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1.1

INTRODUCTION

This is tha second part of a study on juvenile delin-
quency and its causes. In this report we will examine the
effocts of judicial intarvention and changes in social
integratien on later behavior.

The first part of the study looked essentially at
backgrounds of delinquent behavior and judicial inter-
vention and was an explicit test of social control
theory. The data collection -based on interviews with
2000 boys and girls of 12-17 year old- was collected in
1981 and the final report (in Dutch) was published in
1983, An English version has been published in 19849},

What has been examined so far?

The research wmas undertaken to answer the question
whether the policy of minimal intervention conducted
both by the police and the prosecutor had any effacts on
the behavior of youngsters that had come into contact
Wwith the police.

This policy was based on a mixture of experience and
labeling hypotheses, which can be summarized as follows:

-~ most juveniles coming into contact with the police,
appear there only once: they don't come back;

- judicial intervention has negative effects: it leads
to stigmatization of the juvenile by his environment
and causes a negative ~delinquent~ self-image;

- judicial intervention msy lead to more instead of

less delinquent behavior.

On the basis of these assumptions a policy of minimal
intervention has been developed. In our large cities the
police drop the charges in about 75% of all cases of ju-
veniles coming to their attention, in general after re-

%1y, Junger~Tas, M. Junger: Juvenile Delinquency -
Backgrounds of delinquent behavior, Research and Doc-
umentation Centre, Ministry of Justice, 1984.
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primanding the voungpstar. In all these cases no official
raeport is made, but just a note for the police files.
When the police think that the case canhnot be simply
dismissed, an official record is sent to. the prosectutor.
The prosecutor can also -and indeed does so repeatadly-
reprimand the juvenile and ‘then drop the charges. The es-
sential question is of course whether this is'a good pol~
icy; that is whether the effect is that voungsters then
don't have repeated contacts with the juvenile justice
system. It is not easy to give an answer to such a funda-

" mental question. We felt some preliminary questions had

to be answeraed first:

- what are the characteristics of juveniles having po-
lice contacts: do they differ from yoeungsters who
don't have such contacts?

- what background factors are related to delinquency
and to police and/or prosecuter contacts.

- in what ways de voungsters that have repeated con-
tacts with the police differ from those who do not?

However,; there are other complications. IFf juveniles
do, or do not, have repeated contacts with thea police is
that because of previous judicial intervention or is it
because of changes their life situation, such as in their
family life, school or job. Moreover, if judicial inter-
vention has any effect, what kind of effect: was the
experience traumatic. did the enviranment have negative
reactions resulting in & negative self image of the
youngster? And last but not least, is a negative self im~
age ‘related to repeated delinquency and repeated
judicisl contacts?

Summarizing, the research had six major objectivoes:

1. to get a picture of nature and extent of delinquent
behavior in a ‘'normal’ population of youngsters in a
large and in a medium-sized Dutch city (The Hague and
Venlo);

2, to get some insight in causes of dalinguent behavior
(testing social control theory);

3. to vet better knowledge about the relation between
delinquency and judicial contacts;

4. to gain insight in background factors related to ju-
dicial intervention;

5.  to find out whether police and/or prosecutoer inter-
vention ara related to repeated delinquency and ra-
peated judicial contacts;

6. to find cut whether changes in the life situation of
juvaniles are related to repeated delinquency or re-
peated judicial contacts.

The objectives 1 to 4 have been examined in the first
part of the study., UWe collected data on self-report de-



linquancy on the bosis of 7 common juvenilae offancas, and
data on police and prosecutor contacts, aeithar
non-racorded or officially recorded contacts. We also
collectad a great number of background factors pertain-
ing to the family, the schoel, leisure, peers and some
values and norms, in order to examine: the ralation of
these variables with delinguency.

In fact wa wanted to test social control theory as it
has essentially heen developed by Hirschi®?., Tha theory
states -putting.it very succinctly- that adequata social
integration in, for the juvenile, crucial social subsys=
tems such as the family, school, job and peargroup, insu-
lataes from delinquency. Absence of integration in these
systems has as a major consequence that youngsters with=-
draw from saociety, no longer recognize the legitimacy of
its norms and values, no longar want to conform to socie-~
ty's norms and thus -the inhibitions baing removed- more
easily commit delinquent acts.

Social intagration can be measured on the basis of
four criteria which hava been developad by Hirschi®?:

< attachment to significant others

- commitment to conventional subsystems

- involvement in conventional system's activitias

— beliefs with respect to specific conventional norms

All these aspects have been examined at length in the
first part of the study. It was found that the fact of
occasionally committing an offense was common  among
large groups of youngsters. Most of <hem, however;, limit
their delinquency to 1 or 2 offences.

About one third o$‘311 offenders show a more sarious
delinquency pattern: they commit property offancaes as
well as aggressive offences, start earlier and continua
this behavior. This seems to be a group at risk of pre-
senting greater problems in the future.

Judicial intervention is related to extent of delin-
quency: the more delinquent acts, the greater the proba-
bility of judicial contacts, although the relation is far
from perfect. Secial control theory has been largely con-
firmed by the study with, however, some modifications
with respect to the role of the peergroup.

%2 Hirschi, Tr. Causes of delinquency, University of Ca-
lifornia Prass, Berkely, 1972.

°3 For operationalizations sea J, Junger-Tas, M. Junger:
op.cit,
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Problems examined in the follow-up study

Objectives 5 and 6 could only be realized by introduc—

" ing a follow~up period. We felt a period of about 2 years

was a8 minimum needed to assess chsehges in the
life-situation and changes in behavior.

The study's objectives lad to a number of specific
questions:

1. MWhich juveniles did stop committing offences during
the follow-up pericd and which ones continued of-
fending?

2. Which juveniles had repeated judicial contacts and
which ones did not?

3. Did judicial intervention lead to stigmatization by
the youngster's environment?

4, Are earlier judicial intervention and later inter-
vention related?

5. 1Is earlier intervention related to whether or not nei
offénces are committed?

6. Are thanges in social integration related to the com-—
mitting of new offences?

7. Are changes in social integration related to new ju-
dicial contacts?

We used the same interview schedule for the follow-up
study ‘as two years ago, collecting data on self-report
dalinquency, conticts with the polica and tha prosecutor
and backgroundfactors. In order to test some labeling hy-
potheses we  added a number of questions designed to
measure labeling effec’s. We wanted to know whether some
youngsters were particularly traumatized by contacts
with the police or the prosecutor and whether they
thought these contacts would have all sorts of negative
consequences for them. Our hypothesis was that labeling
faelings would not be very strong among our population
and that negative side effects would not be very strong
either.

Howaver, the most important part of this study is the
measurement of effects of judicial contacts on the laevel
of delinquency and on reneuwed contacts with police and
prosecutor. On the basis of the results in the first part
of the research we have formulated scime hypotheses with
respect to outcomes of the follow-up part.

First ue have established ~for evedry respondent- & to-
tal integration score, based on the following data; col-
lected in 1981:

- the family indexes

- the school indexes

~ the leisure time indexes

- spending leisure time at home or outside
- nature of the peergroup
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~ - frequency of truancy.

On the basis of these scores the respondents could be
categorized in threa groups:

=~ 'high social integration
~ medium social integration
- low social integration.

The follow-up data ~froin 1983~ enabled us to compute
new total integration scores, which we then compared with
the first scores. Combining earlier delinquency, earli-
er judicial contacts and changes in integration, one can
propose a number of hypotheses concerning the level of
delinguency - that may be expected at the end of the
follow-up period.

Delinguency is then considered as a dependunt vari-
able, whereas social integration and judicial inter-
vention are considered as independent variables. That is
because we assumed that twoe types of events might play an
important role in the lives of our respondents: changas
in the level of integration and judicial intervention.
Both can have an impact on the level of delinquency: they
mas lead ta more, less or the same amount of delinquent
behavior.

Qur first hypothesis was that factors related to so-
cial integration would be more important in determining
changes in delinquency than contacts with the juvenile
justice system. This does not mean that judicial inter-
vention would have no effects whatsoever. Dur second hy~
pothesis wuwas that effects of judicial intervention on
delinquency would be found only for those juveniles that
were relatively well integrated and whose delinquency
level was not too high. MWe expectdd that youngsters with
low integration scores and high delinquency level live
under such negative social conditions that judicial in-
tervention would hardly have any effect on their
behavior.

Let us specify these hypotheses.

Taking first the respondents who uere well integrated
when first interviewed, we expected that delinquency
would increase only if their situation . would
deteriorate. If the situation developed favourably or
remained stable it was expected that the delinquency lev-
el would remain low o+ would decrease. Contacts with the
police or prosecutor would result in even further de-
crease. With respect to the second group of respondents,
those of medium seocial integration, we had the same ex-
pectations.

But concerning the third group, those who had low in-~
tegration scores when first interviewed, we eéxpected
di fferant outcomes. If life conditions ameliorated con-



siderably we expected a decreesa in delinquent behavior,
whether or net there had been judicial coentacts. If the
situation changed somewhat in a favourable direction, we
expected some effect of judicial intervention in terms of
a decrease of delingquent activities. In the absaence of
judicial contacts the level of delinquency was expected
to remain stable. If social integration remained low, we
expected an increase of delinquent activities, irrespec~
tive of judicial intervention. In fact we assumed that
such intervantion hardly would have any effect on the be-
havior of these youngsters and. thus could not inhibit
delinquency. We supposed that only when the life situ-
ation of a youngster clearly showed a positive changa
~for example he finishes schdol, gets a steady girlfriend
or finds. a job- then the stakes at conformity would in-
crease up to a point where offjcial intervention might
have some effect.

In the following pages we will indicate how we have
tested these hypotheses. Llet me just summarize the main
subjects treated in this report:

- a new registration of delinquency, Zudicial contacts
and. social integration after a follow-up period of
about two vears;

- findings on possible labeling and its consequences
in terms of behavior and renewed judicial contacts;

- a test of a number of hypotheses on effects of chang-
es in soecial integration and of judicial inter-
vention on the behavior of juveniles.
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2.1

RESEARCH DESIGN

The sanmple

For financial and. practical reasons it has not been
possible to interview all of ‘the 2000 juveniles that ware
interviewed in our first study again.

We had to take a sample from the total group, arrang-
ing for the following subgroups to be represented:

- juveniles who did not report any offence;

- juveniles who reported offences but no police con-
tacts; :

- juveniles who reported offences and unofficial po-
lice contacts;

- juveniles nith recorded police contacts;

- juveniles with prosecutor contacts.

As we wWere especially interested in effects of re-
corded judicial contacts, group 4 and 5 formed our point
of departure: all juveniles with official police or pro-
secutor contacts were approached for a second intervieu.
From the first three groups we drew o stratified sample,
matching with group % and 5 on séx and age.

On a total of 691 juveniles sampled, 148 could not be
reached (moved, Wrong. adress, on sea, military servicé
resulting in. a net samplae of 543 juveniles. All of them
had originally agreed to' a second interview. But 162
(30%) of them refused, wheras 48 uere not at home after
an appointment was made. Finally we got a respons of 61%.
However; the respons was not distributed equally in all
groups. The lowest respons was found amohg these who had
had contacts with the police or prosecutor (45%). What
might be the reasons for such a low respons amang these
groups? In the first place there could be a social class
effect: a high proportion of juveniles with judicial con-
tacts are lower class and lower class persons move more
frequently than middle class persons. Another reason
might be that youngsters having had judicial contacts are
not as inclined to allow a second interview as the other
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juvenijles. Whethar or not they had committed delinquent
acts seomed to be of less importance.. To compensate so-
mawhat for the loss of information we collected data from
police and prosecution files for all those who had had
earlier recorded contacts, whether they could be inter-
viewed or not. In this way we were able to relate this
information to the predictions based en earlier inter-
views and.earlier judicial contacts.
In fact our data include:

- interviews and judicial information of 235 controls;

- interviews and judicial information of 96 youngsters

With earlier recorded contacts;
- judicial information on 196 non-interviened young-
sters with earlier recorded contacts.

Due to the fact that the control groups wire matehed
with the police group according to age and sex, the sam-
ple shoued an overrepresentation of 16 and 17 years old
and  an underrepraesaentation of 14 ahd 15 years old, as
well as an underrepresentation of girls.

The age differential js due to the fact that the po-
lice usually.do not make an official report of & commit-
ted offence before the age of 14, 15 years, so thase
youngsters were 16 and 17 vears old aftaer the follow-up
period. The sex differential has twe grounds: in the
first place girls do not commit as many offences as hoys
do (in fact 25% of girls reported having committed one of
7 selected offences against 54% of boys); in the second
place their offences are less serious, so they don't fre-
quently. end up in the police or prosecutor group. The
sample thus counted only 164X girls.

As far .as the other variables: are concerned
(education, $ES) the samples did not differ. To make sure
that our results would not be biased by the fact that we
had not been able to interview a great numbér of young-
sters with earlier judicial contacts, wae conducted some
analyses to find out whether the tuo groups differed with
respect to socio-demagraphic variables, integration in-
dexes, delinquency level and nature of contact. The only
differences wae found was that somewhat more girls than
boys and somewhat more bovs with police contacts than
boys with prosecutor contacts refused an interview. But
the respons group and non-respons group did not differ on
any of the other varijables analyzed.

The intervieus

As mentioned before ue used essentially the same in-
terview schedule as we did in 1981,



Pelingueney was measured on the basis of 7 offences:
shop-lifting, theft at school, bicycle thaft,
joy-riding, wvandalism, vioclence against persons, foot-
ball (soccer)~hooliganism,

Problem behavier was operationalized by drug-use,
running away from home and truancy®?!.

Judicial contacts have been measured by direct ques-
tioning on contacts with. the police and by data col-
lection in the police and prosecutor files. .

Social _integration has been operationalized on the
basis of the mentioned integration criteria. Most of the
items were then used to construct all embracing indexas
measuring integration in the family, school, leisura oc-
cupations, and peergroup®?, UWe loocked at the bond with
parents, family functioning, school performance, school
functioning, leisure occupations, natura of the pear-
group and some values and norms with respect to
dalinduency.

We have added soma questions on eventual labeling ef-
fects from contacts with the police or the prosecutor.
Soeme of the questions referred to the evaluation of con-
tacts and to attitudes of parents, teachers and friends.
Others referred to possible changes in the behavior of
those persons towards the youngster, or changes in his
own behavior.

Reliability and validity

We had other problems besidées the one to get suffi-
cient juveniles from the first study to be interviewad.

Comparisan of the answers in the first and second stu-
dy showed specific inconsistancies. In the first place
answers referring to delinquency and judicial contacts
were not always consistent; second, some registration
data in the police files were lacking so that we got im~
complete data.

Comparing the results of 1981 with those of 1983, we
found that 12% of juveniles gave inconsistent answers:
5% had reported an offense in 1981 but did not in 1983,
whereas 7% had reported judicial contacts in 1981 but did
not so in 1983. The problem is well-known in longitudi-
nal studies and is based on two memory effects: the first
one refers to simply forgetting past events: the second
one -the telescoping effect- refers to the fact that one
has not forgotten the event but does not know anymore

%1 Thaese acts are not offences in Dutch juvenile penal
lau.

92 For the HOMALS-technique used in index construction,
sea arinex 1 of Junger-Tas, J., M. Junger: op.cit,



when it did exactly happen. Some authors state that for~
getting the event takes place when the referencae period
is rather long, whereas the telescoping effect arises
when the reference period is short. If the date of inter-
view is too far away from the reference period, both ef-
fects appear??. In a self-repart study among boys aged
11 to 14 years old, Shapland found that a number of boys
did not report delinquent acts which they had reported
twp years earlier. Copsidering the total number of times
every offense had been reported, the inconsistency uas
about 10%, a result not far from our own. She found that
inconsistent ansuwers were more frequent in the case of
the more serious offences than in the case of minor of~
fences®?,

The second problem concarned registration by the po-
lice. We could not find information on a smill numiser of
boys who had been registrated earlier by the police,
There uWere several reasons for this, such as the fact
that thke boy had moved +to another city, or the de-
struction of the filae when the boy reached the age of 18
years.,

Confronted with thesa problems te have taken the deci-
sion to consider the ansuers given in the first study as
basiec: thus youngsters admitting earlier to have had po-
lice conkacts remain in that sanme category; the same ap-
plies  for youngsters who reported earlier to have
committed a delingquent act.

Table 1 presents the results of this operation and in-
cludes the total research dgroup. Comparing the inter-
viewed graup with the non-interviewed juveniles, ue
found that the proportion of inconsistent results uere
higher in. the first group «19,5%-. This means that most
of the intensistencies resulted from incorrect answers
of respondents and only a small number from lacking reg-
istration data in police files,

°3 Kalton, G., M. Schumann: The effect of the question on
survey response: a review; Journal of the Roval Sta-
tistical Society, 1982, series A, 10, 145, p. 42-73.

%4 Shapland, J.: Self-reported delinquency in boys aged
11 to 14, British Journal of Criminology, vol. 18, na.
3, 1978,



Jabel 1: Judicial intervention in 1981 and 1983 ~interview sample- (N=331)

1983 1981
f self~
no no P-cont. raported recorded prosecutor
offances ! P-contact P-contact contact
N=90 N=82 N=63 N=40 N=56
-~ no offences 56,5
- no police
contacts 29 77
- salf
reported
p-contact 6,5 11 81
~ recorded
p-contact 3,5 5 9,5 73
~ prosecutor
contact 4,5 7 9,5 27 100
100 100 100 100 100

Looking at the 38 juveniles who reported offences in
1981, but none in 1983, 26 of them had reported only one
offense and 12 two offences: in this respect the dis-
crepancy in results does not seem to be enormous, Howav-—
er, this is not the case as far as judicial contacts are
concarnad: less than one third of those with recorded
police contacts, but somewhat more than one third of
those with prosecutor contacts did not mention these con-
tacts the. second time they were interviewed. These
results suggest that shame and fear of negative conse-
quences is hot so much related to delinquency, but is
related esseptially to the fact of judicial intervention
by tha police or the prosecutor.

Conciuding this section wWe cannot make abhsolute
statements on the nature of the inconsistencies. It
seems probable that they are consequences of simple memo-
ry affects -~as well as consciously omitting certain offi-
cial contacts with the authorities -as in the case of
recorded. police and prosecutor contacts~., 0On these
grounds the procedure as illustrated in table 1 appears
acceptable, though not ideal.

11



. 3 DELINQUENT AND. JUDICIAL CONTACTS

In this chapter we Wwill describe the changes in delin-
quent behavior and in coptacts uith the police or the
prosecutor that can ba estabilished after a tuo years pe-
riod. Some of the juveniles will have stopped committing
offences while others will have continued, some young-
sters have not had any further contacts with the juvenile
justice system while others have. Are there any signif-
icant differences between these groups?

3.1 Delinquent behavior in 1981 and 1983

The best measure of delinquency ~from a viewpoint of
validity- is the one that measures delinquent acts com-
‘mitted during the year preceding the interviau.

Comparing frequency of delinquent behavior jin 1981
and 1983 we get the following table.

Yabel 2: Frequency of delinquent behavior in 1981 and 1983 <~in
b A

earlier frequency
later frequency 0 1 2 or 3 4 or
N=195 N= 36 N= 55 N= 45
0 72 53 47 20
1 10 8,5 14,5 15,5
2 or 3 ’ 9,5 22 22 33,5
4 or + 8,5 16,5 16,5 31

%2 = 49,33, p< 0.0001

There appears to be a clear relationship between ear-
lier delinquency and later delinquency. 72% of those who
had not reported any offences in 1981, did not report
such acts two years later, while another 10% reported on~
ly 1 offensa, But of those who had a frequency scorae of 4

13
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or more in 1981, two thirds reported scores of 2 or mare
later on. )

In other words those who did not commit many offences
eorlier, still don't do so and those who reported having
committed quite a number of dalinguept acts still do so
after a two years period. This is well illustrated by
figure 1 where total number of earlier offences are re-
lated to frequency of delinquent behavior after two
years,

Figure i: Total numbér of earlier offences and later
fraeqyeincy of offending

offending frequency

last year

5 o

4

34

2]

14

previous number

0 of offences

Now if we distinguish those who have reported earlier
no or only one offense, from those who have reported 2 or
more offences, then the following results can be noted
tuo years later.

- persistent low offending frequency (181): 55%
- parsistent high offending frequency (50): 15%
- offending frequency has increasned (50) :
- offending frequency has dacreased (50) :

Stated otherwise: for 704 of the sample the level of
offending remained tha same, while 30% changed their of-
fending behavior,

yiho committed new offences?

3.2, Socigl-weconomic status

In our first study we found only a very weak relation



betuwaen delinquahcy and SES, as measured by father's
profession. Mora@over, tomparing those who stopped of-
fanding, wWith those who continued doing so, thera was no
difference in SES. :

3.2.2 Employment of father

Another factor is employment. In the first study we
found. a - strong raelation between father's unemploymant
and delinquency of the child. In this study we found an
oven stronger relation: when the father is emploved
64,5% of respondents declara having 'ever' committed an
offense, but this is 85% of those whose father is unem-~
ployed. The fact that unemployment ~contrary to SES- has
such a strong relation with delinquency could mean that
unemployment lowers the father's status within the fami-
ly %o the extent that it weakens his position as an
authority. If. this is the case then it would be re-
/4:\ flected in family integration.  Analysis shows that

there is a significant relation between employment sta-
tus of the father and. family functioning ~quarrels,
family  climate, activities- (F<5.02, p<0.007), but not
with family bond (communication and control).

Taking the total of so«ial integration scores, it ap-
pears that children whose father is not working, have on
the whole lower integration scores (annex, table 1).
Compared to children with working fathers, these child-
ren do function less well jn the family, in schoel and
work, in leisure time and with their peers, and they com-
mit more delinquentj acts as well. However, looking at
repeated delinquencﬁ the findings indicate that employ-
ment status of the fither is not related with stopping or
continuing delinqueét behavior during the follow-up pe-
riod, !

3.2.3  Education level
Education  lavel does make a difference: those who
continued committing offences came mora often from Voca-
tional training schbols: whereas those who stopped, more

often went to high~school or higher vocational training
schools. '

3.2.4_ Age

A difficult variable is age. Researchers generally

15
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2.5

find a strong relation of delinquency wWwith aga. Hirschi
and Gottfredson have shown that this relation is & con=
stant one. Looking at England and Wales in 1842 and in
1965, +the relation appears practically unchanged. Tha
authors show that this relation is independent of time,
place, sex, ethnic background and other social condi-
tions.®! As mentioned before we have matched our
comparisongroups Wwith the police group on age, so that we
could control for the age factor and thus make the re-
lation between delinquency and age disappear. Howaver,
considering again those who have stopped offending and
those who have continued deing so, we did find an age
difference. Thae "new" offenders are on the average youn-
ger (6 months) than. those who have stopped. But hot only
are they younger, twd years ago they had commijtted twice
as many offences as the group uwho stopped offending (3
versus 1,3 offences; p<0.001), Moreovaer, they had a sig-
nificant lower social integration score (p<0.0002) and
they still have tws vears later (p<0.001).

It seems we can distinguish two groups. The first is
relatively well integrated, has committed a limited num-—
ber . of offences, started offending at a later age and
stopped earlier.. The second group is less well
integrated, started offending at an earlier age, has com-
mitted ralatively more offences and ‘still goes on
offending.

Juvenile's employment

In our first study the number of juveniles having left
school was too small to conduct any useful analysis.  Two
years later this is different: 22,5% of our sample has
left school; 13,5% has a job and 94 is unemployed.

The gquestion whether unemployment is directly related
to delinquency is an important one., We have examined
this question under two angles. First we wanted to know
whether in the sample as a whole, unemployment is related
to delinquent behavior. Secand we tianted to ansuer the
question whether upemployment has an itpact on continu-
ing or satopping delinquent behavior. Considering the
first question there is a striking difference in delin-
quency between juveniles who still go to schoeol and those
who have left: school (F=2.78, p<0.004), This remains
true when analysis is restricted to the 17 and 18 years
old: the average numbe~ ‘of reported offences among

9 Hirschi,Tr., M. Gottfredson: Age and the explanation
of crime, American Journal of Sociology, vol., 89, nr,
3, 1983,



school-attendars is 1,20, while tha average number of
school~-leavers is 1,74 (F=6.24, p<0,01). However, axam-
ining school~leavers as a group we found no differance in
delinguant behavior betweén employved and unemployed
youth, as table 3 shous.

Tabe] 3: Employment status and delinquency (R=72)

total numbar of offending frequency
reported offences last year
~averages- -averages-—
employed 1,55 1,43
unemployed
= had job before - 2,06 1,50
unemployed
- had no job before - 2,00 1,57
Fz=.764, p<0,48 F=.037, p<0,96

Considering only those who have reported offences tio
years ago, and distinguishing again between thosa who
continuad offending and those who stopped, there appears
to he no relation between employment status and parsist-
ence of delinquent behaviaor (p<0,60). Having a job ap—
parently does not mean one stops offending, just as being
unemployed does not automatically lead to mora delin-
quent behavior.

There is something strange in this result, Ona would
expact unemployment to lead to social disintegration and
wedken the bond with society, which would then -on the
basis of our hypotheses- lead to more delinquency.

But our research results are not unigue. A Belgian
study among voung persens of 17 years and older could not
establish any relation between unemployment and dalin-
quency,®? whereas a recent study on the macro-level in
different European countries trying to relate a number of
social-~economic indicators to crime rates, did not dis-
cover any relation either.®’ What can one say in the
light of these results? In the first place it should be
remembered that the large increase in juvenile delin-
quency came about in the sixties and seventies when there
was no mass unemployment. In the beginning of the eight-

92 Vettenburyg, N., L. Walgrave, J.B. Kerckvoorde: Jeug-
duerkloosheid, delinquentie en maatschappelijke
kuetsbaarheid, Antueérpen, Kluwer, 1984

°3 Economic Crisis and Crime, Strasbourg, Council of Eu-
rope, 1985, PC~R~CR(85),1.
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ies, wWwhen youth unemployment rises, we sse rather 2
flattening of the curve. In the second place, the find-
ing that persistent delinquents - are frequently
unemployved does not say anything about causality. It is
more than probable that a number of factors related to
delinquency, are also related to long-standing or fre-
qtient unemployment. Unemployment could thus be seen as
part of & dalinguent life style. In the third place, con-
sidering the actual economic situation, one should take
length of unemployment into account. In view of mass un—
employment one wéuld expect that many . school-leavers
will be unemploved for some time. In thot case unemploy-
ment is not seen as particularly deviant and thus will
not be considered as status lowering or as a personal
shorteoming, This covuld be one explanation for the lack
of relation between unemployment and delinquency, but
the explanation presupposes that the unemplovment is on=
ly a matter of -~some- time. If unemployment becomes
paermanent, it could have negative effects on sccial he-
havior. Such long term -effects have been tested in a
follow-up study during 8 years among 2000 American ado-
lescents.?* The study shows certain interaction effects
between unemployment and delinquency: those who were un-
emploved 5 years after leaving high-school were already
more delinqueint than average, 8 vears ago. On the other
hand differences in delinquent behavior between employed
and unemployed youths increased with time and after 8
years they were considerable. But even in this study the
direct effect of unemployment was not very strong.

It seems safe to say --on the basis of our actual know-
ledge- that employment is a protective factor with re-
spect to delinquency, whereas long term unemplovment is a
pradisposing factor.

Summary
Summarjzing our findings with respect to continuing or
stopping delinquent behavior we may say the following.

. Both groups do ot differ with respect to social
class, father's employment, going to school or em-
ployment status.

° Juveniles who continued offending differ from those
who stopped, in the following ways:

- they are younger
- their education level js lower

%4 -Bachman, J.G., P.M. 0'Malley, J. Johnston: Adoles-
cence to Adulthood -change and stability in the lives
af young man; Youth in Transition, Vol. VI, Inst. for
Social Research. University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
1978.



3.3

- They had =2 years ago- and still have lower in-
tegration scores

- they already showed a higher offending frequency
two years ago

- they started committing offences at an earlier
age

contacts with the juvenile justice system after two
years

Although we havé not been able to interview again all
juveniles that had contacts with the police or the prose-
cutor tuo years ago, we collected information on renewed
judicial contacts during the follow-up period for the
whole group, This means of course that we have got infor-
mation on officially recorded contacts, while
self-reported contacts are knoun only for the sub-group
of interviewed juveniles.

. 60% of the total group had no such contacts in the
past and did not gaét any during the follow-up paeriod;

In other words 75% of the total group did not come in-
to contact with the police, where 15% did have such con-

e 14,5% had again police contacts; for 25% of this

From the sub-group with earlier police contacts, 56%
got no new contacts during the follow-up period whila 44%

3.3.1 Contacts with the police
. 12% had 1 contact and got no more;
. 3% had 2 or more contacts and got no more,
tacts tuwo years ago.
sub-group this was the first time.
renewed their contacts with the police.
3.3.2 Contacts with the prosucutor

. 63,5% had no prosecutor contacts and did not get such
contacts during the follow-~up period;

] 12.5% bhad one earlier contact and that was all;

. 2,5% had two earlier contacts and did not get more.

ODut of the total group 78% did not get any prosecutor
contacts, -where 15% had such contacts two years ago., Of
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those who have appeared before the prosecutor two years
ago, 60% did not come back, but 48% had to appear again.

3.3.3 Contacts with the juvenile judge

s 89% had snd has not had any contacts uith the juve-
nile judge;

. 2% appeared only once before the juvenile judge =two
vears ago-;

. 9% did have to go to court; for half of them this was
the first time.

From tha small group who had to appear in cauct twa yvears
ago (6,5% or 36 juveniles), one third did not come back
but two thirds did. This means that in the case of court
appearances the proportiohs noted for contacts with the
palice or the prosecutor, are practically reversed.

3.3.4_ Total number of recorded contscts

Taking all types of contact together we can say that
72% of the sample did not get any contacts during. the
follow-up period, where 18,5% had, two years ago, one
such contact and 13,5% had two or more. This means that
28% had such contacts,of which one gquarter for the first
time. Summarizing the informations we may say that from
the original sub~group with recorded contacts about 40%
got new contacts with the juvenile justice system and 60%
did not. In order to jllustrate the changsd for different
groups we  have constructed variables that measure the
increase in judicial contacts betiteen 1981 and 1983 (so
called dif~measures).
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Tabge]l 4: Earlier judicial intervention and increasa of number of contacts
in folloW-up period

1983 1981
increase no offenceas .salf recorded prosecutor
number of offencas no P- reported P-contact contact
contacts contact P-contact
N=90 N=82 N=63 N=144 H=148

P-contacts 4 % 6 X% 14,5% 26,5% 14 X
Prosecutor %,5% 7,5% 3 % 24,5% 42 X%

contacts
Juvenile I 4 1 X - 9 4 21 %

judge

Total increas
contacts 8 X 12% 19 % 37.,5% 44,5%

All differencas are significant at the level p<0,001

There is a clear difference betuween those who already
bad recorded contacts twe years ago and those who had
not, The former have got considerably mere repeated con-
tacts with tha juvenile justice system, than the lattaer,
There appears to be a kind of scale. About one fifth of
juveniles who earlier had reported polica contacts, now
has got additional contacts, whila this is the case for
somewhat less than half of the juveniles who had to ap-
pear before the prosecutor.

3.3.5_ Actual delinguency and increase in number of contacts

It seems rather obvious to relate change in delin-
quent behavior during the follou~up period with a possi-
ble increase in number of judicial contacts. Houever, i¥
we do this, we find essentially & diffaerence between
those who did not report aone of the offences in our in~-
terview schedule and those who did. It did not matter
whether they had reported 1, 2 or 3 offences: about ona
third of them had additional contacts uhereas this was
only 14% fcr those who did not raeport one of tha
offences. This result scems to suggest that repeataed ju-
dicial intervention is not as closaly ralated to
fraquency of delinquent behavior as wa might expect,
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3.3.6 Hho got sdditional judicial contacts?

First we looked at the total sample and we found, just
as in the first study, a very strong relation betueen SES
-measured by fathers profezsion— and judicial inter-
vantion. More then half of children of blue collar work-
ers, against one third of children whose fathers have
other professions; have got police contacts; nearly
tuwice as many children from the lowest status groups than
from the higher status groups, end up before the prosecu-—
tor. It one considers employment status of the juveniles
themsalves, differences are even greater.

Izbel 5: Employment status and increase of judicial con-

tacts
employment status increase increase increase
P-contact prosecuter total
contact number of
contacts
goes to school 2 .1 .4
(N=256)
has a job .1 & -4
(N=44)
unemployed .2 .6 1.3
(had job N=17)
unemployed .5 1.3 1.5
(had no job N=13)
F=.8, F=17.7, F=7.5,
p<.49 p<t.0001 p<0.0001

Unemployed youths clearly run a higher risk of having
repeated official contacts with the juvenile justice
system than employed ur school-going juvaniles. This me-
ans that, with respect to the latter group the police is
mora inclined to dispose of the case unofficially without
making an official report. ‘
Recalling in mind the fact that there was no relation of
delinguency with employmant status, the conclusion must
be that unemployment is a selection criterion, influenc-
ing the decision of the police to take formal mction. On
the other band, restricting ourselves to thosa juveniles
who hava had offical contacts two yvears ago, there is no
ralation of thae factors mentioned above uith additional
contacts. Thus the police did not operate a second se-
laction based on social class factors within this group,
This result suggests that the decision of thae police te



maka an. official report is essentially determined by tha
fact that there were earlier contacts, and not so much by
social class factors. Another factor that does not dis-
criminate between those who got additional cantacts and
thosae who did not, is . age: both groups have tha same aga.
There are, howavar, some diffarences beatueen the two
groups. Thus, the group with additional contacts had, two
"years. ago, - committed morae delinquent acts than the
othaers. They also had lower integration scores at that
time. Moreover, at that time, they had mora contacts
vith tha police and the prosecutor.. The striking fact
remaihs that these differances refer to the situation as
it was tuwo years ago. Two years later both groups do not
differ anymore in level of social integration, in number
of committed offences, or in any of the socio-demographic
variahbles. This means that the additional contacts can-
not be explained by tha actual level of delinquency. Thaey
hava to be explained by what happened before and, mora
precisely by the earlier number of judicial contacts: tha
best predictors of contacts uith the juvanile justice
system ara earlier such contacts. Frequency of earlier
judicial contacts is the most important characteristic
of those who come again into contact with the police and
the prosetcutor.

This chapter has raeviewed tio of the questions men-
tioned in the introduction:

. what changes can be noticed in delinquency and in
contacts with the juvenile justice system within a

! follow-up period of about two years;

o what are the characteristics of those juveniles who
continued offending and of these who had additional
judicial centacts. o '

Summarizing the findings, there appears to be a straong
interrelationship between earlier and latar delingency.

Ihose who have reported having conmitted many offences

tiwe first time, did so the second time, whila those who

apparently commited only a few offences have not changed
their behavior either. Distinguishing betueen those who
stopped offending during thé follow-up pariod and those
who continued, it can be said that tha latter group is
younger: than the former, has a louer education level, had

a  lower integration level two years ago mhich has re-

mained low and already commilted more offences tuwo years

ago. It seems we have here a group at risk, who started
offending earlier and offands with greater frequency.

With respect to new contacts with the juvenilae justice

system, the differaences that could ba found betwean tha

group with additienal contacts and the group without such
contacts, refarred all to the situation of two years ago:
at that tima the former group had a lower integration

t
'
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lavel, had committed mora offences and already had more
judicial - contacts. After the follow-up period both
groups diffaer only in number of additional contacts and
in none of the other variables., It secems prsbable that
there is a rather high threshold before the police de-
cides to make &an official report of a pélice juvenile
contact. But when this barrier has been ‘taken, and once
an official report is made, then this is Tollowed almost
automatically by a second report. This produces a pattern
in which earlier recorded contacts become adequate pre-
dictors of such contacts later.
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CHANGES IN SOCIAL INTEGRATION

As mentioned before, in 1981 as well as in 1983, a
graat number of items measuring integration in the fami~
ly, school, work, leisura occupations and peergroup Were
used to construct indexes. Thus 2 family indexes, 2
school indexes and 3 leisure indexes ware constructed.
Apart from this a certain number of variables could not
ba used to construct indexes but were important indi-
cations for integration (values and norms, running away,
truancy, nature of the paargroup, spending leisure at
home or outside). All indexes as well as these variables
have been analysed with respect to their ralation with
delinquency. Togethar thay give a measurae of the more
general social integration in our society.

On tha basis of these measures -taken together-  two
integration scores have been computed = ona for 1981 and
one for 1983. In this way we can compare the early situ-
ation with the later one, But apart from the global so-
cial integration, ue also have looked at changes in the
different secial subsystems.

Family integration

Thera were two family indexes. The first one, bond
with parent combined direct control of parents (who are
their child's friends; at what time do they come homa; do
they obey their parents) and gowmunication between par-
ents and children (talking about problems; discipline;
reactions on good behavior). The second indax - family
functioning - was o combination of activities of parents
with children (holidays, sports, visiting, going out)
and family climate (general “ambiance" quarraeling, con-
flicts).,

Research results concerning family integration indi-
cvate that the average family integration had decreased
(annax, table 2). 1In this raspect we recall that family
intagration is strongly related with age. In our first
study we have seen that the older age groups had lower
family integration scores than the younger age catego-
ries. Tha older & juvenile gets, the less effective

25



26

parental . control is, and the more communication and ac-
tivities together decreasa. This is of course a hormal
process of gradual detaching oneself from the home envi-
ronment and parental supervison. The process is illus-
trated by figure 2 that shows a particular decrease of
the index "bond @With parents™ including direct control
and communication. It seems as if once I3 to 14 years
old, parents losd a lot of their influence. Family func-
tioning shous a slower decrease and a stabilization at 18
- 19 years old.

Fiqure 2: Family-inteqration and age

family bond

——— befnre
now

12 13 14 15 16’ 17 18 19 age

family functioning

before
a5 1
now
4.0 1
3.5
3.0
k:
o v v v
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 age

Tha same pattern has been found with respect to going’
out at night. Five times as many youngsters, now aged 14
or 15 years go out every night than two years ago, and
this is true for two times as many 16 and 17 years old.



4.2 schoolintegration

There are tuwo school indexes, The first is bond with
school (liking school; relation with teachers) and com-
mitment (importance good rates, judgement teachers,
staying in school):. The second index measures sghool-—
functioning (performance, homeuwork, repeating classes)
and social behavior (punishmant, sent away, suspended,
relation with other pupils). Hare again we find a de-
crease in school integration in the two years older
sample (sae annex, table 3).

It should bae stressed, houwever, that the decrease in
family integration 'is considerably stronger than tha
dacrease in schoolintegration.

Figure 3: School-inteqration and age

functioning
in school
5.0
before
-e==wNOW
4.5

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 age
bond and
involvement with school
5.0

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 age
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4.3

Figure 3 makes clear that the school integration
curves are flatter than those of family integration. It
is clear also that the decrease in integration scores is
notably strong between 13, 16 and 16 years old. The old-
est age groups seem to show 'a more stable pattern, uhich
is especially the case for school functioning, including
both school performance or social behavior. Changes also
in the habit of truanting: 30% of the 16 and 17 years old
in 1981, reported some or frequent truancy; tuwo vears la-
ter 51% of this same group reports such behavior.

Jabel 6: Truancy and age (N=331)

1981 1983
Age some/frequent Age somp/ frequoant
truancy truancy
12 - 13 3% 14 - 15 22%
14 - 15 12% 16 ~ 17 334
16 - 17 30% 18 - 19 51%

Leisure and peergroup

Let us repeat the three leisure indexes, The first one
~functioning~ includes visiting bars and disco's, alco-
hol-use of friends and of juvenile himself; the second
one -commitment- refers to the perception of possibil-
ities to spend leisure time outside the home and feelings
of boredom; tha third one -hravado- is based on a certain
self perception (I am good at sports, I am good at speak=-
ing back, I am popular with girls and with boys).

As figure 4 shows, the results are in a somewhat dif-
faerant direction this time. The average score on the in-
dex functioning is lower than two years ago, which means
that these youngsters more freguently go to bars and
disco's and that there is more consumption of alcohol (a-
round them and by. themselves)., This change again shous a
growing detachment from the family uith increasing age,.
Tha same cnclusion can be made with respect to the second
index that gets higher scores in stead of lower scores.

This means that respondents perceive more possibil-
ities for spending leisure outside the home and are npt
bored %o frequently compared to two years ago.

In other words the group as a whole is less influenced
by the family -and is more oriented towards the outside
world and to contacts with peers,



As figure 4. shows ‘the only index that did hardly
change is the bravoure index. High scores on that index
were related to delinquency. Stability of this index me-
ans in any case that in this respect the situation has
not beceme Worse.

Fiqure 4: Leisura time indexes and aga

bravado

involvement

leisure time

We have also checked whether the nature of the peer-
group has changed: do they have more, or less friends
with judicial contacts than tuwo years ago? In this re-
pect there arenot many chainges: twWo years ago as well as
now, somewhat more than half of the youngsters reported
that none of their friends ever had been picked up by the
police.

Summing up: although leisure time Ffunctioning got
lowar scores, the scores on the othar indexes remained
largely unchanged, whereas attitudes towards leijsure oc-
cupations outside the home have become more favourable,

In this study as well as in thae first one the differ-
ent indexes and other variables were correlated. Corre-
lations between the same indexes over time arae also
strong, The highest correlations are those of family-
functioning (.45): school functioning (.52), bravado
(.43), truancy (.37), running away (.37) and having de-
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8.4

linquent friends (.37). Three conolusions can be drawun
from the data, The first one is rather obvious: growing
up and maturing is a continuous and gradual process lead-
ing to a strong relation between the situation as it was
two years ago and the actual situation. The second con=-
clusion is no more surprising: the earlier family,
school and leijsure time integration scores the stronger
pradictive value thay have with raespect to the later lev-
el of integration and delinquency.

Finally we may say that the total social integration
gradually -has decreased in the two vyear follow-up
period.. This is especially true for family integration
and less so for integration in other sub-systems.

Values and norms

In the first as well as in the secand study we have
posed some questions with respect to conceptions about
delinquency and the reaction of the police.

The first qguestion referred to attitudes towards de-
linquent behavior: does the juvenile think it is not se=
rious or does he disapprove? The secend quastion uas
addressed more specifically to his behavior: if he uas
sure nobody would find out, would he commit more
offences? The last question was about police reactions.
What did the juvenile think the police should do:
nothing; give a warning or pick thae delingquent up and
bring him to the police station? The principal conclu-~
sion on the basis of the answers: to these questions was
that most juveniles have rather conformist views with
respect to delinquency as well as towards the police. In
fact whether they had committed offences or not did not
make much difference., Although there was a small group of
parsistant offenders who deviated someuthat from these
norms, most of them had conventional views. Looking at
the answers in the second study there are soma interest-
ing shifts toward more conformity. 0f those who =tuo
years ago- thought that offendihg was "no serious" mat-
ter, only one fifth kept thinking this, while balf nou
disapproves. . O0f those who had said that it depended on
the act, now 60% disapproves (annex, table §). Thus more
respondents than twe years ago djsapprove of cowmmitting
offences.

If one was sure not to be detected, would one commit
more offences? Here again we note greater support for the
conventional norm than before. 0f those uwhe had said
"sometimes" the first time, now 66% said they would not
do so; and of those who had said "Yes, they would™ half
now said they would not and only one fifth said "some-
times",



4.5

With raespect to police reaction, mors ‘juveniles now
than before chose for the hard lina: the police should
take the delinduent to the police siation.

All in all the group as a uwholae has become mora sup-
paortive of conventional norms with respect to delinquen-
cy during the follow-up period.

Socio~demographic variables and social integration

In our first study we found that socio-demographic
variables Were not related to social integrativn, with
the exception of father's employment status and sex.
Girls were hetter integrated in family, school and lei-
sure occupations than boys; and family integration as
well as school-integration were significantly better
when. the father was employed. These results were con-~
firmed in the second study. Moreaver, employment status
of the juvenile also appears to be related to social in-
tegration. Those who still ge to school and thase who
are employed have significantly higher social inte-
gration scores than. those who are unemployed (F=13.50,
p<0.001),

As far as age is concerned figure 5 Shows that inte-
gration scores slouly but systematically decrease. with
increasing aga.

e 5: and social intearatiopn
Integration n before
score

now

SRR

Q

AWR

[ O B 7 D ¢ L
L

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 age

In the follow-up sample the average integration scura
at age 14 is 6,9 and at age 19 is 3,9, Figure 5 clearly
shows that the situation before and after the follow-up
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period is practically identical. Integration scores of
14 and 15 years old, then and now hardly diffar (F=1.0,
p< 0.78) and this is also the case for the 16 and 17
years old, then snd now (F=1.04, p<0.81). There further
is a strong correlation between average integration
scores of both: sumples (r=.56). In other words within
honogenaous age groups social integration is. the same,
independent of time. These results suggest that age is
strongly related with social integracion as well as with
delinquency (see chapter 3). This relation seems inde-
pendent of time and perbaps also ~as Hirschi states- of
other factors such as place and ethnicity.,

Summarizing this chapter it was found that there have
boen considerable changes in social  integration during
the tue year follow-up period, Family integration and
school integration have decreased; leisure lime bhobavior
has . changed: more juveniles than before spend most of
their leisure time outside. However, although the young-~
sters are more detached from their family and from school
they have got more positive attitudes towards spending
one's leisure time and they are more supportive of socie-
ty's norms with respect to delinquency. On the other
hand analysis shows that earlier family and scheolinte-~
gration are strongly related to later: integration and
the same is true for spending one's leisure time and hav-
ing delinquent friends. This means of course that the
research results indicate a certain continuity as well
as clear changes related to the development of young per-
sons. The conclusion that these changes reflect normal
processes of growing up can also be drawn from the fact
that delinguency of the total group has not increased
during the follow-up periosd -as might be eéxpected- but
has about remained at the same level. '



5 EFFECTS OF JUDICIAL INTERVENTION

Chapter 3 and 4 were assentially descriptivae, noting
the changes that have taken place in delinquency, in con-
tacts with the police or the presecutor and in seocial in-
tegration.

Chapter 5 and 6 cover the analytic part of the study.
In this respect we recall that in our view two sets of
variables influence Jjuveniles that have offended two
years ago: changes in social integration and judicial
intervention. We hypothesized that th& effects of chang-

es in social integration -that is changes in the
juvenile's life situation~ would be greater than the im-
pact of judicial intervention. We also assumed that

judicial intervention would only have some effects if
the juvenile had average to high integration scores and
that such intervention would hardly have any effect on
juveniles with low integration scores.

In this chapter we will look at effects of judicial
intervention on later delingquency, on repeated contacts
with the police or the prosecutor.and on later social in-
tegration. -by way of labeling processes-.

5.1 Earlier judicial intervention and later social inte-
gration

The labeling thaory supposes that judicial contacts
will have rather 'serious’ consequences for juveniles:
they  are stigmatized by family and friends; they then
consider themselves as deviant and consequently they
will tend to commit more offences.

These hypothaeses have become to a large extent the
philosophy of the juvenila court. It is.therefore impor-
tant to test it under different angles. In the first
place it can be said, on the basis of labeling theory
that judicial contacts will lead to a decrease in social
integration because of the fact that the bond with sig-
nificant others waeakens, commitment to conventional
sub~system becomes less and values and norms show a shift
towards lass support of conventional norms.
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Apart from this ganeral approach ue have asked juve-
niles a numbar of questions in order to measure possible
labaling effects in & mora direct way. Wa then will exam-
ina whether subjectiva parceptions and fealings are re-
lated to level of ihtegration. Considering earlier ju-
dicial contacts and later integration there appears to
ba a ralation (F=12.77, p<0.001) in the sense that thase
who have not been in contact with the police two years
ago  now hava & much highar inteyration score (5,07 than
these who earlier had appeared baefore the prosecutor
€(2,7). Bat in thae analysis we did not take into account
the lavel of delingency: it is not impossibla that stig-
matization varies with level of delinquency. Keeping
earlier frequency of offending constant there appears to
ba some labeling effect when delinquency level was low.
But when fraguency of offending was high, later inte-
gration was hardly lower in the case of officially
recorded contacts than when there wara no such contacts.

o
Iabel 7: Earlier judicisl. intervention and later integration,
keeping earlier dalinquency level constant

earlier judicial contacts later social integration

low frequency high frequency

of offending of offending
no recorded contacts 4.1 3.5
recorded contacts 2,2 2.5

F=10.6, p<0.002 F=1.7, p<0.19%

Juveniles with a high delinquency leval have on the
average lower integration scores. We did suppose that the
life situation of thesé youngsters would be so unfavour-
able that judicial intervantion waould not operate any
change in their life. Other data point in the sama direc-
tion. For instance we found that the better integrated
Juveniles more often felt ashamed by their contacts with
the polica. In other words labeling would have stronger
effects on well integrated youth than on those who al-
ready are in a  rather bad situation and the labeling
effects seem clearer when delinquency lavel is low.

In order to test this and other relations we used
path-analysis, The analysis refars to six sets of vari-
ables: social integration expressed in both studies 'in

"the already described total integration scores; delin~
quency, each time axpressed in offending frequency dur-
ing {the last year before the interview; and the



officially recorded contucts with the police or the pro-
secutor which we summarize with judicial contacts.

1981 1983

Social

scores

0ffending frequency

last year
Social integration scores
Recorded contacts O0ffending frequency last
polices/prosecutor year

integration

Recorded contacts police/
presecurtor

The arrows indicate the relations that are tested in this chapter.

The  complete analysis will be exposed in tha final
chapter. Here we look first at the partial correlations,
controlling for possible intervening factors. For in-
stance the simple correlation between earlier judicial
contacts and later integration s relatively high,
r==.43, p<0.001. Houwever, controliing for both earlier
integration and earlier delinquency, the partial corre-
lation is only r=-.10. This means that the explained
variance. is so small that the labeling effect isx
non-existent (annex, tahle 5, figure 7)., But looking at
the subjective side of the matter, how do the juveniles
themselves perceive their contacts with the juvenile
justice system. To get some insight in possible feelings
of stigmatization we posed a number of questions, four of
which were so strongly related that we could construct an
index. These questions mainly refer to the consequences
of their delindquency.

e do you think the police watches you more closely now?

. do your parents pick on you more oftan than befora?

° does the trouble with the police harm you when look=
ing for a job?

. do some of your friends shun you sintce you had that
trouble with the police?

One result is that a high number of recorded contacts

go together with a high score on the labeling index (an-
nex, table 6). Moreover, judgement ahbout the way they
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5.2

were treataed by the police or the prosecutor is related
to labeling fealings: when this judgemept is negative,
labeling faalings arae strong. These results indicate
that many Jjudicial centacts are related to a negative

perception of these contacts and high scores an the la-

beling index. Moreover, there is also a relation between
the labeling index and level of integration.

Tabael! 8: labeling index and social integration

labeling~index Average integration scare
N=99

no labeling-scores 8.6

high labeling scores 1.9

;13.79, p<0.003 2.9

tet us repeat that this relation holds only for the
labeling index. A great number of ather labeling vari-
ables =-such as being ashamed by contact with tha police,
knouwledge of paraents, teachers and friends about the con-
tact, reactions and measures taken at home, at school or
from friends~ had no relation at all with social inte-
gration.

What can one conclude on the basis of these data? In
the first placa it should be recognized that juveniles,
when they havé been in contact with the police, indeed
get the feeling that they are stigmatized by their envi-
ronment. Tha more contacts, the worse their social inte-
gration, the stronger these feelings. However, uwe should
not overestimate these perceptions because ue found that
a great number of labeling variables, all concerned with
nagative reactions of family, school and friends did not
differentiate within the group of juveniles with judi-
cial contacts. What can then be said about the basic
labeling jdea, that stigmatization leads to a negative,
delinquent self-image and consequently to more- delin-
quency? This question will be examined in the next
paragraph.

Judicial intervention and later delinguency

Do tha contacts with tha juvenile justice systaem ‘two
yaars ago have any effect on the later delinquency levael?
One may assume that the police and prosecutor do expect



that their intervention has soma effect and that it will
lead youngstars to commit no moFe offerices. However, la-
beling theory claims that judicial intervention has neg-
ative effects and would lead to more rather than less de-
linquent behavior. Simple tabular analysis shows indeed
that the earlier number .of recorded contacts is ralafed
with increasing delinquency two years later, which gives
support to ‘the labeling hypothesis. But in order to test .
the diffefgnt hypotheses sevepal controls need to be in-
troduced. The first one is for earlier dalinquency: can
we still predict later delinquency from earlier contacts
if wa taka into aécoynk the earlier delindquency? And as
far as the earlier contacts are concerned we make a dis-
tinction ~ between police contacts and prosecutor
contacts.

Iabel 9: Earlier judicial contacts and latér delinqueney by-earliar delin—

quency laevel.

earlier judicial contacts:

later offending freguancy

earlier low
delinquency laevel

earlier high
delinquency leval

no police contacts
recorded police-contacts

1,2 3,0
1,8 2,9

F=1,4, p<0.2% F=0.001, p<0.97

no prosecutor contacts

1
prosecutor ‘contacts 1,

'3 3,0
90 2,9

F=0,3, p<0.57 F=0.001, p<0.97

The table clearly shows that when earlier delinquency
level is hkept constant. tha relation between earlier ju-
dicial contacts and later delinquency completely disap—-
pears. It looks as §f the tuo sets of variables are
totally unrelated.  Whether there have been officially
recorded: contacts or no such contacts seems to waka no
diffarence as far as later delinquency is concerned.

Another important factor that has been controlled for
is social integration, because we know that social inte-
gration is strongly related to delinquency. 1t thus could
be possiblie that socjal integration functions as a kind
of . intervening. variabla between earliar judicial ‘con-
tacts and later delinduency level. To examina this
possibility we controlled for integration laevel.
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Tabel 10: Earller judicial contacts and later delinquency by social
lnteqrat:on leval .

‘@arlier judicial contacts low integrution high integration
‘ lavel level
fno polica contacts 2,0 0,47
racordaed police contacts 2,5 6,33
F=0,82, p<0.36 F=0,12, p<0.,72
no prosecutor contacts 2,2 0,45
prosaecutor contacts 1,38 0,55
F=0,55, p<0.46 F=0;05, p<0.82

And again thaerae is nothing left of the relation be-
tween earlier judicial contacts and later delinguency.
It does not make any difference whather there hava been
such contacts or not. What appears from table 9 is that
integration level makes a lot more difference uith re-
spect to later delinquency, but this aspect will be taken
up later. Finally we used path-analysis to compute cor-
relations batween earlier contacts and later
delinquency. The simple correlation is r=.16, p<8.002,
and thus significant. But cantrolling for earlier delin-
quency, the partial correlation is r=-,013, p<0,41. In
other words there is no relation (annex, table 5, figure
8). The conclusion must be that official contacts with
the polica or the prosecutor have no effect on reoffend-
ing. This means that our hypothesis as well as the
labeling hypothesis are not confirmed by our research da-
ta. Even when integration level is high tharae is no
effect of judicial contacts on later delinquency and this
is contrary to our expectations. The labeling hypothesis
claiming that judicial contacts lead to more delinquency
finds no confirmation either.

5.3 Earlier and later judicial intervention

Once a juvenile is registrated in the police files,
what ara tha chances then that he uill bé reregistrated?
The next tablae relates earlier judicial contacts to such
contacts tuwo years later.



Igﬁel 11: Earlier and later

judicial contacts =-in %-

Naw contacts

Earlier contacts

had. no had 1 had 2 or 7{_" P
; contac% contact more contacts
' N=246 N=179 N=102
P~contacts ] 18 25 17,80 <0.001
prosecutor cont, 9 22,5 49 69,10 <0.0001
juvenile judge 3 5,5 28 62,60 <0.0001
Total number
contacts 15% 35% 48% 45,12 <0.0001

For those who had two or more earlier contacts, the
chance of gatting a new contact with the police is ! in
4; but the chance of getting inte contact with the prosae-
cutor is 1 in 2, twice as high as for thosa who only had
one earlier contact. Considering all contacts ue may say
that of those who only had 1 contact, more than one third
whereas for those who had 2 or more
contacts nearly half got additional contacts. It thus ap-
pears that once recorded by the police the chances are
high one gets a new record, But of course things are not
that straightforward. In the first placae one should take

got new contacts,

into account the differences

in reported delinquency.

This is well illustrated by the next figure which shous
the increase in total numbar of contacts since 1931,
keeping level of delinquency constant,
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Figure 6: Incresse in %toial number of judigial contagis
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It is clear that juveniles with a high delingquency
laval show the highest increase in number of contacts.
The othar tuwo groups show a more reduced relation betuween
delinquency lavel and number of contacts. In the follou-
ing analysis wa controllaed for delinquency level and num-
ber of earlier contacts. When delingquancy level is low,
it doas not make any difference whather there have peen
earliar contacts or not. Tha rule "once contact, renewed
contact" apparently does not apply to this group. Howev~
ar, when delinguency lavel is  high there is a
considerablae diffaranca in number of later contacts be-
tween those who already had such conptacts earlier and
those who had not Cannex, table 7). Particularly the
large differance in prosecutor contacts suggests that



the police tends to send mora easily an official report
to the prosecutor in cases wheére there have baen earlier
contacts., Tha predictive value of earlier contacts is
thus fairly strong in tha case of ralatively delinquent
youngstaers; when delinquency is only incidental earliaer
contacts are not good pradictors of later contacts. In
other ®ords: juvenilas who are freguent offenders run a
high risk of getting official contacts with the juvenile
justice system if they slready hod such contacts; when
therae have been no such contacts the risk of getting them
is just as high as for thosa who only committad a fouw of-
fences. :

summary

The following gquestions have been examined in this
chapter,

1. Does judicial intervention have labeling effects and
thus produces a decrease in social integration?

2. Is there a relation between judicial intervention
and later delingquency?

3. 1s thera a relation betuaan earlier contacts with the
juvenile justice system and such contacts after & two
years perijod?

Answering the first question we found a small labeling
effect ot the level of the individual juvenile. The more
police contsacts, the more thae juvenile experiences some
stigmatization by his environment. The question is,how-
ever, to what extent labeling feelings lead to changas in
behavior by the environment or tha juvenile himself. We
did not find such changes: judicial intervention did not
have any demonstrable effect on later social intaegrotion
or on later delinquency level, which is what one would
expect in terms of the theory. This brings us to the mec-~
ond question to which we can only give a negative ansuar.

Controlling for earlier dalinquency, there appeared
to be no relation between earlier judicial . contacts and
later delindquency: frequency of delinquant behavior is
independent of the occurrence of contacts with the police
or the prosecutor two years ago. Apparently delinquency
is related to other factors.

The third question has a positiva answer. Although,
when offending frequancy is low, there is only & weak re-
lation betwaan earlier and later judicial intervention,
the relation is very strong for frequent offenders, In
this case the best predictor for a new racordaed contact
is an earlier recordad contact. Path-analysis shouws &
partial correlation of earlier contacts with latar con-
tacts of r= (35,
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6. SOCIAL INTEGRATION, DELINQUENCY AND JUDXCIAL XINTER-
VENTIOH

In this chapter we want to examine whether changas in
social integration are related to changes in dalinquency
and changes in judicial intarvention. However, wae first
want to check the relations between actual social inte-
gration on the one hand and delinquency or judicial in-
tervention on the other. As ours is a repeat study with a
sub-group from the original sample it is important to
control whether earlier established relations still
hold.,

The arrows in the model show tha relations that ue
want to analyze first,

1981 1983
integration integration,
delinquency dalinquency
judicial contacts judicial contdcts

Actual social integration and actual delinquency

Az far &s family aud schoolintegration are concerned
wa found the same relations as in the first study. Par-
ticularly schoolfunctioning is strongly raelated to de-
linquency. When schoolfunctioning is good there is
hardly any delinquency: the average number of delinquent
acts is 0.19. When schoolfunctioning becomes worse, the
averagae numbar of dalinquent acts increases up to 2.65.

In other words although family ‘and schoolintegration
have generally decreased during thae follow-up pariod
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(see chzptar 4), tha relations betuwean that integration
and delinquancy ramained as strong as two years ago.

With respact to the other intagration fields thae sama
reasoning holds. Some positiva changes concerning the
lagissre indaxas and tha suppert for conventional norms
hava beaen demonstrated. But indapendently of .thaese
changes oceurring in the follow-up period, the relation
batuwean all thesa variablas and dalinguancy, practically
remained unchangad.

Using the global intagration scores we are able to il-
lustrate the raelations batween integration and dalin-
quency in 1981 =nd 1983.

This is shown by tha following figure where both are
raprasented {the curves ara based on annax table 8).

al integrati coras and offendj =
enc s ar - a 983~

offences
last year before a
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+ Figure 7 shous that in 1981 as wall as in 1983 tha ra-
lation betwean integration and daelinguency is very
strong, The correlation coefficient for 1981 is r=-,49
and for 1983 r=~.41. Moraover we see that tha curves are
practically - idantical, indicating that the szame proc-
esses are operating now as two yeairs before. We also
found a strong relation betweéen social integration lavel
and judicial contacts, which again is a confirmation of
our earlier results. But if we consider only those juvae-
niles who ‘have had warliar contacts with the juvenile



justice system we find no difference in social inta-
gration between those with and those without any further
contacts. Both groups show the same integration level
(F=[t.66, p<0.42) and the same delinquency level (F=2,60,
p<0560). The group with repeated contacts differed from
tha group Without such contacts by the fact that they had
a lower integration level two years ago and also had had
more contacts two vears age.

But there appears %o be no relation between actual
level of social integration and renewad cantacts with
the juvenile justice system. The reason probably is that
renewed contacts do rot depend so much on social inte-
gration level or offending frequency as well as on the
fact that there have been recorded contacts before.

For the group as a whole, however, the relation ba-
tween social integration and judicial intervention con-
tinues to exist. Path-analysis shois a corralation of
re-.27 (p<0,001), and when delinquency level is cont-
rolled tho partial correlation is r=-.16 (p<0.003) a re-
sult which is still significant. However, the variance
explrined is minimal 3% and when we control for earlier
judicial intervention (see 6.3) the relation disappears.

changes in social integration and delinguency

A first question 6ne may ask is whethar varlier social
integration would have some predictive value with re-
spect to later delinquency. This would imply that social
integration is & fairly stable varjable: remaining con-
stant it would influence earlier as well as lataer delin-
quency. Second, we want to trace the effacts of changes
in integration. If there is any chapge how would that ef-
fect actual delinguent behavior?

1981 1983
integration integration
delin;::::;§“§‘§\~“““-ydaligkuency
judijeial contacts judicial contacts

As appears from the outline Wwe can exprass these analysaes
by two arrows : the first one points from earlier inte-
gration  to renewad delinquency, the other points from
earliar intaegration to latar integrationf and then to de-
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linquency. Considaring our first problem, regression
analysis shows that the relation batween earlier inte-
gration and . earlier delinquency (R=.63) is much stronger
than thd one betueen earlier integration and later dalin-

_quency (R=.44). This would suggest that the tuo states

ara  related; but as social integration is not a given
statae once ond for all but is changing over time, the re-
lation between warlier integration and earlier
delinquency iy stronger than the relation baetween that
integration level and later delinquency.

Path-analysis shows this more tlearly. YThe corre-
lation of earlier integration with later delinquency is
r=~,22, p<0.001, However, controlling for later inte-
gration that correlation disappears cowmplately (r=.01,
p<0.39). This means in fact that: when one controls for
the actual integration level, earlier social integration
is not related to the dalinuuent betavior of juveniles
tuo years latar.

These results suggest that as situations change, con~
saquantly behavior also changes. Two years in the life of
a juvenile mesn a considerable period: the situation in
his family, with respect to school er job, leisure occu-
pations and friends may be modified to some ar to mora
extent.

In chapter 1 we stated some hypotheses, assuming that
delinquency would decrease with improving lavel of inte-~
gration and would increase in case of lower integration
laval: remaining constant if nn change occured. This has
baen tested by splitting thae group of earlier offenders
into three sub-groups: those who had a low integration
lavel (scores 1. 2, 3), those of medium integration level
(scores 4, 5, 6) and those who were well jntegrated
(scores 7, 8, 9. 10). UWe then first compared average of-
fending frequency in 1981 and 1983,

Tabel 12: Earlier integration and delinguency level. in
198 and 1933
low medium high
intagration integration integration
lavel lavel lavel
Offending
frequency N=84% N=99 N=145
1981 2.9 1.4 0.3
1983 2.0 1.5 0.9

Grossly we note a clear difference in frequency of de-
linquent bahavior between the thres integration levels,



a difference that remained fairly stable over the two
years. This would sugonst that overall the situation did
not change for all, or perhaps for most of the juveniles.
Howevar, this analysis is toe simple, We now attack the
second question looking first at changes in . social inte-
gration and. then relating thae. changes to delinquency
level. This is expressed by the second arrow in the mod-
el, the cone that leads from earlier to later integration
and then to delinquency.

Tabel 13: Changes in integration level and in offending

frequency
earlier later
earlier offending later offending
integration frequency integration frequency
’ low (N=64) 2.3
low 2.9 medium (N=16) 1.2
(1,2,3) high (N= 4) 1.0
low (H=49) 2.3
medium 1.4 medium (N=31) 0.9
(4,5,6) high (H=19) 8.3
loi (N=28) 2.5
high 0.3 medium (N=35) 1.1
(7,8,9,10) high (N=82) 6.3

Combining the two tables one gets the following. Of
those who - in 1981 - had a low integration level, about
25% improved their situation. This has resulted in a con-
siderable decrease of theéir offending frequepcy as is
shoun in column 4. The 'second group of medium inte-
gration level split up in three sub-groups: for half of
them the integration level lowsrad, leading to more de-
linquency (average offending frequency .increased from
1.4 to 2,3). The other groups; whose integration level
remained stable (one third) or increased (20%), shou a
sizeable reduction in delinquency.

The third group also needs some comments. Of a total
of 63 juveniles - 43,5% - the integration level had low~
erad. Somewhat less than half of them;, nhow having a
clearly low integration lavel show a considerable rise in
average offending frequency. (0.3 to 2.5). Onhly the
sub-group that maintaindd its high integration lavel
continued to have the very low average offending frequen-
cy of 0.3.
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The table also shows that ~independent of earlier in-
tagration- those who now have low, medium or high inte-
gration scores (column 3) also have similar delinquent
behavior {column %4). In fact what detarmines actual da-
lirquent behavior is the actual intagration level, and
not tha situation as it was two vears ago. -

Tuo. maora remarks an thae changes in delinguent
behavior. Wa have seen that tha globsl integration of the
sample as a whole has decreased during the two years fol-
low~up period: although the group of madium integration
leval has remained more or less stablae, the group of high
laeval  has been raeduced from half to one third and the
group of low level has increased from about 26% to 43%.
But the offending frequency af the total sample has re-
mained constant or was even slightly reduced. We would
suggest that we are desling here with an effect of
ageing, social integraton - as it has been measured in
this study = declining with age. This means that lower
integration levels are not entirely translated in more
dalinquency. ' If this were the case delinquency levels
would now be higher than two years ago. Part of the glo-
bal decline in integration thus should be attributed to
the process of becoming adult and does not lead to more
delinquancy. The second remark concerns the relation be-
tween earlier and later delinquency. One would expect an
impact of earlier delinquent behavior on such later be-
havior and indeed path~analysis gives us a corralation of
r=.22 (p<0.001) between the two verables (annex, table 5,
figure 6). Houwever, controlling for levels of inte-
gration, the relation disappears.

Apart from actual social:integration and earliaer de-
linquency, it might be possible that earlier judicial
contacts also have an impact on later delinquency level.
The following table looks at the actual offending fre~
quency while keeping earlier delinquency, aarlier judi~
cial cantacts and actual integration level constant,



Yabel 14: Actual offending frequency by earlier delinquency, ear-
lier judicial contacts and actual integration

earlier low offending earlier high offending
frequancy frequency
no no
recorded recorded recorded recorded
contact contact contact contact
0.5 0.6 2.6 2.7

actual offending frequency

1.2 1.2 1.9 2.2

low high low high low high low high
social social social social social. social social social
integr. integr. integr. integr. integr. integr. integr. integr.

1.9 8.5 1.6 0.3 2.2 1.3 2.5 0.6

The table reviews all our earlier findings, In the
first place we see that low delinquency levels remain re-
latively low while high delinquency levels remain high.
But low frequency did increase whereas high freguency de-
creased so that the discrepancy between both groups has
diminished. In the second place the table shows again
the absence of any impact of judicial intervention on de-
linquancy. Whether a Jjuvenile has had officially
recorded contacts or not, it does not make any difference
for the frequency of his offending. Thirdly, it is clear
that the grestaest impaet on delinquent behavior comes
froem the actual integration level. The considerable dif-
ferences in delinquency b»ll go in the same direction,
Finally actual integration has its effects on delinquen-
[ independently of earlier  delinquency level.
Differences in offending between juveniles with low in-
tegration scores are small, whether they had committed a
few or a lot of offences tuwo years ago. The same is true
for those with high integration scores:. indepepdently of
earlier offending, actual offending frequency is low.

6.3 changes in social integration and judicial contacts

Wa have seen earlijer that actual social integration
is significantly related to actual delinquency (r=-.16,
p%0.063). This relation might be explained by the fact
that the police use certain selection eriteria for their
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decision making, that are part of our integration index-
es. such as family background factors or truancy. But we
also wanted to know whether earlier integration had an
impact on later judicial intaervention. After examining
this question we analyzed whether integration changes

- perhaps did influence the number of tontacts with police
© and prosecutor. The relations can be visualized by the

following arrows.

1981 1983
integratéon integration
delinquency delinquency !
judicial caontacts judicial contacts

The first relation examined is the one between earlier
integration . and  later intervention. The simple corra-
lation in path-analysis is r=-.20, p<0.00}. But conk~
rolling for integration and delinquency in 1983, the
relation disappears completely (annex, table 5, figure
2), In fact we had not expected such a relation to
exist, while there was no rolation between earlier inte-
gration and later delinquency either. 'This result again
cenfirms the conslusion that social integration level at
a specific time has little predictive value with respect
to later behavior becausae it is a dynamic state, not a
static one,

As far as the relation of later integration with latar
judicial contacts is concerned, path-analysis gives a
simple correlation of r=-.27, p<0.001; but controlling
for actual delinquency and earlier judicial contacts the
partial correlation in r=-.12, p<0.01, a statistically
significant relation without however much real meaning.

Finally we have examined the impact of integration
changes on judicial intervention, distinguishing batween
low integration (scores 1-6). and. high integratiop
(scores 7-10).



Tabel 15: Changes in social integration &nd increase in
number of judicial contacts

Number of judicial contacts (N=328)

changes in increase increase increase
integration P-contact prosecutor total number

contact of contacts
integration .32 .36 .72
remained low

decrease .30 .06 .61
high to lou -

increase .09 .09 .13
low to high )
integration .06 .06 .10

remained high

F=2.0, F=5.6, F=5.3,
p<O. 11 p<0.001 p<0.001

Table 15 shows a large difference in contacts between
those with high integration scores and those with low
scores. This is particularly true in the case of polica
contacts. Juveniles whose scores were and ~emained low do
show the highest increase in number of contacts. A naxt
question is whether it would make a differenca if earlier
contacts were informal or officially recorded,
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Tabel 16: Changeés in social integration and incressa in
number  of judicial contacts by nature of earli-
er contacts :

Changes in increasa total numbaer of contacts
integration . ’

no recordad officially recorded

contacts contacts

integration .49 1.10
remained low
decrease .16 .64
high to low
increase .08 .40
low to high
integration J11 .80
remained high

F=1.6, F=0.5,

p<0.19 p<0.68

And again earlier established differences disappear.
The largest differences do not occur betueen those with
high and those with low integration scores - although
there are some differences, they are not significant -
but between those who had only informal contacts and
those who had recorded contacts.

The conclusion theraefore must be that changes in inte-
gration level have nothing to do with coming again into
contact with the juvenile justice system.

summary

In. this chapter we analyzed the question whether so-
eial integration has any impact on delinquency and judi-
cial contacts, one of our leading research questions.
First wae demonstrated, just as in our Ffirst study, that
social integration is strongly related %o delinquency.
However, integration is not related to judicial contacts
if one controls for earlier contacts., Earlier judicial
contacts appear to be much stronger predictors of later
contacts than actual integration.

Secondly we related changes in social integration to
delinquency - and judicial contacts. These changes have
strong effects on delinquent behavior in the sense that
highar intearation scores are related to a decrease in



delinquency and lower integration scoras to an increase
in delinquent  behavior. With respect to judiecial con-

-tacts it may be said that changes in integration. ara not

related to number of later judicial contacts.
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7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1 Dpelinquency, judicial contacts and social integration
The first part of the study examined changes in dalin-
‘quency, in judicial contacts and in social integration

that occured during the follow-up period.

Delinauency

. earlier delinquency is related to later delinquency;

\ . four groups can be distinguished:

- juveniles with persisting low offending frequen-

cys 55%;
. —  juveniles with persisting high offending frae-

quency: 15%;

i juveniles with increasing offending frequancy:
15%3 '

. juveniles with decreasing offending frequency:
15%.

Judicial contacts

. of those who have had contacts with the police or
prosecutor, 60% did not and 40% did again come into
cantact with the juvenile justice system;

. there is a relation between the nature of earlier
contacts and later contacts: only 20% of those who
just had informal contacts did get recorded contacts
two. years later: this is 37,5% of those who only had

d police contacts and 44,5% of those who had prosecutor
contacts; )
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° renewed - contacts with - the juvenile justice system
arae  unralated to actual level of  delinguent
bahavior,

Social integration

. although there is a relation betueen earlier and lat~
ar intepration, integration of the sample as & whole
has decreased; :

® this 1s particularly so for family integration and
lass so0 for schoolintagration;

* the changes seem to be ralated to the normal process
of growing up; .

. they are pot accompanied by an increase in delinquen-
cy.

Who_did _offend again?

° 0f thase wha have committed offances, half stopped
offending and half continued offending -during a tuo
years period-;

. juveniles who continued offending differ from those
who stopped in a number of ways:

- thay are younger;

- their education lavel is lower;

- they have lower intagration scores = now and twa
vears ago;

- they started committing offences at an earljer
age;

- their offending frequency was already higher twe
years ago.

. juveniles who continued or stopped offending did not
differ in $.E.S., employment status of the father and
of the juvenile himself.

Who_had judicial contacts agajn?

. Juvaniles who again had judicial contacts during the
follow-up pariod differ from those who did not in the
follouwing respects:

~  they bhad lower integration scoras two vaars ago;
- they committed niore offences two vears ago;
- -thay had more judicial contacts two vears ago.



] Both groups do not differ in actual de1|nquency
lavel, actual integration and $.E.S.

7.2 Effacts of judicial intervention and of changes in in-
tagration

This part of the study can be expressed in a model -
LISREL -, designed in collaboration with the department
of Research Methods of Leiden University.9?

1981 1983
social 5oc1al
in egration integration

o ﬂ

~-. 14 delinquency delinquency -s12

.46 .19
udicial .35 judicial
contacts contacts

*%2=5,38; dfs5; p=.37

The objective of the model is to classify the proc-
esses operating during the follow-up period. In this re-
spect we recall that social integration is expressed by
total integratijon scores, delinquency is measured by of-
fanding frequency during tha year before the interviauw,
and judicial contacts are those contocts that are offi-
cially recorded.

7.2.1 Effects of judicial intervention

3 high scores on the labeling-index, measuring the

%! Mejjerink F., P.G.M. van der Heijden, A. Mooyaart:
Using LISREL to choose between contradicting crimino-
logical theories, University of Leiden, department of
Research metheds; Paper presented at the Third Inter-
national Symposium on Data Analysis, Brussels, 1985.
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stigmatizing consequences of judicial contacts, are
related to a large number of such contacts and o low
integration scores, However; labeling effacts could.
only be found on the basis of the labeling index. We
did not find any effect of variables measuring the
reactions of family, school and peers;

° no labeling effects of judicial intervention on lat- .
er social integration have been fotnd.

The hypothesis was that judicial contacts would have neg-
ative affects on integration that is on relations and
functioning in the family, school- and peergroup. This
hypothesis has not been confirmed. The correlation be-
twean earljer judicial contacts and later integration is
so low as te be without significance.

Judicial intervention and later delinquency

. recorded contacts with the police or prasecutar have
no effects on the lavel of later delinquency.

In this case.the hypothesis was that judicial inter-
vention would have specific effects, .although uwe ex~
pacted that eventual effects would be stronger: if the
juvenile was well integrated, Hawever, this proved not
to be the case. Juveniles with low integration scores did
commit more offences than juveniles with high scores, but
this happened irrespaective of their having had contacts
with the juveniles justice system. The labeling hypoth-
esis stating that Jjudicial contacts would lead to more
daelinquancy was not confirmed either. In fact no relation
could be established between recorded contacts and later
delinquency. ’

Judicial iptervention and later judicial contacks

. earlier judicial contacts are the strongest predic-
tors of later judicial contacts.

This is particularly the case for juveniles with high
offending freguency: i¥ they had a preceding recorded
cantact then the risk of getting another one was high; if
they did not have earlier recorded contacts then the risk
of gatting one was low.

The LISREL model gives a correlation of .35 which is
raelatively high so we must conclude that we have here an
important relation, Earlier we expressed the view that
there probably is a high thrashold for the first official
recording of dalinquent behavior, Onca that threshold is
passed, hew recordings seem to folleow more or less auto-~
matically. :



7.2.2 Effects of changes in social integration

Actual social inteqration and delinguency

actual integration level is strongly ralated teo ac-
tual delinquency level;

earlier delinguency has no autonomous effect on lat-
er deljnquency.

The model shows a relatively high correlation betwean

actual integration and actual delinguency (r=-.45).

Changes in social integration and delinquency

changes in integration are strongly related te
changes in offending frequency;

when integration increases, offending frequency de-
éreases;

when integration decrdases, offending frequency ris-
es.

These raesults cannot be inferred directly from the mo-

dal. In fact this would necessitate an arrow leadihg from
earlier integration to later delinquency but passing
through latar integration. The high correlation between
earlier and later integration (r=.57) indicates that in
the lijves of most of the juveniles much has remajned the
same during the follow-up period, so therae is much conti-
nuity, But this is not true for all juveniles. some hava
done better: in the family, in - 'the school, or they found
a job. Others did not fare so well: more conflicts with
their parents, they dropped out of school or occupied
their leisure time in a more negative way. These changes
do have a great impact on delinquent behavior meaning
less delinquency when the situation improves and more de-
linquency when things become worse.

The conclusion must be that changes in a juveniles

life situation constitute the best predictor for changes
in delinquent behavior.

Chanqes in social inteqration and judicial contacts

social integration is related to judicial contacts;
changes in social integration are not related to lat-
er judicial contacts if one controll for earlier con-
tacts;

irrespective of integration changes those who had
earlier recordad contacts now havé more such con-
tacts than those who had not,
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7.3

Two arrows run from social integration to judicial
contacts meaning that -in 1981 as wall as in 19833~ the
police: in thaeir decision making. take into account fac-
tors, . that are part of our integration indexes, such as
family~ and school factors. Houwaver, in both tases ax-
plained varianca is small. It seems likely  that - the
police tak& into account these factors (plus a number of

. class related factors as wae hava demonstratad in our

first study) when they arae considering to make an offi-
cial raeport for the first time. We deduce this from the
finding that changes in social integration ara pot rae-
lated to additional judicial contacty. Juveniles with
earlier contacts get more additional contacts than juve-
niles wWithout earlier contacts whethar their situation
has . improved or not.

This ‘means & confirmation of +the  threshold
hypothesis. When it is tha first time the police make an
official report, they arae prepared to consider a number
of background factors which they think are important in
datermining delinquent behavior. When a juvenile comes
again in contact with the police, there will be automatic
registration and background factors are no longer con-
sidered.

some conslusions

Two fundamental problems have been examined in both
studies. The first one is: what are the catses of delin—
quent behavior; the second is: will judicial iater-
vention stop further offending.

With respect to the first problem we have tried” to ex=
plain delinquency on the basis of social control ‘theory.
We now may conclude that the follow-up study gives aven
more support to the theory than our first study. Mot on-
ly did we find again that social integratior is related
to delipauency but we were able to establish that changes
in integration level had a direct impact on offending
frequency. These relations appeared %o be particularly
strong. On the basis of the results from the two studjes
wa  feel confident to state that social control theory
forms an essential contribution to explaining delinquent
bahavior.

The second problem is considerably more complex. Ex-
pactations on possible effects of judicial intervention
on behavior werae not too high, It seemed to us that gen-
arally unrepeataed and isolated eévents such as a judicial
contact, never can havae as much determining influence on
behavior as a juvenile's more permanent and more paerva<
sive life situation. Even when the perception of such
contacts is panetrating and disturbing, it is a passing
evant that dous not necnussarily leave profound tracas.



In other words we expected socisl integration to hava
strongar  effects on behavior than judicial contacts.
Howaver, we did axpect & kind of shock effect of such
contacts on juveaniles who wera reasonably well inte-
grated and not very delinaguent. Finally ume did not ax-
pact to find clear and unambiguous labeling effects of
judicial contacts, in term of decreasing integration,
increasing delinquency and more judicial contacts.

Our first hypothesis has been confirmed: indeed
changes in social integration want together with changas
in delinquent behavior. Judicial contacts, on the con-
trary, had no effect on later delinquency: whethar there
had been or had not been recorded contacts it did not
make any diffaerence in later bahavior. Moreovar, aeven
differentiation by integration level produced no differ-
ences ‘in offending frequency between those with earlier
judicial contacts and those without such contacts. To
some this will be a disappointing and perhaps. shocking
conclusion. Whether juveniles perceiva their contact
with the juvenile justice system as painful and threat-
ening -and there are indications that many of them fael
this way- this seems to have no consequences as. far as
their latar behavior is concerned. Our expectation that
there uould be a deterrent effect in the case of well in-
tegrated juveniles wuas not confirmed. This hypothasis
has to be rejected.

As far as the labeling hypotheses are concerned, the
rasults are not that clear cut. A labeling index measur-
ing some negative consequences of judicial intervention
was related to number of experienced judicial contacts
and integration level. This means that juveniles indi-~
cata that such contacts are followed by certain negative
constquences. However, this was not the case for other
labeling variables measuring reactions from parants,
teachers and peers, In any case labeling effacts are
weak: Jjudicial intervention did not lead to lower social
integration scores or to more delinquent behavior.

The third hypothesis pradicting a strong relation ba-
tween earlier and later judicial contacts has been con~
firmed. Particularly among the relatively more
delinquent youngsters the rule "once contact, more con-
tacts™ appeared to be valid. Irrespective of offending
frequency, those who had earlier recordad contacts al-
woys had a higher risk to get new contacts than those
whosa offances had not been recorded before.
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ANNEX

Isble 1: Employment status father and total integration scores

1981 1983
mean score mean. score
father employed 6.21 5.16
father unemployed 3.80 3.94
father incapicitated 4,73 3.13
F=6.13, p<0.002 F=7.72, p<0.,0005

Jable 2: Family integration in 1981 and 1983

mean score family bond mean score family functioning
1981 3.60 3.98
1983 2.98 3.42
T=4.6, p<0,001 T=6.1, p<0.001

Ioble 3: Schoolintegration in 1981 and 1983

mean score bond with school mean score functioning
1981 4.58 3.86
1983 4,25 3.54
T=4,D6.‘p<0.001 : T=26.47, p<0.001
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Iablg 4: Evaluation of delinquent hehaviaor

~1981 and 1983~

1981
1983 is not serious depends on the act disapproves
H=31 H=103 N=194
is not serious 19,5 14,5 7
depends on tha act 29 26 13
disapprovas 51,5 59,5 75
100 100 100
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Iable 5: Datails Path-analysis
1

1981 1983
(1Y §=-I S-I (4) Earlier integration and later delinguency
2) D D (5) r15=-.22, p<0.001 ‘
€3) J-C J-C (6) control for later integration: rl5.4=.01, p<0.39%
2

1981 1983
(1) S-I S5-I (4) - Earlier integration and judicial contucts
(2) D ] 5) r16==,20, p<0.001
€3) J4-C J-C (6) control for earlier delinquency and earlier

judicial cantacts: r16.23=-.003, p<0.47

3

1981 1983
(1) 5-1 S5-I (&) Later integration and later judicial contacts.
(2) b D (5) r46s=~,27, p<0.001
(3) J-C J-C (6) control for later delinquency: r46.53-.16, p<0.003
4

1981 1923
(1) s-I S~I (4) Earlier integration and earlier judicial contacts
(2> D D (5) r13=-.,53, p<0.001
(3) J-C J-C (6) control for earlier delinguency:

r13,2=-.21, p<0.001

5

1981 1983
(1) s=1 S-1-(4% Earliar delinquency and later judicial contacts
(23 D D (5) r26=.,27, p<0.001
(3) J-C J=C (6) control for earlier judicial contacts:

r26.3<,15, p<0.003

65



1981 1983
1) s-1 S5-I (4) Earlier delinquency and later delinquency
t2> D D (5) r25=,22, p<0.001
3) J-C J-C (6)
7
1981 1983
(1) S~ S=1 (4) Earlier judicial contacts and later integration
2> D D 5) r34=-.43, p<0.001
(3) J-C J-C (6) control for earlier integration and delinquency:
r3%.,12=-,10, p<0.03
]
1981 1983
(1) s-I 5~1 (4) Earlier judicial contacts and later delinquency
(2} D D (53 r35=.16, p<0.002
(3) J-C J-C (6) control for earlier delinquency:

r35.2=-.013, p<0.41

Table 6: Average number of contacts and labeling index

avarage number of contacts Stand. directien H

no labeling 1.3 1.2 66
. 2.9 2.4 18

strong labeling 5.3 4.1 15

F=23.25, p<0.0001
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Table 7: Increase in number of judicial contacts by actual delinquency
and aarlier contacts

Increase total number of contacts since 1981

low delinquency level high dalinquency level
no recerded cont, recorded cont. no recorded cont. recorded cont.

0.68 0.91 0.49 1.39
F=0.29, »<0.59% F=5.38, p<0.02

Increasae in number of contacts last year befora interview

6.31 8.35 0.18 B 0.53

F=0.028, p<0.36 F=3.75, p<0.05

Yabie 8: Total integrationsceres and offending frequency last

year
1981 1983
integration mean offending mean offending
scores frequency fraguency

1 ~low 4.0 3.4

2 2.5 2.0

3 1.9 1.1

4 1.7 1.8

5 .8 .8

6 1.1 .8

7 .G .3

8 .7 .7

9 .2 .2

10 ~high .2 .07
F=13.6, p<b.0001 F=9.2, p<0.0001
r==.69 r==,41
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