 

.5 

.9 
2.1 
6.9 

422 

HM 

45.7 
7.1 
8.6 
8.6 

2.9 

2.9 

5.7 

1.4 
1.4 
8.6 

1.4 

1.4 
4.3 

70 

HL 

30.8 

15.4 
7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 
7.7 

13 

MH 

53.7 
1.5 
8.2 
6.0 

4.5 

2.2 

4.5 
1.5 
1.5 

1.5 
3.0 
3.7 

.7 

• 7 

3.0 

2.2 
1.5 

134 

MM -
53.5 

7.6 
8.2 
7.0 

2.0 
.3 

1.8 

5.0 
.3 

4.1 

1.2 
.6 

1.5 

.3 

.6 

.6 

.6 
2.0 

.3 
1.2 

.3 
1.2 

342 

ML 

52.7 
6.0 
8.8 
8.8 

2.8 

3.3 

1.7 
.5 

4.9 
.5 

1.7 
.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

1.1 

1.1 
1.7 
2.2 

182 

LH 

45.8 
12.5 
4.2 
8.3 

8.3 

4.2 

4.2 

4.2 
8.3 

24 

LM 

58.5 
5.1 
8.3 
4.6 

LL 

63.a 
6.,6 
5.'~ 9 
~·.1 

/;,..-
1.4 / 1.9 

! .3 
3.2 / 3.7 

3.2 
.5 

2.8 

.9 

.5 
2.8 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

2.3 

217 

2.1 
.8 

2.1 

.5 

.3 
2.7 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.5 

.3 

.5 
1.1 

376 

Total 

51.1 
6.0 
7.9 
7.9 

.1 

2.6 
.2 

2.6 

3.3 
1.0 
3.3 

.1 

1.4 
.9 

2.8 
.2 

.1 

.2 

.3 

.2 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.4 

.4 
1.7 

.1 

.2 

.6 
1.3 
2.8 

1780 

* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the nej.ghborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the 13econd letter 'vhether the neighborhood had High 
or Low d~linquency or crime rates. 
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but subst,itute juvenile Ge.ometric scores for number of contacts 

as the depen(lent variable.. The Geometric scores are arranged in 

the same order as in the Tree Diagrams that were presented in 

Chapter 3.. CorreIa. tions of the metric scores are shO\m in Tab~e 

5, Column IV, and in Table 8 where cohort members from each 

neighborhood were ranked by their Geometric scores.. Perusal of 

these tables enables one to see how the distribution of Geometric 

scores lor ditfeLent groupings of neighborhoods varied. The 

distribution of all juveni~es of each cohort is shown in the 

left-hand column. 

Allot this reveals why it will be difficult to detect 

patterned differencl3s rela.ted to neighborhood groupings, ID.uch 

less if differences in the relationship of juvenile Geometric 

scores to adult Geometric scores differ on a basis ot 

neiHhborhood groupings.. It is obvious that neighborhood 

.groupin.gs must be collapsed dS \lell as experience 't.ypes as 

repre~:;ell ted by Geometric scores. 

Tables 5 through 8 substitute rates by place of residence 

for in--neighborhood offense rates. Although one can again see 

that coh"rt police contact rates are related to neighborhood 

types, it would be difficult to defend this arrangement of 

nei.ghborhc.~ods as shedding 1II.uch light on the process by which 

delinquent careers aLe produced--there ~ not much support for 

learning d~~lin<luency through re.sidential propingu.i ty in Table 5. 

Nor do Tables 6 through 8 present a much more regularized picture 

than did TableS 2 through 4. 

\ 

I 
I 
1 
; 

l 
\ !, , 

TABLE 5. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS Al.~D OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS TO NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS THROUGH AGE 17 BY COHORTS 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

1949 Cohor!:. 

No Contacts 

Lm" (1) 

Medium (2- 5) 

High (6orf-) 

N 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

50.6 

16.5 

23.9 

9.1 

176 

44.9 

16.7 

23.7 

14.6 

287 

36.2 

19.2 

30.5 

14.2 

459 

HM 

43.8 

31.3 

12.5 

12.5 

16 

33.3 

20.8 

37.5 

8.3 

24 

32.4 

27.0 

32.4 

S.l 

37 

HL 

50.0 

50.0 

2 

50.0 

25.0 

25.0 

8 

33.3 

22.2 

33.3 

11.1 

9 

MH 

58.5 

9.4 

20.8 

11.3 

53 

35.6 

14.9 

29.9 

19.5 

87 

43.0 

18.2 

23.0 

15.8 

165 

MM 

61.7 

20.2 

10.6 

7.4 

94 

53.1 

19.8 

20.3 

6.8 

177 

52.S 

21.4 

20.3 

5.5 

271 

ML 

66.0 

12.8 

13.8 

7.4 

94 

53.1 

22.2 

19.8 

4.9 

162 

LH 

59.2 

18.4 

20.4 

2.0 

49 

58.7 

18.8 

20.3 

2.2 

138 

61.7 66.8 

18.0 19.1 

17.1 13.1 

3.2 1.0 

222 199 

LM 

57.1 

12.5 

21.4 

8.9 

56 

48.3 

19.2 

25.1 

7.4 

203 

58.2 

18.4 

18.1 

5.3 

376 

LL 

77 .8 

11.1 

11.1 

9 

59.3 

7.4 

22.2 

11.1 

27 

61.9 

16.7 

2.4 

19.0 

42 

)'< The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Hedium, or Lm" 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 

~----------------------------------~-----------------------------~-----~~~--------.---------------~-----~------
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TABLE 6. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS TO JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
20 
36 

81 

82 
1106 

146 
658 

1170 

274 
786 

162 

290 

84 

1172 

276 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
676 

1188 

292 
804 

1316 
Z340 

N 

HH* 

50.6 
6.8 
6.3 
9.1 

.6 

3.4 

8.5 
.6 

4.0 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

1.1 

1.1 

1.7 

.6 

2.3 

.6 

.6 

176 

HM 

43.8 
25.0 
6.3 
6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

16 

llL 

50.0 

50.0 

2 

MH 

58.5 
1.9 
1.9 
5.7 

1.9 

5.7 
1.9 

1.9 

3.8 

3.8 

1.9 

3.8 

1.9 

MM 

61.7 
8.5 
4.3 
5.3 

7.4 

5.3 

1.1 

1.1 

2.1 

2.1 
1.1 

ML 

66.0 
7.4 
3.2 
5.3 

2.1 

2.1 

5.3 

2.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

3.2 

LH 

59.2 
4.1 
6.1 

10.2 

8.2 

2.0 

4.1 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

49 

LM 

57.1 
5.4 
3.4 
3.6 
1.8 

1.8 

8.9 

7.1 

1.8 

5.4 

56 

LL 

77.8 

11.1 

11.1 

9 

Total 

57.6 
6.7 
4.7 
6.9 

.4 

.4 

4.2 

6.0 
.2 

3.3 
.2 
.5 

.7 

.2 

.2 

.4 

.2 

.2 

.2 

1.6 
.2 
.4 

1.1 
.2 
.2 

2.0 
.2 
.5 
.5 

549 

-------------------------------------------------------~------------------------* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, Or LOW 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter wheth~r the neighborhood has High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 
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TABLE 7. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 

RESIDENT$ TO JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOME:TRIC SCORES): 1949 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

a 
9 

1.7 
18 
34 
20 
36 

81 

82 
594 

1106 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

274 

162 
1186 

84 
596 

1172 

148 

100 

164 
676 

1188 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

HH 7~ 

44.9 
5.6 
5.9 

10.5 
.3 

.7 

5.2 

9.4 

1.4 
.3 
.7 
.3 

.3 

.3 . 

.3 

.3 

.7. 

4.5 
1.0 

.3 

3.1 
.7 

1.4 
1.4 

287 

HM 

33.3 
12.5 
4.2 

12.5 

4.2 

4.2 

16.7 

4.2 

4.2 

4.2 

24 

HL 

50.0 

12.5 
25.0 

12.5 

8 

MH 

35.6 
9.2 
3.4 

13.8 

2.3 

2.3 

8.0 

1.1 

6.9 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

4.6 
1.1 

1.1 

4.& 
2.3 

87 

MM 

53.1 
6.2 
9.0 
9.6 

4.5 

8.5 

1.7 

.6 

.6 

1.1 

1.1 
.6 

1.7 
1.1 

.6 

177 

ML 

53.1 
11.1 
6.8 

11.1 

.6 
1.2 

4.3 

4.9 

3.1 
.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

162 

LH 

58.7 
12.3 
5.8 

10.1 

.7 

4.3 
• 7 
.7 

2.9 
.7 
.7 

.7 

• 7 

• 7 

138 

LM 

48.3 
6.9 
8.4 

11.8 

.5 

3.9 

8.4 

4.4 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.5 
.5 

203 

LL 

59.3 
3.7 
3.7 

14.8 

3.7 

7.4 

7.4 

Total 

49.1 
7.9 
6.7 

11.1 
.1 
.1 
.8 

3.9 

7.7 
.1 
.2 

2.9 
.3 
.3 
.1 

.1 

.2 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.2 

.4 

.6 

2.2 
.5 
.3 

1.7 
.4 

1.1 
.6 

1113 

* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter·whether the neighborhood had High, 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 

~--------------------,----,~,,--~-------.,--~~~~----------------------~~------~~--
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TABLE 8. 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
20 

81 
593 

1105 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

1122 

162 
674 

1186 

802 

84 

660 

2324 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
676 

1188 
2212 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

"" 

RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS TO JUVENILE JUSTICE. EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 

HH* 

36.2 
5.7 
8.1 

10.7 
.2 

3.1 
.2 

2.2 

3.9 
1.7 
4.1 

2.6 
1.1 

.2 

.4 

.4 
2.2 

HH 

32.4 
5.4 

16.2 
18.9 

5.4 

2.7 
2.7 

5.4 
2.7 

2.7 
2.7 

HL 

33.3 

11.1 
11.1 

11.1 

11.1 

11.1 

ME. 

43.0 
4.2 
9.1 
7.9 

3.0 
.6 

1.2 

6.1 
.6 

1.8 

1.8 
2.4 
1.8 

.6 

1.2 
1.8 
4.2 

MM 

52.8 
7.0 
8.9 
7.0 

2.2 

3.3 

4.1 
.4 

4.8 
.4 

1.1 
.7 

1.8 

.7 

.4 

.4 
1.5 

ML 

61.7 
5.9 
7.2 
7.2 

3.2 

1.8 

, 2.3 
.9 

4.1 

1.4 
.5 
.9 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

LH 

66.8 
8.0 
6.0 
3.0 

1.5 

3.5 

4.0 
.5 

1.5 

.5 
2.0 

.5 

.5 

.5 

LM 

58.2 
5.9 
6.9 
7.7 

2.4 
.3 

2,9 

1..1 
.3 

~~. 5 

.3 

... -

.5 

.3 

.5 

.3 
1.9 

.3 

LL 

61. 9 
2.4 
7.1 

7.1 

2.4 

--,-
2.4 

2.4 

4.8 

Total 

51.1 
6.0 
7.9 
7.9 

• 1 

2.6 
.2 

2.6 

3.3 
1.0 
3.3 

.1 

1.4 
.9 

2.8 
.2 

.1 

.2 

.3 

.2 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.4 

.4 
1.7 

.1 

~ l 

II 
~ 

i 
I 
I 
i 

J 

I 

I 

I [I 
Il 
\1 

\1 

1\ 
\, 

~ 
.4 
.9 

2.0 
7.2 

2.7 

37 

11.1 

9 

I 
165 42 1780 I 
1.8 
3.0 
3.6 

271 

.4 
1.1 

.4 

.7 
.5 
.9 

222 

1.0 
,1.6 

199 376 

7.1 
2.4 

,'2 
.6 

1.3 
2.8 

~~--------~~~----------~ 
-*-T-he-f-i-r-s-t-l-·e-t-t-e-r--of-e-a-c-h-p-a-i ..... r---iiniai,cates T.N'hether the neighbOrh(,~Od has High, Medium, or Low 1\ 

crime producing characteristics ;artd the second l~tter whether ::the neighborhood had High 1 

N 

;.} 
! 
I 

- J 

-328-

Tables 9 through 12. con'tain neighborhood g!:oup (l,istribution 

data for the adult period and paralle~\ i)?ablet{ 1 thr~')ugh 4 for the 

juvenile period. Differences between ,extreme types Of 

neighborhoods are appa.rent for each col\lort, as shown in Table 9 .. 

Tables 10 througll 12 show that the dive,csi'cy of Geometric 

patterns is little less COlllp.LeX than thltit found for the juvenile 

period.. Tables 13 through 16 parallel 1:'ables 5 through a andl" 

again, whi1.e one can observe that. the e~treme neighborhooll groups 

are markedly ditferent in the distribution of their cohort 

members,. the change in distributions from one extreme to the 

other is so irreyular that the correlation remains relatively 

low .. 

Commencing with Table 17, neighborhoods are organized 

accor:ding to whether they are high offense-producing, medium, \';>3: 

loW.. 'What is most noticeable here i,s the variation in 

distributions 'Within each of£ense-I1rroducing group I variation that 

is not consistent based on whethex:; the group has high juvenile 

and high adult otfense rates, or ~6therwise, even thoul;Jh there is 

cOtllpl.ete consist.ency if one cons1Lders only extrexlle groups with 

sizeable numbers for each cohor~. i)?ables 18 through 20 reveal 
I 

the complexity of the ana,lytic 'problem even more clearly.. The 

adult period is represented by Ta.;jles 21 through 24, adding 

little to what we have already seen in the 6~her tables in this 

appendix. 

orJ,ow delinquency or crime rate.. I 
_,_------.--~--~~--~~------------~ , , 

•. -< .......... _'"--

. . 



• '0 

r",..-o.-r'''''''' ---'~. 

e 

, 

TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 
NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AFTER AGE 17 BY COHORTS 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Hedium (2-9) 

High (10 or +) 

N 

1949 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (.2-6) 

High (7 or +) 

N 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Hedium (2-5) 

High (6 or +) 

N 

HH* 

27.4 

20.4 

33.8 

18.5 

157 

29.1 

22.7 

28.3 

19.8 

247 

42.7 

17.8 

23.2 

16.4 

422 

HH 

46.9 

18.8 

34.4 

32 

43.4 

24.5 

24.5 

7.5 

53 

52.9 

Z2.9 

15.7 

8.6 

70 

HL -. 

20.0 

80.0 

5 

42.1 

15.8 

42.1 

19 

35.3 

23.5 

29.4 

11.8 

17 

MH 

4·1.5 

14.6 

34.1 

9.8 

41 

40.3 

19.4 

25.8 

14.5 

62 

54.5 

26.1 

16.4 

3.0 

134 

MM 

41. 2 

17.6 

32.8 

8.4 

119 

39.4 

22.9 

28.1 

9.6 

249 

57.0 

20.5 

18.1 

4.4 

342 

ML 

40.7 

14.8 

LH 

42.0 100.0 

2.5 

81 1 

45.2 

17.4 

29.6 

7.8 

115 

61.0 

17.6 

15.4 

6.0 

182 

{-to. 0 

60.0 

5 

62.5 

16.7 

20.8 

24 

LM 

32.1 

17.9 

46.4 

3.6 

28 

50.0 

17.8 

28.0 

4.2 

118 

62.7 

17.1 

12.9 

217 

LL 

40.0 

22.4 

31.8 

5.9 

85 

47.3 

22.0 

22.0 

8.6 

245 

65.4 

18.1 

14.1 

2.4 

376 

I 
~ 
r 

I 
! 

~ 
~ 

I ___________________________________________________________ a 

III * The first ;letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood hal? High, Medium, or Low ! 
crime producing characteris1:ics and the second letter whether the neigh,borhood hll\d High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. ~ 
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TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD cf~CTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 
ADULT ·JUSTICE EXP.ERIENCE TYPE (GEOHETRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 

81 
593 

1105 

82 
594 

1106 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

274 

1122 

1186 
2210 

290 

84 

148 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
1188 
2212 

292 
1316 
2340 

N 

HH* --
27.4 
14.0 
3.2 

13.4 

1.3 
1.9 

6.4 
.6 

1.9 

4.5 
1.3 
4.5 

.6 

.6 

2.5 

.6 
3.8 
1.9 

4.5 
3.2 
1.9 

157 

HH 

46.9 
15.6 

15.6 

3.1 

6.3 
3.1 
3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

32 

HL 

20.0 

40.0 

20.0 
20.0 

5 

MH 

41.5 
12.2 

9.8 

2.4 

9.8 
4.9 
2.4 

2.4 

4.9 

2.4 
2.4 

2.4 

2.4 

41 

MM 

41.2 
10.1 
1.7 

14.3 

4.2 
1.7 

4.2 
2.5 
1.7 

2.5 
.8 

3.4 
.8 

.8 

1.7 

.8 

.8 

.8 

3.4 

.8 

.8 

.8 

119 

ML 

40.7 
9.9 
2.5 

21.0 

1.2 

1.2 

6.2 

LH 

7 • .4 100.0 
2.5 

1.2 

1.2 

2.5 

1.2 
1.2 

81 1 

LH 

32.1 
14.3 
3.6 

28.6 

7.1 
--. 
3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

28 

LL 

40.0 
17.6 

2.4 
12.9 

2.4 

5.9 
1.2 
4.7 

2.4 

3.5 

1.2 

2.4 

1.2 

2.4 

85 

Total 

36.6 
12.9 

2.2 
15.5 

1.8 
1.3 

.2 

6.2 
2.9 
2.6 

2.9 
.5 

3.1 
.4 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 
1.3 

.2 
2.0 
1.1 

2.0 
1.3 
1.1 

549 

--------------------.----~---~-, ~,------~---------------~ .. ------------------~-------
,~ The first lett.er of eal,.:hpair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 

crime produttirtg charac'teristics and the second letter ~~hether the neighborhood had High 
or Lat.'l delinquency orcritite rates. 

• 
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TABLE 11. . RELATIONSHIP OF NEJ.GHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHI},ORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 1 
ADULT JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1949 COHORT i 

========================================================================1 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
20 
36 

585 

81 
593 

ll05 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

610 
1122 

162 
1186 
2210 

596 
ll08 

148 
1172 

100 
612 

1124 
2148 

164 
616 

1188 
2212 

292 
1316 
2340 

N 

HH* 

29.1 
12.6 
4.5 

11.7 
.8 

3.6 
2.0 

4.0 
2.0 
4.5 

1.2 

4.0 
.4 

.4 

.8 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

1.6 
.4 

3.2 
2.0 

2.8 
1.6 
4.0 

247 

liM 

43.4 
17.0 
1.9 
5.7 

3.8 

1.9 

1.9 
7.5 
1.9 

1.9 

5.7 

3.8 

3.8 

53 

HL 

42.1 
10.5 
5.3 

15.8 

5.3 

15.8 

5.3 

19 

MH 

40.3 
16.1 
1.6 
6.5 

1.6 

8.1 
4.8 
1.6 

4.8 

1.6 

1.6 

3.2 
3.2 

1.6 
-...., 
3.2 

62 

MM 

39.4 
16.5 
3.2 

12.0 

.4 

2.8 
.4 

4.4 
2.4 
2.0 

1.2 

5.2 

.4 

.4 

1.6 
.4 

.4 

1.6 
.4 

2.0 

• .4 
.4 

2.0 

249 

ML 

45.2 
11.3 
2.6 

12.2 

2.6 
.9 

5.2 
5.2 
3.5 

.9 

1.7 

.9 

.9 

2.6 

1:.7 
.9 

1.7 

115 

LH LM 

40.0 50.0 
11.0 
2.5 

20.0 10.2 

40.0 

1.7 
1.7 

.8 

5.9 
1.7 
6.8 

.8 

107 

.8 

.8 

.8 

1.1 
.8 

5 '118 

LL 

47.3 
15.1 

2.4 
7.3 

.4 

3.7 
.4 

4.9' 
2.4 
2.4 

.4 

.4 

.8 
2.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.8 

.4 

.8 

.4 

2.9 
.8 

~ .4 
1.2 
.4 

245 

Total 

38.2 
14.0 
3.1 

10.2 
.2 
.1 

.1 

3.0 
.9 
.2 

7.9 
2.9 
3.2 

.1 

1.2 
.2 

3.5 
.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.9 

.2 
2.6 

.9 

1.1 
.8 

~.O 

1113 

* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has Highl Medium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had High 
or Low delinquency or crime rat~s. '.' 

TABLE 12. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND IN-NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENSE RATES TO 
ADULT JUSTICE EXPERIENCE. TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
36 

73 
585 

81 
593 

1105 
2129 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

1122 

162 
674 

1186 
2210 

596 
1108 

1172 
2196 

U24 
2148 

164 
676 

1188 
2212 

804 
1316 
2340 

N 

HH * 
42.7 

7.6 
3.8 
6.2 

.7 

.7 

.9 
3.8 

.2 

2.1 
.7 

6.2 

.7 

5.9 
.5 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.5 

1.7 
.2 

.5 
4.0 
1.4 

1.9 
5.7 

422 

HM 

52.9 
11.4 
8.6 
2.9 

2.9 

1.4 

8.6 

2.9 

1.4 

2.9 
2.9 

1.4 

70 

HL 

35.3 
23.5 

11.8 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 
5.9 

17 

MH 

54.5 
12.7 
6.0 
5.2 

• 7 
• 7 

1.5 
.7 

3.7 

5.2 
.7 

4.5 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

134 

MM 

57.0 
12.0 
4.7 
6.7 

.9 

.9 
1.8 

.3 

.6 

.3 
4.7 

.3 

.3 

.3 
3.5 

.9 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

1.2 
1.2 

.9 

.6 

342 

ML 

61.0 
6.0 
5.0 
3.8 

.5 

.5 
1.1 
4.4 

.5 

1.1 
4.4 

5.0 

.5 

.5. 

1.7 
.5 

1 .. 1 
2.2 

182 

LH 

62.5 
8.3 
4.2 
4.2 

4.2 

4.2 

8.3 

4.2 

24 

LM 

62.7 
7.4 
4.6 
2.8 
1.4 

.9 

.9 
3.2 

.9 

.9 
3.2 

.5 

4.1 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 
L8 

.5 

.5 

.9 

.9 

217 

LL 

65.4 
9.3 
3.7 
6.1 

.8 

.8 
3.5 

.3 

.3 
3.2 

.3 

3.5 
.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

Total 

56.0 
9.3 
4.5 
5.4 

.2 

.2 

.1 

.8 

.9 
3.2 

.2 

1.1 
.8 

4.3 
.2 

.3 

.1 
4.3 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.1 

.6 

.1 

.1 

.2 
1.8 

.8 

.1 
.5' 1.1 
.8 2.1 

376 1784 .~ 

j 
a * The first letter of each pair ind~!cates whether the neighborhood ha~ Highs Ued:tum, or Low 1,.1 

crime producing characteristics ,arl,d the second letter whethE'fr the ne:l.ghborhood had High , 

or Low delinquency or crime rate".~ '_'_J._~~_l 
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TABLE 13. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS TO NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AFTER AGE 17 BY COHORTS 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-9) 

High (10 or +) 

N 

1949 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-9) 

High (10 or +) 

N 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medi\\lm (2-9) 

High (10 or +) 

N 

HH* 

31.3 

18.2 

34.7 

15.9 

176 

31.7 

23.3 

27.5 

17.4 

287 

44.0 

17.9 

21.8 

16.3 

459 

HM 

25.0 

31.3 

37.5 

6.3 

16 

41. 7 

12.5 

33.3 

12.5 

24 

51.4 

21.6 

21.6 

5.4 

37 

HL 

50.0 

50.0 

2 

25.0 

25.0 

50.0 

8 

15.4 

38.5 

46.2 

13 

MH 

47.2 

5.7 

35.8 

11.3 

53 

19.5 

25.3 

32.2 

23.0 

87 

46.1 

22.4 

22.4 

9.1 

165 

MM 

33.0 

21.3 

38.3 

7.4 

94 

46.9 

20.3 

25.4 

7.3 

177 

56.8 

23.2 

16.2 

3.7 

271 

ML LH 

45.7 33.3 

17.0 22.2 

31.9 33.3 

5.3 11.1 

94 9 

46.3 37.0 

19.1 33.3 

29.0 25.9 

5.6 3.7 

162 27 

67.1 

16.7 

14.0 

2.3 

222 

59.5 

7.1 

21.4 

11. 9 

42 

LM 

28.6 

25.0 

41.1 

5.4 

56 

44.3 

18.2 

28.6 

8.9 

203 

62.8 

19.4 

13.8 

4.0 

376 

LL 

49.0 

16.3 

32.7 

2.0 

49 

55.8 

21.0 

18.1 

5.1 

138 

68.3 

16.6 

13.1 

2.0 

199 

* Th~ first le~ter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
cr~~/le produc~ng characteristics and the second letter whether the rte~lghborhood had High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 
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TABLE 14. RELATIONSHIP OF ~IEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEI.GHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS to ADm~T JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 

81 
593 

1105 

82 
594 

1106 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

274 

1122 

1186 
2210 

290 

84 

148 

100 
612 

1124 

164 
1188 
2212 

292 
1316 
2340 

31.3 
12.5 

2.8 
13.1 

1.1 
1.7 

6.8 
1.7 
1.7 

4.5 
1.1 
4.0 

.6 

.6 

.6 

2.3 

.6 
3.4 
1.7 

3.4 
2.8 
1.7 

176 

HM 

25.0 
25.0 

25.0 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

16 

HL 

50.0 

50.0 

2 

MH 

47.2 
1.9 
1.9 

15.1 

1.9 

3.8 
1.9 
1.9 

1.9 

7.5 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

1.9 
1.9 

1.9 

53 

MM 

33.0 
13.8 
3.2 

19.1 

2.1 
1.1 
1.1 

5.3 
6.4 
1.1 

2.1 

1.1 
1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

3.2 
1.1 

94 

ML 

45.7 
11. 7 

12.8 

4.3 
1.1 

7.4 
4.3 
3.2 

2.1 
1.1 
1.1 

2.1 
2.1 

1.1 

94 

LH LM 

33.3 28.6 
22.2 17.9 

5.4 
22.2 19.6 

11.1 

11.1 

9 

1.8 

7.1 
1.8 
5.4 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

1.8 

56 

LL 

49.0 
14.3 

12.2 

2.0 

6.1 
2 .. 0 
4.1 

4.1 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

49 

Total 

36.6 
12.9 

2.2 
15.5 

1.8 
1.3 

.2 

6.2 
2.9 
2.6 

2.9 
.5 

3.1 
.4 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 
1.3 

.2 
2.0 
1.1 

2.0 
1.3 
1.1 

549 

-------------------------------------------~----------* 'the first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Mediunl, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had R:lgh 
or Low delinquency or crime rates • 

. 
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RESIDENTS TO ADULT JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOHETRIC SCORES): 1949 COHORT !lr : 

========================================= , 1\ 

" 

\?9! 
Geometric 

Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
20 
36 

585 

81 
593 

1105 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

610 
1122 

162 
1186 
2210 

596 
1108 

148 
1172 

100 
612 

1124 
2148 

164 
676 

1188 
2212 

292 
1316 
2340 

N 

HH* 

31. 7 
13.2 
4.5 

10.1 
.4 

3.8 
1.7 

3.1 
3.1 
3.8 

2.1 

4.2 
.4 

.4 

.4 

• 7 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

1.4 
.4 

3.1 
1.7 

2.4 
1.4 
3.8 

287 

41. 7 
8.3 

16.7 
4.2 

4.2 

12.5 

4.2 

4.2 

~t4 

HL 

25.0 
25.0 

25.0 

12.5 

12.5 

8 

MH 

19.5 
18.4 
4.6 

12.6 

1.2 

1.2 
1.2 

5.7 
3.4 
3.4 

6.9 

3.4 
1.2 

2.3 

4.6 
2.3 

2.3 
1.2 
4.6 

87 

MM 

46.9 
14.7 

2.3 
9.6 

2.8 
.6 

5.1 
2.8 
2.3 

.6 

4.5 

.6 

.6 

.6 

1.1 

1.7 

.6 

.6 
2.3 

177 

ML 

46.3 
13.6 

2.5 
12.3 

3.1 

4.9 
4.3 
1.9 

1.9 

2.5 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 
1.9 

.6 

.6 

162 

'LH 

37.0 
18.5 
11.1 
14.8 

3.7 

3.7 

3.7 

27 

LM 

44.3 
13.3 
1.5 
8.9 

2.0 
1.0 

.5 

6.4 
3.9 
4.4 

1.0 
1.0 
2.0 

.5 

.5 

.5 

1.0 

.5 

.5 

3.4 
.5 

.5 
1.5 

.5 

203 

LL 

55.8 
13.0 

2.2 
6.5 

.7 

4.3 
. 7 

4.3 

2.9 
'. 7 

2.9 

.7 

• 7 

1.4 

1.4 
1.4 

138 

Total 

40.9 
14.0 
3.1 

10.2 
.2 
.1 

.1 

3.0 
.9 
.2 

4.9 
2.9 
3.2 

.1 

1.2 
.2 

3.5 
.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.1 

.4 

.1 

.9 

.2 
2.5 
1.0 

1.1 
.8 

2.0 

111:3 

* '£he first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Low 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had ijigh 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 
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TABLE 16. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND OFFENSE RATES OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
RESIDENTS TO ADULT JUSTICE EXPERIENCE TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
18 
36 

73 
585 

81 
593 

1105 
2129 

82 
594 

1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 

1122 

162 
674 

1186 
2210 

596 
1108 

1172 
2196 

1124 
2148 

164 
1.176 

1~\88 
2~:12 

~04 
, ·13.16 

234'0 

N 

HH* 

44.0 
7.8 
4.4 
5.9 

.4 

.7 

.9 
3.5 

.2 

2.0 
.7 

5.9 

.4 

5.7 
.4 

.2 

.2 

.4 

.2 

.2 

.4 

1.7 
.2 

.4 
3.9 
1.5 

2.2 
5.5 

459 

51.4 
13.5 

2.7 

5.4 

5.4 

10.8 

2.7 

2.7 

2.7 
2.7 

37 

HL 

15.4 
23.1 

7.7 
23.1 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

13 

MH 

46.1 
11.5 
6.7 
9.1 

.6 

.6 

.6 
1.2 
1.2 

1.2 

4.8 
.6 

5.5 
1.2 

.6 

1.8 
1.2 

1.8 
3.6 

165 

MM 

561.8 
11.8 
4.1 
4.4 

.4 

.7 
1.1 
4.8 

.4 

.4 

.7 
4.8 

.4 

.4 
3.7 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

1.1 
1.1 

.4 

.4 

271 

ML 

67.1 
8.1 
5.0 
4.5 

1.4 
.5 

1.8 

.5 
4.5 

.5 

3.6 

.5 

.5 

.9 

.9 

22:~ 

LH 

59.5 
2.4 
4.8 
7.1 
2.4 

2.4 
2.4 

4.8 

2.4 

2.4 

2.4 
2.4 
4.8 

42 

LH 

62.8 
8.8 
4.8 
4.8 

.3 

1.1 
.8 

4.0 

.8 

.5 
4.0 

.3 

.3 
3.2 

.3 

.3 

.3 
1.1 

.3 

.3 

.8 

376 

LL 

68.3 
9.5 
2.5 
4.5 

.5 

.5 
1.5 
2.5 

.5 

2.5 
.5 

4.0 
.5' 

.5 

.5 

1.0· 

199 

Total 

56.0 
9.3 
4.5 
5.4 

.2 

.2 

.1 

.8 

.9 
3.2 

.1 

1.0 
.5 

4.7 
.2 

.3 

.1 
4.3 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.1 

.6 

.1 

.1 

.2 
1.8 

.8 

.1 
1.1 
2.1 

1784 

... 

* The first letter of each pair indicates whether the neighborhood has High, Medium, or Lm" 
crime producing characteristics and the second letter whether the neighborhood had High 
or Low delinquency or crime rates. 



----------------------------------------------------------·---------------v------'~;O~----~-----.------------~------------------~----------------~~----~-------.----------------~----------~;r_------------w-------------

-\ 

n 

II 

I' 

I 
j 
I' 

I 
I 
~ 
~ 
t 

p- .) (-' 

n \) 

• h 

J 

";~·'r"··· .. -·"- .. -"··----.... ··.-...... ".".'_ ...... , ",,' .. -_' .... ".....:.::::::: .. : .. ;:::-:::::'::::.~::::::. ....... ::.::. ':'>.:::::It:~:. ~.: .,,:~: •. " :.' . , .. .II "\(~:!:.>' 

, "" 



~:7~--~~=---------------------------.----------------------~~------~----__ --______ ~ ______ --------~ ____ ----------------__ ----~------______________ ~~--------~----~ • IV 

A-"'~~' 

U· 7' · 

\ 
I 

" 

r 

\ 
, , 

• • • 
• • • 

TABLE 17. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS 

THROUGH AGE 17 BY COHORTS 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

1949 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-5) 

High (6 or +) 

N 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 

Low (1) 

Medium (2-7) 

High (8 or +) 

N 

High Offense Producing 

RJ-HA 

51. 2 

15.9 

23.2 

9.8 

164 

43.6 

16.6 

23.9 

15.9 

259 

36.7 

19.5 

31.1 

12.7 

425 

HJ-LA 

100.0 

1 

16.7 

16.7 

33.3 

33.3 

6 

50.0 

50.0 

4 

LJ-HA 

47.8 

26.1 

21. 7 

4.3 

23 

42.4 

21.2 

33.3 

3.0 

33 

35.4 

22.9 

35.4 

6.3 

48 

LJ-LA 

33.3 

16.7 

50.0 

6 

58.9 

23.5 

11.8 

5.9 

17 

35.3 

17.6 

35.3 

11.8 

17· 

Medium Offense Producing 

HJ-HA 

49.0 

20.4 

18.4 

12.2 

49 

41.8 

15.4 

28.6 

14.3 

91 

51.9 

18.0 

19.0 

11.1 

189 

HJ-LA LJ-HA 

68.4 

13.2 

7.9 

10.5 

38 

51.0 

17.0 

22.0 

10.0 

100 

62.4 

14.6 

19.4 

3.9 

67.7 

19.4 

9.7 

3.2 

31 

50.0 

7.9 

26.8 

5.4 

56 

52.1 

22.3 

23.4 

2.1 

94 

LJ-LA 

65.0 

12.2 

15.4 

7.3 

123 

52.5 

24.0 

19.7 

3.8 

183 

51.5 

21.3 

19.9 

7.4 

272 

Low Offense Producing 

RJ-HA --

66.7 

22.2 

11.1 

9 

60.0 

12.0 

20.0 

8.0 

25 

57.4 

18.0 

11.5 

13.1 

61 

HJ-LA 

40.0 

20.0 

30.0 

10.0 

10 

45.3 

15.1 

30.2 

9.4 

53 

54.3 

19.8 

19.8 

6.0 

116 

LJ-HA 

62.5 

25.0 

12.5 

8 

60.0 

20.0 

18.0 

2.0 

50 

58.0 

17.0 

17.0 

8.0 

88 

LJ-LA 

60.9 

13.8 

19.5 

5.7 

87 

52.5 

19.2 

22.9 

5.4 

240 

65.1 

17.9 

14.8 

2.3 

352 

, 
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TABLE 18. 

Geometric 
Score 

0 
9 

17 
81 
18 
82 

1106 
146 
658 

1170 
274 
786 
162 
290 

20 
84 

1172 
276 

36 
100 
612 

1124 
164 
676 

1188 
292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

" 

• • • • • • • 

RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE 
TYPE .(GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

High Offense Producing Medium Offense Producing Low Offense Producing 

HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA IU-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA Total ---
51.2 47.8 33.3 49.0 68.4 67.7 65.0 66.7 40.0 62.5 60.9 57.6 

7.3 17.4 6.1 2.6 6.5 8.1 10.0 12.5 3.4 6.7 
6.1 100.0 16.7 4.1 6.5 3.3 10.0 5.7 4.7 
2.4 8.7 10.2 10.5 6.5 .8 12.5 4.6 4.2 
9.1 8.7 8.2 6.5 5.1 11.1 10.0 6.9 6.9 
7.3 8.7 33.3 5.3 3.2 6.5 12.5 5.7 6.0 

.6 .2 
4.3 6.1 1.6 20.0 4.6 3.3 

2.0 .2 
16.7 2.6 1.2 .5 

.6 .8 11.1 1.2 .7 

.6 .2 

.6 .2 
2.0 .8 .4 

.6 10.0 .4 

.6 .2 
1.2 .2 

4.3 .2 
2.6 .8 .4 

1.2 4.1 .8 11.1 3.4 1.6 
2.6 .2 

1.2 .4 
'<>, 

1.8 4.3 2.0 .8 1.1 
.8 .2 

.6 .2 
2.4 6.1 5.3 1.6 2.0 

1.2 .2 
.6 2.4 -,"" .7 
.6 3.2 .4 

164 1 23 6 49 38 31 123 9 10 8 37 549 ~, 
v'A 

o 

<) 
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TABLE 19. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE 

TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1949 COHORT 

High Offense Producing Medium Offense Producing Low Offense Producing 

Geometric 
Score HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA Total 

0 43.6 16.7 42.4 58.9 41.8 51.0 50.0 52.5 60.0 45.3 60.0 52.5 49.1 

9 5.4 16.7 6.1 11.8 5.5 7.0 1.8 13.1 8.0 5.7 6.0 10.0 7.9 

17 5.8 9.1 11. 8 6.6 10.0 7.1 5.5 4.0 7.5 6.0 17.5 6.8 

81 5.4 6.1 3.3 8.9 5.5 1.9 8.0 1.7 3.9 

18 10.4 18.2 5.9 9.9 11.0 12.5 11.5 12.0 17.0 6.0 11. 3 11.1 

82 10.0 33.3 9.1 11.0 6.0 8.9 4.9 8.0 5.7 12.0 5.8 1.7 

594 
.4 .1 

1106 1.1 .4 .2 

146 1.5 3.0 6.6 3.0 3.6 1.6 7.5 3.8 2.9 

658 .4 1.0 .4 .3 

1170 3.0 5.9 .4 .3 

2194 .4 
.1 

274 
.4 .1 

34 .4 
.1 

162 .4 1.8 .2 

1186 .4 
.1 

20 .5 .1 

84 .4 .5 .8 .4 

596 
1.9 .1 

148 .4 16.7 1.0 1.8 .4 

1172 .5 1.9 .2 

36 .8 16.7 1.1 1.0 1.1 2.0 .4 .8 

100 .8 1.1 1.0 3.6 1.9 .6 

164 4.6 3.0 5.9 3.3 1.0 1.6 1.3 2.2 

676 1.2 1.1 1.0 .5 .5 

1188 .4 
.8 .3 

292 3.5 1.1 3.0 .5 8.0 1.9 .8 1.7 

804 .8 2.0 .4 

1316 1.5 4.4 1.0 1.3 1.2 

\ 2340 1.5 2.2 1.9 .6 ~, 
N 259 6 33 17 91 100 56 183 25 53 SO 240 1113 

"';;:,.. 

tJ 
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TABLE 20. 

-~ 

Geometric 
Score 

o 
9 

17 
81 

593 
1105 

18 
82 

594 
1106 
2130 

146 
658 

1170 
2194 
1122 
162 
674 

1186 
802 

84 
660 

232L• 
100 
612 

1124 
164 
676 

1188 
2212 

292 
804 

1316 
2340 

N 

.. - .. '0 

• • • • • 
RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO JUVENILE JUSTICE EXPERIENCE 
TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 

'==========================4= =======================================~========== 

High Offense Producing 

HJ-HA HJ-LA 

36.7 50.0 
5.6 
B.O 25.0 
3.3 25.0 

.2 
2.4 

11.1 
4.2 
1. 9 ~ 

3.5 

2.8 
1.2 
4.7 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.5 
2.1 

.2 

.5 

.9 
1.4 
6.4 

425 4 

LJ-HA 

35.4 
4.2 

14.6 
4.2 

20.8 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 

4.2 
4.2 

2.1 
2.1 

2.1 

48 

LJ-LA 

35.3 

11.8 
5.9 

11.8 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 
5.9 

17 

Medium Offense Prclducing 

HJ-HA 

51. 9 
5.3 
7.4 
3.2 

.5 
1.6 
4.2 
3.7 
1.1 
3.2 

1.6 
2.6 
2.1 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 
4.2 

2.1 
1.6 
1.6 

189 

HJ-LA 

62.1 
3.9 
6.8 
1.9 

1.9 
5.8 
2.9 
1.0 
7.8 

1.9 

1.9 

1.0 

1.0 

103 

LJ-HA ---
52.1 
9.6 
4.3 
5.3 

3.2 
10.6 
10.6 

2.1 

1.1 
1.1 

94 

LJ-LA 

51.5 
5.9 

11.0 
1.8 

2.6 
8.8 
2.2 

.4 
4.0 

.4 
2.2 

.7 

.7 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 
1.1 

.4 

.7 
1.1 
2.6 

272 

Low Offense Producing 

HJ-HA 

57.4 
4.9 
6.6 

6.6 
4.9 

3.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

3.3 

4.9 

61 

HJ-LA 

54.3 
8.6 
6.9 
3.4 

.9 
9.5 
1.7 

.9 
3.4 

4.3 

.9 

.9 

.9 
1.7 

.9 

.9 

116 

LJ-HA 

58.0 
2.3 
9.1 
3.4 

2.3 
4.5 
3.4 
1.1 
2.3 

2.3 
1.1 
1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

3.4 

3.4 

88 

LJ-LA 

65.1 
6.8 
6.0 
1.4 

.3 
3.4 
4.8 
2.3 
1.7 
1.i 

.3 

.3 
2.8 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.6 

.6 

.9 

352 

Total 

51.4 
5.9 
7.9 
2.7 

.2 
2.5 
8.0 
3.3 
1.2 
3.2 

.1 
1.4 

.9 
2.8 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.4 

.5 
1.6 

.1 

.2 

.6 
1.1 
2.5 

1769 

, 
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TABLE 21. 
RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. 

ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS 

AFTER AGE 17 BY COHORTS :: = == 

High Offense Producing 
Medium Offense Producing 

Low Offense Producing 

HJ-HA llJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA llJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA 

_ ...... - -- -- --
1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 31.1 30.4 16.7 44.9 36.8 36.4 43.1 33.3 30.0 25.0 40.2 

Low (1) 18.9 100.0 21. 7 16.7 10.2 39.5 27.3 16.3 11.1 10.0 37.5 21.8 

Medium (2-9) 32.9 3[ •. 8 66.7 32.7 15.8 30.3 34.1 33.3 60.0 37.5 3l •• 5 

High (10 or +) 17.1 13.0 12.2 7.9 6.1 6.5 22.2 3.4 

N 164 1 23 6 49 38 33 123 9 10 8 87 

1949 9ohort 

No Contacts 30.5 50.0 36.4 52.9 30.8 41.0 49.3 44.3 40.0 37.7 l\2.0 52.5 

Low (1) 24.3 33.3 12.1 5.9 22.0 20.0 18.8 22.4 28.0 18.9 28.0 18.3 

I 

24.0 

Medium (2-6) 26.6 39.4 41.2 30.8 29.0 23.2 26.8 24.0 35.8 22.1 

High (7 or +) 18.5 16.7 12.1 16.5 10.0 8.7 6.6 8.0 7.5 6.0 7.1 

N 259 6 33 17 91 100 69 183 25 53 50 240 

1955 Cohort 

No Contacts 44.6 100.0 39.7 35.3 54.5 56.3 52.4 57.6 65.6 62.9 61.4 65.3 

Low (1) 17.8 22.4 23.5 22.8 25.2 25.2 18.8 8.2 15.5 22.7 18.8 

Medium (2-5) 22.3 20.7 29.4 18.5 15.5 17 .5 18.1 16. '+ 18.1 10.2 13.1 

High (6 or +) 15.3 17.2 11.8 4.2 2,.9 4.9 5.4 9.8 3.4 5.7 2.8 

N 426 4 58 17 189 103 , 103 276 61 116 88 352 

o 

10 r 

'" • ; 

t. 

~ 
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TABLE 22. RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE RATES TO ADUIl! JUSTICE EXPERIENCE 
TYPE (GEO}illTRIC SCORES): 1942 COHORT 

. =--":::'~7':-"::;;::;:::::'-= 

High Offense Producing Medium Offense Producing Low Offense Producing 

Geometric 
~~ HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-BA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA Total 

0 31.1 30.4 16.7 44.9 36.8 . 36.4 43.1 33.3 30.0 25.0 40.2 36.8 

9 13.4 100.0 13.0 16.7 6.1 18.4 21.2 8.1 11.1 10.0 25.0 17.2 13.2 

17 3.0 6.1 8.1 12.5 2"3 3.6 

81 .6 4.3 10.5 2.3 1.5 

593 1.8 4.3 4.1 7.9 1.6 

18 12.2 26.1 33.3 10.2 2.6 12.1 14.6 22.2 30.0 25.0 13.8 13.6 

82 6.7 4.3 16.7 4.1 2.6 9.1 5.7 12.5 6.9 6.0 

594 1.2 16.7 4.1 2.6 3.0 6.5 10.0 1.1 3.1 

1106 1.8 4.3 2.0 5.3 1.6 5.7 2.5 

146 4.9 4.1 2.4 11.1 10.0 1.1 2.9 

658 1.2 .8 .5 

1170 4.3 6.1 2.6 3.0 .8 10.0 3.4 3.1 

2194 .6 .8 .4 

1122 .8 .2 

290 .6 .2 

1186 .6 2.0 2.6 3.0 .7 

2210 2.3 .4 

84 2.6 .2 

148 .8 .2 

100 2.0 .2 

612 2.0 .2 

1124 2 .l~ 2.0 11.1 1.1 

164 4.3 .2 

1188 3~7 5.3 3.0 1.6 1.1 2.2 

2212 1.8 2.0 1.6 1.1 

292 3.7 4.3 4.1 .8 11.1 2.0 

1316 2.4 4.3 3.0 .8 1.3 

\ 2340 1.8 .8 2.3 1.1 ~ 
N 164 1 23 6 49 38 33 123 9 10 8 87 551 
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TABLE 24, RELATIONSHIP OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND JUVENILE VS. ADULT OFFENSE'RATES TO ADULT JUSTICE EXPERIENCE 

TYPE (GEOMETRIC SCORES): 1955 COHORT 
---- ----,-

High Offense Producing Medium Offense Producing Low Offense Producing Geometric 
Score HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA I-IJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA HJ-HA HJ-LA LJ-HA LJ-LA Total --
0 44.6 100.0 39.7 35.3 54.5 56.3 52.4 57.6 65.6 62.3 61.4 65.3 55.4 9 7.5 12.1 11.8 12.2 16.5 13.6 9.1 1.6 8.6 8.0 9.9 9.6 17 4.2 6.9 5.9 5.8 4.9 7.0 4.0 4.9 1.7 8.0 3.7 4.6 73 .5 5.9 .5 .4 585 .5 .4 .1 81 .7 .5 1.9 1.1 1.6 .9 1.1 .6 .8 593 .9 2.1 .7 .9 1.1 1.1 .9 1105 3.8 3.4 1.1 3.9 2.9 3.3 3.4 4.5 13.4 3.1 2129 .2 .4 .1 18 6.1 1.7 11.8 5.3 4.9 7.0 6.2 4.9 4.3 2.3 5.7 5.5 82 1.9 3.4 5.9 .5 .4 1.7 1.1 .3 .9 594 .7 1. 9 . 1.0 .4 1.6 1.1 .3 .6 1106 6.3 6.9 5.9 5.8 6,,8 4.9 3.6 3.3 8.6 1.1 2.3 4.8 2130 1.1 .3 .2 146 .5 1.7 • 7 .3 .3 658 1.0 1.0 .9 .2 1170 5.6 5.2 5.9 5.3 1.0 1.9 5.4 4.9 2.6 4.5 3.4 4.4 2194 .5 1.0 .7 .3 .3 1122 .2 .5 .1 162 1.7 .1 674 .4 .1 1186 .5 1.0 .4 .3 .3 2210 1.6 . 1 596 .2 1.1 .1 1108 .2 .3 .1 

'" 1172 .5 1.0 • 9 • 3 .3 2196 .5 .1 36 1.6 . 9 .3 .2 1124 1.4 3.4 .4 .3 .6 2148 • 2- .1 164 1.0 • 1 676 1.1 .2 " 
.5 

~, 
1188 3.8 5.2 1.1 1.9 1.4 1.6 3.4 .3 1.8 2212 1.6 1.7 .5 1.0 1.9 .7 .9 .8 \ 804 1.6 .1 

~:.,'\. 1316 1.9 1.7 5.9 1.6 1.1 1.6 .9 1.1 2340 4.9 5.2 5.9 .5 1.0 1.8 3.3 .9 .6 2.1 
N 426 4 58 17 189 103 103 276 61 116 88 352 1793 
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