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PREFACE 

The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

A great deal of criminological research has been conducted ,"lith a view to identifying 
the factors which distinguish offenders from non-offenders. We now la.10W, for example, 
that children whose parents reject or negle~t them, who perform poorly, or are rated 
troublesome at school or whose peers or parents are involved in crime are particularly 
at risk of offending. Strategies designed to tackle the causes of parental neglect or rejection 
and poor school performance or which help counteract delinquent peer group pressure 
are therefore likely to be of prime importance in reducing the number of young people 
who become involved in crime. 

Reducing the·number of young offenders, however, is only one way of reducing the 
aggrega.te crime rate. Young offenders vary conc;iderably in the level of their involvement 
in crime. Many offend only infrequently. A small minority offend very frequently. Very 
little is known about the factors which determine the frequency of involvement in crime. 
Yet strategies which reduce the frequency of offending could in principle reduce the 
aggregate crime rate just as effectively as strategies which reduce the population of 
offenders. The purpose of this study was to help remedy the deficit in our knowledge 
about the factors which determine frequl:!I1cy of offending among juvenile offenders. 

The results of the study contain a number of surprises. The developmental factors 
(e.g. parental behaviour) which are important in determining whether a young person 
becomes involved in crime do not appear to be potent influences on the frequency \"lith 
which a young person offends. Instead, factors more immediately related to the lifestyle 
of the young offender appear to be the most important influence. The precise combination 
of lifestyle factors relevant to an understanding of offending frequency, however, seems 
to vary from offence to offence. An expressed need for thrills and excitement, for example, 
affects the frequency of motor vehicle theft offendirlg but not the frequency of shoplifting 
or break, enter and steal. 

Some factors did emerge which appeared to influence the frequency of more than one 
offence. The need to obtain money to buy drugs is one such factor. Some of the factors 
which might have been thought to exert a general influence on offending frequency, 
however, did not do so. The perceived severity of legal sanctions, for example, did not 
appear to influence offending frequency in any of the categories of offence examined in 
the report. These results clearly call for a fresh appraisal of strategies for tackling juvenile 
offending. In this regard they should be of great assistance (;0 the newly established 
Juvenile Crime Prevention Division of the NSW Attomey General's Department. 

Dr Don Weatherbum 
Director 

February 1995 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

According to the criminal career perspective (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth and Visher 1986) 
the aggregate rate of any offence (i.e. the number of crimes per capita in the general 
population) is a product of the participation rate and the frequency of offending. The 
term 'participation rate' in this context refers to the proportion of individuals in the 
population engaged in the particular form of offending in question. The term 'frequency 
of offending' refers to the frequency with which individuals commit that offence. Past 
research on youth involvement in crime has been predominantly concerned with 
identifying delinquent-prone juveniles. Such research naturally leads to strategies 
designed to reduce the number of juveniles involved in crime, that is, the participation 
rate. Relatively little attention has been paid to the correlates of offending frequency, 
although strategies which reduce offending frequency could, in principle, have as much 
impact on the aggregate rate of offending as strategies which reduce the participation 
rate. 

The small amount of evidence available suggests that participation and frequency have 
some common and some unique correlates (Smith/ Visher and Jarjoura 1991; Nagin and 
Smith 1990; Paternoster and Triplett 1988; Blumstein et al1986). It has been suggested, 
ror example, that gender, age of onset of involvement in crime, and drug use are related 
to both participation and frequency, while family and school factors tend to exert a much 
stronger influence on participation than frequency. The present sPldy was conducted 
in order to further our understanding of the factors which determine the frequency of 
offending among young offenders. Given the rudimentary state of current knowledge 
about the issue, it seemed appropriate to cast as wide a net as possib!e when considering 
which factors to include in the study. Before describing the factors chosen for 
examination, it is helpful to review previous research on the correlates of juvenile 
offending and other research relevant to frequency of offending. 

1.1 PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

Family background 

The contribution of family factors to youth offending has received considerable attention. 
The general consensus appears to be that family factors play an important role in the 
development and maintenance of juvenile offending. Delinquency appears to be related 
to the amount of supervision parents provide (Weintraub and Gold 1991), the strength 
of attachment or positive feelings between parents and children (Lauritsen 1993; Krohn, 
Stern, Thornberry and Jang 1992; Weintraub and Gold 1991; Paternoster and Triplett 
1988), relations between parents (Lauritsen 1993), parent and sibling criminality 
(Lauritsen 1993; Farrington 1987a; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber 1986), family stability 
(Henry, Moffit, Robins, Earls and Silva 1993) and number of residential moves by a family 
(Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin 1972). Family structure, such as household size, has also 
been found to be related to frequency of offending in youths (Nagin and Smith 1990). In 
their comprehensive review of family factors, Loeber and Stouthamer~Loeber (1986) 
concluded that lack of parental supervision, parental rejection of a child, and amount of 
parental involvement with a child were the most powerful predictors of delinquency. 

1 
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Schooling 
Several school-related factors are reportedly associated with offending in juveniles. These 
include truancy, disruptive behaviour in school, poor attainment, pupil integration in 
school, and dropping out of school because of a dislike for school or being expelled 
o"arjoura 1993; Baerveldt 1992; Tremblay, Masse, Perron, Leblanc, Schwartzman and 
Ledingham 1992; Farrington 1987a; Belson 1975; Wolfgang et al1972}. 

Income and employment 
Finding work when they leave school and having enough money are amongst some of 
the most important things to teenagers (Wilks 1992). It is not surprising, thAn, that they 
are factors which influence juvenile offending. Compared with periods of employment, 
young males evidence high rates of theft during periods of unemployment (Farrington, 
Gallagher, Morley, St. Ledger and West 1986). It is argued by some (Hartley 1989; Alder 
1986) that for many young people experiencing unemployment, the Govemment 
allowances available to them do not cover the basic costs of living. In order to survive, 
therefore, some young people must resort to thieving. This is particularly the case for 
young homeless people. Overseas and Austrdlian evidence indicates that homeless 
youths are at a high risk of involvement in theft offences (McCarthy and Hagan 1992; 
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 1989). 

Drug use 
Greater involvement in drug use has been found to be associated with greater 
involvement in crime. This is the case for different types of drug use including marijuana 
use (Dembo, Williams, Schmeidler, Wish, Getreu and Berry 1991; Johnson, Wish and 
Huizinga 1983 cited in Wish and Johnson 1986), narcotic use O"arvis and Parker 1989; 
Nurco, Hanlon, Kinlock and Duszynski 1988), tobacco and alcohol use (Warner 1982) 
and multiple or polydrug use (Elliott, Huizinga and Menard 1989). 

Some research suggests that drug use is related to the maintenance and freql:.ency of 
delinquency rather than its onset (Cromwell 1994; Altschuler and Brounstein 1991; Elliott 
et al 1989; ColliIls 1986). Heavy drug users or addicts are known to commit stealing 
offences such as burglary to finance their drug use. In a NSW study of incarcerated 
adult property offenders (Dobinson and Ward 1985), inmates with a heroin habit reported 
that the main reason they committed their crime was to obtain money to support their 
habit. (Non-heroin users reported somewhat different reasons for offending.) Offenders 
who are addicted or heavy drug users often have to commit a large volume of stealing 
offences to fund their addiction O"arvis and Parker 1989; Wish and Johnson 1986). 

Peer relations 
Peer relations among youths can exert strong effects on behaviour fYVarr 1993). This is 
consistent with the finding that teenagers consider friendships to be one of the most 
important things in life (Wilks 1992). Evidence indicates that peers influence each other 
in both participation and frequency of offending. In a study of car thieves, Nee (1993) 
found that the influence of peers was an important reason for offenders initially becoming 
involved in car crime. Others have shown that the rate at which a juvenile offends is 
influenced by the rate at which his or her peers offend (Baerveldt 1992; Morash 1983; 

Belson 1975). 

Moral beliefs 
Juveniles who have more permissive views on stealing and other crime tend to be more 
involved in offending (Landsheer, Hart and Kox 1994; Smith et al 1991; Belson 1975), 
while those who are remorseful or perceive themselves as 'good citizens' are less involved 
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in crime (Schneider 1990). In a study of adult burglars, Maguire and Bennett (1982) found 
that offenders do not necessarily perceive their criminal activity as tbe general community 
might, that is, as a gross invasion of other people's privacy which is both frightening 
and upsetting. Through the use of neutralisation techniques (Sykes and Matza 1957), 

burglars seek to minimise the moral significance of their behaviour. For example, they 
deny that there is a victim or deny that their crime does any harm to the victim either 
emotionally or economically. That offenders readily adopt these types of techniques 
has been demonstrated with NSW prison irunates (Wortley 1986). 

Risks and punishment 

Perceptual deterrence research points to two factors which should be considered in the 
study of rates of offending, namely, perceived certainty and severity of punishment. 
Adults have predominantly been the focus of research in this area, although a small 
amount of material can be found or, juvenile perceptions. Most evidence available 
suggests that individuals active in crime are not deterred from offending by the Hrreat 
of legal sanctions (Nee 1993; Schneider 1990; Tunne111990; Paternoster and lovanni 1986; 

Belson 1915). Offenders choose not to think about the risks involved or consider the risks 
to be very small. A recent study of adult burglars by Decker, Wright and Logie (1993) 

found that an offender's willingness to offend was not influenced by the penalty alone 
but was influenced by the penalty when the anticipated gains and risks were considered. 
For example, burglars'were less willing to offend when the perceived risks were high 
and the anticipated penalties were severe. Children, as well as adults, reportedly have 
unrealistically harsh expectations of the penalties they will receive when they are caught 
(Nee 1993; O'Connor and Sweetapple 1988). Often these expectations, thought to be 
largely brought about by personnel working in the justice system, are not realised and 
so children have been said to view court penalties other than incarceration with relief, if 
not delight (O'Connor and Sweetapple 1988). 

Criminal history 

A number of factors which relate to the criminal history of an individual have been 
examined for their power to predict juveniles at risk of offending. Different aspects of 
offending, such as participation in crime and the period of involvement in crime, vary 
according to the age at which a juvenile commences offending, is first ?Jrested or first 
appears in court (Coumarelos 1994; Tolan 1987; Farrington 1983; Wolfgang et alI972); 

the type of offence a juvenile first commits (Coumarelos 1994; Clarke 1975 cited in 
Farrington 1987b); and the amount of previous criminal L. ... \Volvement (Coumarelos 1994; 

Nagin and Smith 1990; Farrington 1983). High rate offenders tend to start earlier and be 
arrested earlier, start with theft offences, and consistently offend at high rates. Findings 
from adult studies also indicate that frequent offenders do not tend to specialise but 
commit all types of offences at a high rate (see review by Farrington 1987b). 

Offenders' reasons for offending 

Some researchers have attempted to measure the factors which influence juvenile 
offending by asking offenders why they commit crimes. The reasons offenders give for 
offending are many and varied. "The most commonly reported reasons offered by 
juveniles who engage in theft include a need or desire for fun or excitement, and money 
(Cromwell 1994; Nee 1993; Agnew 1990; McCaghy, Giordano and Knicely Heruon 1977; 

Belson 1975). Money is frequently acquired for other self-gratification activities such as 
drinking, drug-taking and entertainment (Altschuler and Brounstein 1991; Bennett and 
Wright 1984). Other reasons juveniles sometimes give for stealing include retaliation or 
revenge, curiOSity, peer pressure, anger, and poredom (Agnew 1990), and in the case of 
car theft, the need for transportation (Nee 1993). 

--~I 
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1.2 CURRENT STUDY 
The aim of the current shldywas to determine the factors which influence the frequency 
with which juvenile offenders commit theft offences and, thereby, provide an empirical 
basis from which crime prevention or criminal career modification strategies might be 
developed. Three theft offences - shoplifting, break and enter, and motor vehicle theft 
- were chosen for examination because they constitute a large proportion of the offences 
known to be committed by juveniles, and are offences which cause wide sectors of the 
community great concern. 

The factors chosen for examination in this study can be classified into five groups. The 
first group, developmental factors. are factors which are important influences in the 
development of a child, namely the family and schooling. The second group of factors 
examined are called lifestyle factors and include such things as income, employment, and 
drug use. The third group of factors examined are attitude and perceptual factors. Tnese 
factors include juvenile offenders' views on the consequences of their crime such as their 
family leaming of their crime, the effects of their crime on their job prospects, and the 
effects of their crime on the victims. This third group also excunines juveniles' perceptions 
of personal theft victimisation. Risk and punishment factors comprise the fourth group. 
A juvenile's perceived risk of apprehension and actual risk of apprehension are included 
in this group, as are a juvenile's experiences of penalties for offending and his or her 
perceptions of these penalties. The fifth group of factors examined in the study concern 
criminal history factors and include a juvenile's age at his or her first theft offence, and his 
or her age when first apprehended for offending. 

On the basis of the findings reviewed earlier, the following questions were explored:­

(1) Is there a relationship between rate of offending and the following developmental 
factors: 

• adult composition of the family in which an offender was raised; 

• frequency (If parental or guardian conditi0nal affection/praise; 

• frequency of parental or guardian involvement; 

• frequency of parental or guardian supervision; 

• frequency of parental or guardian conflict; 

• whether a parent or guardian has ever had an alcohol or drug problem; 

• whether a family member has ever been arrested; 

• highest grade completed at school; 

• age at which an offender left school; 

• level of school performance; 

" frequency of truanting from school; 

• frequency of suspensions or expulsions from school? 

(2) Is there a relationship between rate of offending and the following lifestyle factors: 

• level of school attendance; 

" residential mobility; 

• usual type of residence; 

• inability to meet accommodation costs, namely rent or board; 

e employment; 

• perceived income needs relative to actual legal income; 

• level of use of the following drugs: alcohol; tobacco; sleeping tablets or sedatives; 
marijuana; narcotics; hallucinogens or stimulants; and inhalants; 

4 
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• polydrug use; 

• the reasons an offender gives for offending, namely because of anger or temper; 
for excitement or thrills; to relieve boredom or for something to do; peer 
influenc:e; for the acquisition of drugs, food, clothes or goods to use; other reason; 
or for transport purposes in the case of motor vehicle theft offending? 

(3) Is there a relationship between rate of offending and the following attitude and 
perceptual factors: 

• offenders' perceptions of the emotional and financial impact of their crime on 
the victims; 

• offenders' experience of, and feelings about, their family finding out about their 
involvement in crime; 

• offenders' experience of, and feelings about, their friends finding au t abou t their 
involvement in crime; 

• offenders' experience of, and feelings about, the effects of their crime on their 
education prospects; 

• offenders' experience of, and feelings about, the effects of their crime on their 
job prospects; 

• offenders' experience of, and feelings about, their own theft victimisation? 

(4) Is there q relationship between rate of offending and the following risk and 
punishment factors: 

• offenders' perceptions of the likelihood of being apprehended; 

• offenders' actual risk of being apprehended; 

• offenders' experiences of, and feelings about, formal social control measures, 
namely, getting caught by police; being hassled by police; going to court; 
getting a fine; getting a supervised order; getting a Community Service Order; 
getting sentenced to detention; and getting sentenced to prison? 

(5) Is there a relationship between rate of offending and the following criminal history 
factors: 

• age at which an offender first committed the relevant theft offence (shoplifting 
for shoplifting offenders; break and enter for break and enter offenders; 
and motor vehicle theft for motor vehicle theft offenders); 

• age at which an offender was first apprehended for ar.y offence; 

• type of offence committed when first apprehended; 

• recen.t involvement in the following offences: theft other than shoplifting, break 
and enter, or motor vehicle theft; fraud; drug offences; violent offences such as 
assault or robbery; and vandalism? 

5 
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2. METHOD 

2.1 POPULATION SURVEYED 
Data for this study were derived from interviews with 247 juveniles (238 males and 
9 females) who were serving a control order, or appealing against a control order sentence, 
i.."'1 a New South Wales (NSW) juvenile detention centre between September 1993 and 
March 1994. The centres included were Kariong, Keelong, Minda, Mount Penang, Reiby, 
and Worimi Juvenile Justice Centre.! To be eligible for the study, juveniles had to be 
serving a control order for one of the following offences as their most serious offence: 
armed robbery, robbery, break and enter, motor vehicle theft, shoplifting, and ol'"<er theft.2 
Participation in the study was voluntary and respondents were not paid ir.t any way for 
their participation. A total of 34 juveniles declined to be interviewed at all or declined 
to complete the interview.3 

2.2 INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
Data were collected using a structured interview schedule which contained both closed 
and open-ended questions. A copy of the schedule is provided in Appendix A. The 
schedule was designed to obtain a measure of offending frequency for three theft offences 
- shoplifting, break and enter, and motor vehicle theft - over a six-month period, as well 
as a measure of each factor in the five groups of factors: developmental, lifestyle, attitude 
and perceptual, risk and punishment, and criminal history. To minimise the workload 
on both respondents and interviewers, response alternatives were devised for several 
questions. For some questions, cards with the response alternatives were produced to 
show respondents (see Appendix A). 

To test the schedule with respect to clarity and length, a pilot study was conducted prior 
to commencement of the study. Thepilut was completed between July and August 1993 
in two NSW juvenile detention centres which predominantly cater for juveniles on 
remand (Yasmar and Cobham Juvenile Justice Centres). Juveniles who participated in 
the pilot were serving a control order or were on remand for armed robbery, robbery, 
break and enter, motor vehicle theft, shoplifting, or other theft. 

2.3 CONDUCT OF INTERVIEWS 
It was necessary to conduct two rounds of interviews for the study due to the limited 
number of juveniles in detention at anyone time who were eligible for inclusion. The 
second round of interviews did not commence until at least three months after the first 
round so as to ensure that a high turnover of juveniles had occurred in the detention 
centres. The first round was completed between September 1993 and November 1993, 
and the second round between February 1994 and March 1994. Visits to each detention 
centre were scheduled at the converuence of detention centre staff. During each visit 
(which ranged from one day to five days), interviews were conducted until all of the 
detainees eligible for inclusion were interviewed. However, during the first round, 
certain individuals were not available for interviewing.4 Wherever possible, these 
interviews were re-scheduled for the second round. 

All interviews were conducted on detention centre grounds. Due to limited facilities, it 
was necessary for interviews to be conducted in a variety of settings, including interview 
rooms, offices, and outdoor settings. In all settings, noise and distractions were minimal. 

Each respondent was interviewed by one of two female interviewers in the absence of 
any other persons.s The ~terviews were usually about 30 minutes in duration, but 
ranged from approximately 15 minutes to more than one hour. 

6 
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During the interview, recall was assisted by interviewer probes where necessary, and a 
clarification of responses was sought when apparent inconsistencies in information 
occurred. Due to the fact that participation in the survey was anonymous, reliability 
checks with officially recorded data were not possible. Respondents overall, however, 
were very conscientious in the delivery of their responses, being very co-operative and 
not reluctant to discuss the information requested. Indeed, many respondents 
volunteered much more information about their offending behaviour than was sought 
by the interviewers. Also, during the interview, respondents were permitted to view 
the schedule being completed and those respondents who requested to complete the 
details on the schedule themselves were permitted to do so under the strict supervision 
of the interviewer.6 

1nterviews generally proceeded in the following manner. Respondents were given a 
standardised introduction which briefly explained the general purpose of the study (see 
Appendix A). They were told that the information being collected was confidential, and 
that their participation in the study was both anonymous and voluntary. 

Each question on the interview schedule was then read out to respondents. Occasionally 
the wording of the questions was altered because of the respondent's poor level of 
comprehension or because of a need to maintain rapport. 

For questions so designated, respondents were given a card with the response alternatives 
and the response alternatives were read out to them. 

The first set of questions asked respondents to provide demographic information, such 
as their age, and country of birth. Questions on schooling and family followed. Each 
respondent was then asked a series of questions about a six-month period - the 
'measurement period' - immediately preceding the arrest for the offence for which they 
were currently serving a control order? To help establish this measurement period a 
calendar was used. 

For the measurement period, periods of incarceration were determined and the length 
of the period(s) recorded. For that portion of the measurement period for which 
respondents were not incarce,ated, details were obtained about school attendance, place 
of residence, rent or board payments, income, and drug use. For this same period, 
respondents were asked about the number of times they had committed shoplifting, break 
and enter, and motor vehicle theft. Respondents in each offence group were then asked 
a series of questions concerning risk, the victim, and reasons for offending during the 
measurement period. 

The interview concluded with respondents providing information about the first time 
they were caught offending, and their experience and perceptions of formal social control 
measures, their own victimisation, and the effects of their involvement in crime on 
different aspects of their life, such as their job prospects. 

2.4 DATA ANALYSIS 
The data from the interview schedules were punched to computer tape and analysed 
using statistical software (SAS). Offence-specific individual rates of offending were 
calculated for respondents who were active in the offence types during the measurement 
period in the following way. Periods of incarceration were firstly subtracted from the 
measurement period to give each offender a period of 'weeks-at-large'. Anindividual's 
weekly rate of offending in a specific offence type was then calculated by dividing the 
number of specific offences committed during the 'weeks-at-large' by the number of 
'weeks-at-Iarge'. For convenience of analysis, only two offending frequencies were 
considered. Offenders were classified as eitl1er 'low rate' or 'high rate'. 'Low rate' 
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offenders were defined as those who c0mmitted less than one offence per week-at-large, 
and 'high rate' offenders were defined as those respondents who corrunitted one or more 

offences per week-at-large. 

To assess the relationship between the rate of offending and each of the factors in the 
five groups of factors, two-way chi-square analyses were employed. Separate analyses 
were conducted for each of the three offence types: shoplifting, break and enter, and 
motor vehicle theft. 
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3. RESULTS 

The results are presented in two sections. The first section provides a description of the 

respondents. Data for the figures in this section (Figures 1 to 6) are presented in Appendix B. 
The second section presents the association between offence-specific rates of offending 
and each factor in the five groups of factors examined. 

3.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

3.1.1 Demographics 

Table 1 shows the frequency distribution of the age of the respondents at the time of the 
interview. As can be seen from this table, more than half of the respondents (57.5%) 
were aged 16 or 17 years. The mean age of respondents was 16.2 years (s = 1.4 years). 

Table 1: Frequency distribution of age of respondents 

Age No. of respondents % of respondents 

12 years 2 0.8 

13 years 2 0.8 

14 years 21 8.5 

15 years 44 17.8 

16 years 66 26.7 

17 years 76 30.8 

18 years 27 10.9 

19 years 6 2,4 

20 years 3 1.2 

Total 247 100 

About one-quarter of the respondents (24.7%) identified themselves as Aboriginal or 
Torres Strait Islander, although less than 2 per cent of the NSW population aged 15 to 
19 years is of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent (Australian Bureau of Statistics 
1993).8 

Table 2 shows the proportion of respondents according to their place of birth, and their 
fathers' and mothers' place of birth. The majority of respondents (80.6%) were born in 
Australia. A further 9.7 per cent were born in another Oceanic country. The next most 
common place of birth of respondents was Asia (7.3%), while the remaining 2.4 per 
cent were born in other overseas regions. This pattern was similar for the parents of 
the respondents. However, a higher proportion of the parents were born overseas. 
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Table 2: Frequency distribution of birthplacej and parents' birthplace 

Birthplace No. of respondents % of respondents 

Respondent - Australia 199 80.6 

Other Oceania 24 9.7 

Asia 18 7.3 

Other 6 2.4 

Total 247 100 

Father - Australia 151 65.7 

Other Oceania 22 9.6 

Asia 25 10.9 

Other 32 13.9 

Total 230(a) 100 

Mother- Australia 173 71.8 

Other Oceania 24 10.0 

Asia 25 10.4 

Other 19 7.9 

Total 241 (b) 100 

Note: (a) Excludes 17 responder,1s for whom the place of birth of the father was unclear or unknown. 

(b) Excludes six respondents for whom the place of birth of the mother was unclear or unknown. 

Table 3 shows the place in which a respondent had spent most of lus or her life growing 
up. Just over half of the respondents (51.0%) had grown up in the Sydney metropolitan 
area. A further 35.6 per cent had grown up in NSW outside the Sych1ey area. In total, 
almost 12 per cent of the sample had grown up outside NSW, and of these persons about 
half had grown up overseas. A very small proportion (1.6%) were unable to identify a 
town, city or region they had grown up in, because they had moved around so often. 

Table 3: Frequency distribution of place where respondents grew up 

Place 

Sydney metropolitan area 

Rest of NSW 

Other Australian State 

Overseas 

Moved frequently 

Total 

10 

No. of respondents 

126 

88 

14 

15 

4 

247 

% of respondents 

51.0 

35.6 

5.7 

6.1 

1.6 

100 



------. The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

3.1.2 Family 

Although almost two-thirds of the respondents (62.8%) were raised in a family which 
was composed of two adults rather than one adult, this proportion is relatively low given 
that over 80 per cent of children in the general community live in a two-parent family 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993; Department of Employment, Education and 
Training 1991).9 A few of the respondents (5 persons or 2.0%) could not identify what 
type of family they were raised in. These respondents either did not grow up in a family 
or the people with whom they lived changed frequently. The remaining 35.2 per cent of 
respondents grew up with one adult in the family. 

According to respondents who were raised in a family, nearly one in five (18.6%) 
considered that at least one of their parents or guardians had or used to have an alcohol 
or drug problem. 

Table 4 shows thE:, proportion of respondents according to how often they received 
affection or praise from their parent(s) or guardian(s) when they did something that 
was approved of while they were growing up. Almost all of the respondents (94.3%) 
indicated that they received affection or praise from their parent(s) or guardian(s) at 
least some of the time when they did something that was approved of. In more than 
one-third of cases (36.8%), this conditional affection or praise reportedly occurred very 
often. 

Table 4: Frequency distribution of conditional parental or guardian 
affection/praise 

Frequency of parental or 
guardian affection/praise No. of respondents % of respondents 

Never 13 5.7 

Some of the time 68 29.8 

Quite often 63 27.6 

Very often 84 36.8 

Total 228 100 

Note: The t.able excludes five respondents who did not identify a family they grew up in and 14 respondents 
for whom the frequency of parental or guardian affection/praise was unclear or unknown. 

Table 5 shows the proportion of respondents according to how often their parent(s) or 
guardian(s) knew of their whereabouts when they were away from the home (i.e. the 
frequency of parental or guardian supervision). Just over one-quarter of the respondents 
(26.7%) indicated that when they were out of the house their parents or guardians never 
knew where they were. A further 40 per cent said that their whereabouts was known 
only some of the time. While many respondents indicated that their parents or guardians 
often didn't know of their whereabouts, many said that their parents or guardians 
enquired as to where they were going to be when away from the home, or were interested 
in knowing their whereabouts, but weren't told or were lied to by the respondents. 
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Table 5: Frequency distribution of parental or guardian supervision 

Frequency of parental or 
guardian supervision No. of respondents % of respondents 

Never 64 26.7 

Some of the time 95 39.6 

Quite often 28 11.7 

Very often 53 22.1 

Total 240 100 

Note: The table excludes five respondents who did not identify a family they grew up in and two respondents 
for whom the frequency of parental or guardian supervision was unclear or unknown. 

Table 6 shows the proportion of respondents who were raised in a two-adult family 
according to how often respondents said their parents or guardia..,s argued or fought 
with each other. Almost half of the respondents (44.8%) indicated that their parents or 
guardians never argued or fought with each other. Only 7.8 per cent said that their 
parents argued or fought very often. 

Table 6: Frequency distribution of parental or guardian confiict 

Frequency of parental or 
guardian conflict No. of respondents % of respondents 

Never 69 44.8 

Some of the time 58 37.7 

Quite often 15 9.7 

Very often 12 7.8 
----, 

Total 154 100 

Note: The table excludes 92 respondents who did not grow up in a two--aciult family, ai1d one respondent for 
whom the frequency of parental or guardian conflict was unclear or unknown. 

Almost two-thirds (62.6%) of the respondents who grew up in a family were aware that 
a member of their family had been arrested. lo Of those who had a family member 
arrested, 69.5 per cent who had a brother(s) said that their brother(s) had been arrested.1I 

The next most common family member known to be arrested was someone other than 
an immediate family member, such as an uncle or cousin (58.0%), followed by a father 
or male guardian (57.7%).12 About one-third (32.2%) of the respondents who had a family 
member arrested knew that their sister had been arrested, while relatively few 
respondents who had a family member arrested (17.9%) said that their mother or female 
guardian had been arrested. 13 
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3.1.3 Schooling 

Before being incarcerated, the majority of respondents (82.2%) had left school. Of those 
who had left school, iIDd were aged at least 15 years at the time of the arrest for the 
offence for which they were serving a control order, one~third (33.3%) had left school 
before they turned 15 years of age. 1his figure is much higher than the proportion of 
teenagers in the general community who leave school before the age of 15 years (about 
6%) (National Youth Affairs Research Scheme and Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). 

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they truanted from school. Table 7 shows 
the proportion of respondents according to the average number of school days they said 
they truanted per school month (a school week being five sd100l days and a school month 
being 20 school days). Over half of the respondents (55.7%) indicated that they truanted 
from school on average at least one school week out of every school month. A small 
proportion (13.9%) said they had never truanted from school. 

Table 7: Frequency distribution of truancy 

Average no. school days 
truanted per school month No. of rospondents % of respondents 

None 34 13.9 

1 day 29 11.9 

2-4 days 45 18.4 

5-9 days 52 21.3 

10-14 days 51 20.9 

15 days or more 33 13.5 

Total 244 100 

Note: The table excludes three respondents for whom the average number of days truanted was unclear or 
unknown. 

Table 8 shows the number of times the respondents said they were suspended or expelled 
from school. The majorit"f of respondents (79.3%) said they had been suspended or 
expelled from school at least )flee in their lives, and nearly one-third (30.1%) said they 
had been suspended or expelled from school at least five times. 

Table 8: F.requency distribution of suspensions and/or expulsions from school 

Number of 
suspensions/expulsions No. of respondents % of respondents 

None 51 20.7 

37 15.0 

2-4 84 34.1 

5-10 57 23.2 

11-25 17 6.9 

Total 246 100 

Note: The table excludes one respondent for whom the number of suspensions or expulsiOns was unclear or 
unknown. 
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Respondents were asked to rate their performance at school and Table 9 shows their 
responses. Very few respondents (8 persons or 3.3%) said they had done 'very badly'. 
A somewhat larger proportion (8.6%) considered they had done 'very weil'. More than 
half of the respondents (53.5%), however, regarded their performance at school as 'okay'. 

Table 9: Frequency distribution of school performance 

Rating of school performance No. of respondents 

Very badly 8 

Bad!y 38 

Okay 131 

Well 47 

Very well 21 

Total 245 

% of respondents 

3.3 

15.5 

53.5 

19.2 

8.6 

100 

Note: The table excludes two respondents for whom the rating of school performance was unclear 
or unknown. 

3.1.4 Residential characteristics 

Table 10 shows the proportion of respondents according to the type of residence they 
usually lived in during the measurement period. It can be seen that two-thirds of the 
respondents (66.8%) lived in a family home, which is somewhat lower than the proportion 
of 15 to 17 year olds in the general community who live with their family (about 89%) 
(National Youth Affairs Research Scheme and Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). 
Relatively few (16 persons or 6.6%) had no fixed address and lived on the street, in a 
refuge or ill a similar type of place. During the measurement period, almost half of the 
respondents (44.5% or 110 persons) paid rent or board. Of those who paid rent or board, 
29.1 per cent indicated that they were short of the rent or board money at some time 
during the measurement period. 

Table 10: Frequency distribution of usual residence during the measurement 
period 

Type of residence No. of respondents 

Family home 

Other home - not family 

No fixed address, e.g. street, refuge 

Other 

Total 

163 

64 

16 

244 

% of respondents 

66.8 

26.2 

6.6 

0.4 

100 

Note: The table excludes three respondents who did not have a usual residence during the measurement 
period. In the table, 'family' includes relatives and persons the respondents regarded as family, such 
as non-relatives they grew up with. 
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3.1.5 Income 

Respondents varied considerably in their estimates of the average amount of money 
they perceived they needed each week during the measurement period 'to get by on'. 
The money they said they needed 'to get by on' covered such costs as food, clothing, 
rent and drug habits. The perceived weekly income needed ranged from none to up to 
several thousands of dollars. The median weekly amount of money perceived to be 
needed by respondents was $175. 

Table 11 shows the proportion of respondents according to the amount of income they 
perceived they needed each week on average 'to get by on' dUriI1g the measurement 
period. Relatively few respondents (14 persons or 5.9%) thought they didn't need any 
money. In these cases, respondents typically acknowledged that their parents or 
guardians paid for everything so they didn't need any money. Almost one-quarter of 
the respondents (23.6%) said that they needed more than $300 a week 'to get by on.' 

Table 11: Frequency distribution of perceived income needed each week 
'to get by on' during the measurement period 

.Average weekly 
income needed ($) No. of respondents % of responde:nts 

0 14 5.9 

$1-$50 40 16.9 

$51-$100 42 17.7 

$101-$300 85 35.9 

$301 or more 56 23.6 

Total 237 100 

Note: The table excludes 10 respondents for whom the perceived needed income was unclear or 
unknown. 

The distribution of perceived needed income seen in Table 11 was much higher than 
the distribution of income respondents said they actually received from legal sources. 
Table 12 shows the average amount of money that respondents said they received per 
week from legal sources during the measurement period. Very few respondents 
(7 persons or 2.8%) received more than $300. The proportions of respondents who 
received no legal money (14.6%) or $50 or less per week (26.8%) were somewhat larger 
than the proportions who considered they didn't need any money (5.9%) or needed only 
$50 or less (16.9%) to get by. This apparent disparity between income need and legal 
income was evident in the fact that, for 68.8 per cent of respondents, their estimates of 
needed income exceeded their legal income during the measurement period.14 For those 
respondents who did not have their income needs met, the median amount of disparity 
between the needed and legal amounts was $170. 
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Table 12~ Frequency distribution of income received from legal sources each 
week during the measurement period 

A verage weekly income 
received legally ($) No. of respondents % of respondents 

0 36 14.6 

$1-$50 66 26.8 

$51-$100 48 19.5 

$101-$300 89 36.2 

$301 or more 7 2.8 

Total 246 100 

Note: The table excludes one respondent for whom the amount of legal income received was 
unclear or unknown. 

Overall, the median amount of weekly income respondents received from legal sources 
was $70. Respondents had several legal sources of income, including employmer,(, the 
Government, and their family. Just over one-quarter of the respondents (28.7%) indicated 
they had a job during the measurement period. About half (49.4%) received some type 
of Government allowance, such as the Jobsearch or the Young Homeless Allowance. 
Less than 40 per cent (37.7%) said they received pocket money from their family. 

3.1.6 Drug use 

Table 13 shows the proportion of respc:1dents according to the number of types of drugs 
used, both licit and illicit, during the measurement period (see Table 14 for the categories 
of drugs examined). The vast majority of respondents (97.9%) had used or tried some 
type of drug during the measurement period. About twer-thirds (66.4%) had used three 
or more different types of drugs at least once during the measurement period. 

Table 13: Frequency distribution of number of types of drugs used during 
the measurement period 

Number of drug 
types used No. of respondents % of respondents 

None 5 2.1 

1 drug type 21 8.7 

2 drug types 55 22.8 

3 drug types 84 34.9 

4 or more drug types 76 31.5 

Total 241 10~ 

Note: The table excludes six respondents for whom the number of drugs used was unclear or 
unknown. 
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Table 14: 

Table 14 shows the average amount of drug use or the frequency of drug use of 
respondents for the different types of drugs examined in the study. The table shows 
that the most common drug used was marijuana, with 85.7 per cent of respondents using 
marijuana to some extent during the measurement period. Marijuana use was measured 
in terms of the number of cones smoked in a bong because this was by far the preferred 
method of use among respondents.ls Over 40 per cent of the respondents estimated 
they had used an average of at least 40 cones of marijuana per week during the 
measurement period. Tobacco was the next most common drug used. About 82 per 
cent of respondents had smoked cigarettes during the measurement period. A large 
proportion of the respondents (69.5%) had consumed alcohol during the measurement 
period. About 18 per cent of the respondents estimated they had consumed 
approximately 40 or more standard drinks each week on average during this time.1

& 

Relative to marijuana, tobacco, and alcohol use, the use of inhalants and narcotics (mainly 
heroin) was very uncommon. 

Relative frequency distribution of drug use for different types of drugs during the 
measurement period (percentages) 

Sleeping 
Frequency of tablets, Hallucinogens, 
drug use Alcohol Tobacco sedatives Narcotics Marijuana stimUlants Inhalants 

None 30.5 17.6 86.1 89.5 14.3 65.9 94.3 

Tried it 11.4 1.2 4.5 0.8 8.6 6.5 2.0 

d/wk 8.1 0.0 2.0 1.2 2.9 3.3 0.8 

1-21wk 6.9 0.0 2.4 0.8 3.3 7.3 1.2 

3-5/wk 7.7 0.0 2.0 1.6 3.7 7.3 0.4 

6-9/wk 4.5 0.4 0.8 2.4 6.1 4.1 0.4 

10-39/wk 13.0 6.1 1.6 3.2 19.6 3.7 0.8 

40 or more 17.9 74.7 0.4 0.4 41.6 2.0 0.0 

Total 

Note: 

100(a) 100(b) 100(c) 100(d) 100(e) 100(f) 100(g) 

With the exception of alcohol, tobacco and marijuana, drug use in the table refers to the average number of times the drug was 
used per week. Alcohol use refers to the average number (approximately) of standard drinks consumed per week, tobacco use 
refers to the average number of cigarettes smoked per week, and marijuana use refers to the average number of cones smoked 
per week. The table excludes those respondents for whom the level of drug use was unknown. The analyses are based on the 
following totals: (a) 246, (b) 245, (c) 245, (d) 247, (e) 245, (f) 246, (g) 247. 

3.1.7 Perceptions of formal social control measures 

Respondents who had committed shoplifting, break and enter or motor vehicle theft 
during the measurement period were asked to rate their response to various forms of 
formal social control they had experienced in the past or might experience in the future. 
The results are shown in Table 15. 
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It can be seen from Table 15 that some measures were perceived by respondents to be 
more upsetting than others.11 Of all the types of formal social control examii1.ed, 
respondents clearly rated 'getting sentenced to prison' as the most upsetting. Over 
80 per cent of respondents said they would be upset to some degree if they were sentenced 
to prison for their crime, and almost 60 per cent said they would be very upset. Getting 
sentenced to detention was also something whici'. the majority of respondents (68.5%) 
indicated was an upsetting experience to some degl'ee. 

Contact with the police was also viewed negatively by respondents. About two-thirds 
indicated that being caught or being hassled by the police was, or would be, upsetting 
to some degree, and about one-third viewed such contact as very upsetting. 

According to more than half of the respondents (59.2%), going to court .was not an 
upsetting experience. An even greater proportion did not think that getting a fine, a 
supervised order or. Community Service Order (CSO) from the court was, or would 
be, at all upsetting (71.9%, 73.8% and 72.5%, respectively). 

Table 15: Relative frequency distribution of respondents' ratings of how 
upset they were by formal social control measures (percentages) 

Measure of formal 
social control Raiing 

Not A little Quite Very 
upsetting upsetting upsetting upsetting Total 

Being caught by the police 31.9 22.5 18.6 27.0 100(a) 

Being hassled by the police 35.0 16.7 13.3 35.0 100(b) 

Going to court 59.2 17.0 10.2 13.6 100(c) 

Getting a fine 71.8 12.1 6.3 9.7 100(d) 

Getting a supervised order 
(not CSO) 73.8 10.7 6.8 8.7 1 00 (e) 

Getting a Community Service 
Order (CSO) 72.5 15.7 5.4 6.4 100(t) 

Getting sentenced to detention 31.5 21.2 17.9 29.3 100(g) 

Getting sentenced to prison 1B.O 14.4 10.8 56.7 iOO(h) 

Note: The table excludes respondents who did not commit shopli1ting, B&E or MVT during the measurement 
period or for whom a rate of offending could not be determined. It also excludes respondents for whom 
the 'upsetting rating' was unknown. The analyses are based on the following totals: (a) 204, (b) 203, 
(c) 206, (d) 206, (e) 206, (f) 204, (g) 184, (h) 194. 

3.1.8 Perceptions of the effects of crime on friends, family, and education 
and job prospects 

In addition to formal social control measures, those respondents who offended during 
the measurement period were asked to rate their response to other consequences of their 
crime, including their friends and family finding out about their involvement in crime. 
Table 16 shows the pattern of their responses to these questions. 

Most respondents (82.7%) were not upset or said they would not be upset if their friends 
became aware of their criminal activity. A very small proportion (2.9%) indicated they 
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were or would be very upset. The pattern of response was somewhat different with 
respect to the family becoming aware of the respondents' involvement in crime. On 
this issue, respondents' reactions were polarised, with about one-third saying they were, 
or would be, very upset if their family found out about their criminal activity, while 
almost one-third said they would not at all be upset by their family discovering their 
offending. 

Table 16 also shows how upset respondents were, or would be, if their involvement in 
crime hurt their chances of getting a good education or a good job. It is evident from 
Table 16 that respondents' reactions to their involvement in crime jeopardising their 
chances of a good education were also polarised. Around 36 per cent of respondents 
said they weren't upset at their education chances being hurt, while about 28 per cent 
said they were very upset. Of all the consequences of offending presented in Table 16, 
the possibility that involvement in crime may have hurt the chances of getting a good 
job appeared to have the greatest impact on the respondents. About 78 per cent of the 
respondents were upset to some degree that offending may have hurt their chances of 
getting a good job, and almost 39 per cent alone were very upset. 

Table 16: Relative frequency distribution of respondents' ratings of how 
upset they were by various consequences of their involvement in 
crime (percentages) 

Consequence Rating 

Not A little Quite Very 
upsetting upsetting upsetting upsetting Total 

Friends finding out 
about their crime 82.7 11.1 3.4 2.9 100(a) 

Family finding out 
about their crime 33.7 18.8 16.3 31.3 100(b) 

Crime hurting chances of 
getting a good education 36.3 16.2 19.1 28.4 100(c) 

Crime hurting chances of 
getting a good job 21.9 16.9 22.4 38.8 10D(d) 

Note: The table excludes respondents who did not commit shoplifting, B&E or MVT during the measurement 
period or for whom a rate of offending could not be determined. It also excludes respondents for whom 
the 'upsetting rating' was unknown. The analyses arc based on the following totals: (a) 208, (b) 208, 
(c) 204, (d) 201. 

3.1.9 Shoplifting offending 

Participation in shoplifting 

About 86 per cent of respondents (85.8% or 212 respondents) admitted to having 
committed a shoplifting offence at some time in their livec;. The mean age at which 
these respondents first committed shoplifting was 10.7 years (s = 2.7 years).18 
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Frequ711CY of shoplifting offending 

During the measurement period, just over one-third of the respondents (34.2% or 
82 respondents) had engaged in shoplifting.19 Figure 1 shows the frequency distribution 
of the weekly rate of shoplifting offending by those respondents who committed 
shoplifting during the measurement period. The rate at which offenders committed 
shoplliting varied considerably, ranging from as high as 14 times per week to as low as 
once in six months. The median number of shoplifting offences committed per week by 
the shoplifting offenders was 1.01 offences. 

Figure 1: Frequency distribution of the weekly rate of shoplifting offending by shoplifting 
offenders during the measurement period (N=82) 

Nurrber of sroplifting 
offenders 

30 

20 

10 

v '" Y 

.9 -
'3 ~ '!] 
.9 .9 .9 

'" M ... 
'!J ~ '" 'l1 c 

~ 
M '" Y v v v v 

.9 .9 .9 9 .9 .9 .9 .9 .9 
'" <0 ... '" '" ~ ::: ~ ... 

Number 01 tmes shoplrfting committed per week 

Of those respondents who engaged in shoplifting during the measurement period, a small 
proportion were found to be responsible for a large proportion of the offences committed 
in a typical week. This can best be seen by inspection of Figure 2. It shows the cumulative 
percentage of shoplifting offences that were committed during an average week of the 
measurement period by offem!.ers in five different quintiles. The quintiles were formed 
by ranking offenders according to their rate of offending from lowest to highest, and 
then dividing the offenders into five approximately equal groups. Thus, the first quintile 
consists of the bottom (or least active) 20 per cent of offenders, while the fifth quintile is 
made up of the top (or most active) 20 per cent of offenders. Of all the shoplifting offences 
admitted to having been committed during an average week of the measurement period, 
57.0 per cent were committed by about 20 per cent of the shoplifting offenders.20 
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Figure 2: Cumulative percentage of shoplifting offences committed by shoplifting 
<lffenders during an average week of the measurement peri",:l 
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Reasons for shoplifting offending 

Table 17 shows the proportion of shoplifting offenders according to the main reason 
they gave for committing shoplifting during the measurement period. From the table it 
can be seen that the reasons given for shoplifting varied considerably. About one-fifth 
of the offenders (20.6%) indicated they mainly shoplifted for clothes. A similar proportion 
said they mainly shoplifted for food (17.6%) or to obtain money to buy drugs (16.2%). 

Table 17: Frequency distribution of shoplifting offenders' main reasons for 
shoplifting offending auring the measurement period 

Main reason for offending 

To obtain clothes or money for clothes 

To obtain food or money for food 

To obtain money for drugs/alcohol 

To relieve boredom/for something to do 

No. of shoplifting 
offenders 

14 
12 

11 

9 

To obtain goods (other than food or clothes) 
for personal use 8 

To obtain money per se or for a specific use 
(not to buy food, clothes or drugs) 7 

For excitement, thrills or fun 4 

Peer influence 2 

Stress 1 

Total 68 

% of shoplifting 
offenders 

20.6 
17.6 

16.2 

13.2 

11.8 

10.3 

5.9 

2.9 

1.5 

100 

Note: The table excludes 14 offenders for whom the main reason for offending was unclear or unknown. 

Effects of offending on the victim 

At the time of offending, more than half of the shoplifting offenders (58.5%) thought 
that the people from whom they shoplifted during the measurement period could afford 
the theft to some degree. Only a small proportion (8.5%) thought that their victims 
couldn't afford it. About one-third of the offenders (32.9%) indicated that they neither 
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thought, knew or cared whether or not the shop owners could afford their goods being 
stolen. 

Table 18 shows the proportion of shoplifting offenders according to how upsetting they 
perceived, at the time of their offending, their crime would have been for the victims 
they stole from. It can be seen that more than half of the shoplifting offenders said they 
didn't think about the emotional effects their crime would have on the victim, or they 
said they didn't know or care what those effects would be. In total, 29.6 per cent thought 
the victim would be upset to some degree. 

Table 18: Frequency distribution of perceived emotional effect of shoplifting 
offences (at the time of offending) on victims 

Perceived effect on the victim No. ;)f shoplifting % of shoplifting 
at the time of offending offenders offenders 

Not at all upsetting 14 17.3 

A little upsetting 6 7.4 

Quite upsetting 5 6.2 

Very upsetting 13 16.0 

Didn't think, know or care 43 53.1 

Total 81 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom the upsetting rating was unclear or unknown. 

Risk of apprehension 

Most shoplifting offenders perceived the risks of getting caught for shoplifting to be 
small. Table 19 shows the proportion of shoplifting offenders according to how likely 
they percei<"" at the time of offending, they were to be apprehended for shoplifting. 
About 44 per cent thought they were not at all likely to get caught for shoplifting, while 
a further 40.7 per cent thought that the likelihood of them getting caught was only 
'a little'. 

Table 19: Frequency distribution of perceived likelihood of being 
apprehended for shoplifting offences at the time of offending 

Perceived likelihood of 
apprehenSion at the No. of shoplifting % of shoplifting 
time of offending offenders offenders 

Not at all likely 36 44.4 

A little likely 33 40.7 

Quite likely 5 6.2 

Very likely 7 8.6 
.--~----.---~ 

Total 81 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom the perceived likelihood of apprehension for shoplifting 
was unclear or unknown. 
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The actual chances of shoplifting offenders getting caught during the measurement period 
were slim. Table 20 shows the variation among shoplifting offEnders in the percentage 
risk of apprehension during the measurement period, that is, U1e number of shoplifting 
offences they said they were caught for doing during the measurement period as a 
percentage of the total number of shoplifting offences they said they committed during 
U1e measurement period. Being caught included not only apprehension by the police, 
but apprehension by other individuals, such as security personnel and victims. More 
than two-thirds of the shoplifting offenders evidenUy did not get caught for any of the 
shoplifting offences they committed during the measurement period. A small proportion 
were caught for all the offences they committed. 

Table 20: Frequency distribution of percentage risk of apprehension 
for shoplifting offences during the measurement period 

Percentage risk of No. of shoplifting % of shoplifting 
apprehension offenders offenders 

0% 56 68.3 

>0 to 25% 17 20.7 

>25 to <100% 3 3.7 

100% 6 7.3 

Total 82 100 

3.1.10 Break and enter offending 

Participation in B&E 

Most of the respondents (90.3% or 223 respondents) admitted they had committed a break 
and enter (B&E) offence at some time in their life. On average, respondents were aged 
13.1 years (5 = 2.0 years) at the time of committing their first B&E.21 

Frequency of B&E offending 

During the measurement period, the majority ofrespondents (71.5% or 171 respondents) 
had committed B&E.22 Figure 3 shows the frequency disrribution of the weekly rate of 
B&E offending by respondents who committed B&E during the measurement period. 

The range of offending for B&E offenders was greater than that for shoplifting offenders, 
with B&E offenders reporting up to 35 offences per week. The median number of B&E 
offences committed per week by B&E offenders was 0.39 offences, or a little over one 
offence every three weeks. 

23 



The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

Figure 3: Frequency distribution of the weekly rate of B&E offending by B&E offenders 
during the measurement period (N=171) 
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As for shoplifting, a small proportion of B&E offenders accounted for a large proportion 
of B&E offences allegedly committed during the measurement period. Figure 4 shows 
the cumulative percentage of B&E offences that were committed during an average week 
of the measurement period by the five quintile grOllpS of offenders. The fifth quintile 
group, or most active 20 per cent of B&E offenders, were responsible for three-quarters 
(76.1 %) of the B&E offences committed during an average week of the measurement 
period.23 • 

Figure 4: Cumulative percentage of B&E offences committed by B&E offenders during 
an average week of the measurement period 
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Reasons for B&E offending 

The main reasons B&E offenders gave for committing B&E during the measurement 
period are shown in Table 21. Responses tended to cluster around two reasons: obtaining 
money per se or for some use other than to buy food or clothes, and obtaining money 
for drugs. Almost two-thirds of the respondents cited these as the main reasons for 
committing B&E. Unlike shoplifting, B&E was not typically committed to get food or 
clothes. 

Table 21: Frequency di~tribution of B&E offenders' main reasons for B&E 
offending during the measurement period 

No.ofB&E %ofB&E 
Main reason for offending offenders offenders 

To obtain money per se or for a specific use 
(not to buy food, clothes or drugs) 48 31.4 

To obtain money for drugs/alcohol 46 30.1 

For excitement, thrills or fun 12 7.8 

To relieve boredom/for something to do 9 5.9 

To obtain goods (other than food or clothes) 
for personal use 7 4.6 

Peer influence 6 3.9 

Under the influence of alcohol or drugs 6 3,9 

To obtain clothes or money for clothes 5 3.3 

Angry/lost temper 4 2.6 

To obtain food or money for food 2 1.3 

Other 8 5.2 

Total 153 100 

Note: The table excludes 18 offenders for whom the main reason for offending was unclear or unknown. 

Effects of offending on the victim 

More than half of the B&E offenders (53.8%) at the time of offending thought that the 
people whom they burgled could afford the theft to some degree.24 About 29 per cent 
(28.4%) indicated that they neither thought, knew or cared whether or not the people 
they stole from could afford the theft. The remaining 17.8 per cent thought the victims 
could not afford the theft. 

Table 22 shows the proportion of B&E offenders according to how upset they perceived, 
at the time of their offending, their victims would have been. It can be seen that almost 
half said that at the time of offending they didn't think, know or care about the emotional 
impact on the victim. Compared with the percentage of shoplifting offenders who 
thought the victim would have been very upset (16.0%), a somewhat higher proportion 
of B&E offenders (28.8%) thought the victim would be very upset. 
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Table 22: Frequency distribution of perceived emotional effect of B&E 
offences (at the time of offending) on victims 

Perceived effect on the victim 
at the time of offending Nc. of B&e offenders % of B&e offenders 

Not at all upsetting 17 10.0 

A little upsetting 12 7.1 

Quite upsetting 13 7.6 

Very upsetting 49 28.8 

Didn't think, know or care 79 46.5 

Tota! 170 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom the upsetting rating was unclear or unknown. 

Risk of apprehension 

Like shoplifting offenders, most B&E offenders at the time of their offending perceived 
the risks of getting caught for B&E to be very small. Table 23 shows the proportion of 
B&E offenders according to their perceived likelihood of being apprehended. About S6 
per cent thought they weren't at all likely to get caught, while a further 20.0 per cent 
thought they were only 'a titUe' likely to be caught for committing B&E during the 
measurement period. 

Table 23: Frequency distribution of perceived likelihood of being 
apprehended for B&E offences at the time of offending 

Perceived likelihood of 
apprehension at the 
time of offending No. of B&e offenders % of B&e offenders 

Not at all likely 89 55.6 

A little likely 32 20.0 

Quite likely 17 10.6 

Very likely 22 13.8 

Total 160 100 

Note: The table l!xcludes 11 offenders for whom the perceived likelihood of apprehension for B&E was 
unclear or unknown. 

The actual chances of an offender getting caught during the measurement period were, 
overall, higher for B&E offenders than shoplifting offenders. Table 24 shows the 
proportion of B&E offenders according to their percentage risk of apprehension during 
the measurement period. About 45 per cent of B&E offenders evidently did not get caught 
by anyone for any of the B&E offences they committed during the measurement period. 
A relatively small proportion (13.5%) were caught for all the offences they committed. 
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Table 24: Frequency distribution of percentage risk of apprehension for B&E 
offences during the measurement period 

Percentage risk of 
apprehension No. of B&E offenders % of B&E offenders 

0% 76 44.7 

>Oto 25% 46 27.1 

>25 to <100% 25 14.7 

100% 23 13.5 

Total 170 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom the percentage risk of apprehension for committing 
B&E was unclear or unknown. 

3.1.11 Motor vehicle theft offending 

Participatioll in MVT 

Over three-quarters of the respondents (78.5% or 194 respondents) said they had 
committed motor vehicle theft (MVT) at some time in their life. The mean age of these 
respondents at t."e time of their first MVT was 13.9 years (s = 1.9 years).25 

Frequency of MVT offending 

More than half of t.1)e respondents (58.7% or 142 respcmdents) said they had committed 
MVT during the measurement period.26 The frequency distribution of the weekly rate 
of MVT offending by these respondents during th'e measurement period is shown in 
Figure 5. As with B&E offenCiers, MVT offenders varied greatly in the number of MVT 
offences committed. The highest reported frequency of offending during the 
measurement period was about 45 MVT offences a week. The median rate of offending 
during the measurement period for MVT offenders was 0.27 offences per week, or about 

one theft every four weeks. 

Figure 5: Frequency distribution of the weekly rate of MVT offending by MVT offenders 
during the measurement period (N=142) 
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The cumulative percentage of MVT offences that were committed during an average 
week of the measurement period by the five quintile groups of offenders is shown in 
Figure 6. Almost 90 per cent (88.6%) of the MVT offences which occurred in a typical 
week during the measurement period were committed by just 20 per cent of MVT 
offenders, that is, the fifth quintile groUp.27 

Figure 6: Cumulative percentage of MVT offences committed by MVT offenders during 
an average week of the measurement period 
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Table 25 shows the proportion of respondents active in MVT during the measurement 
period according to the main reason they gave for committing MVT. From the table it 
can be seen that half of the MVT offenders (49.6%) committed MVT for transport 
purposes. The second most common reason offenders gave for stealing vehicles was for 
excitement, thrills or fun (24.1%). 

Table 25: Frequency distribution of MVT offenders' main reasons for MVT 
offending during the measurement period 

Main reason for offending 

Need or want Qf transport 

For excitemerlt, thrills or fun 

To obtain money per se orfor a specific 
use (not to buy tood, clothes or drugs) 

To relieve boredom/for something to do 

To obtain money for drugs/alcohol 

Desire to drive 

To obtain goods (other than food 
or clothes) for personal use 

other 

Total 

No.ofMVT 
offenders 

66 

32 

9 

7 

6 
5 

2 

6 

133 

% ofMVT 
offenders 

49.6 

24.1 

6.8 

5.3 

4.5 
3.8 

1.5 

4.5 

100 

Note: The table excludes nine offenders for whom the main reason for offending was unclear or unknown. 
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Effects of offending 011 the victim 

Compared with shoplifting offenders (58.5%) and B&E offenders (53.8%), a smaller 
proportion of MVT offenders (34.3%) at the time of committing their offence thought 
that the people from whom they stole a vehicle during the measurement period could 
afford the theft to some degree.28 A relatively large proportion of victims (32.1%) were 
thought not to be able to afford the loss of their vehicle. About one-third of the offenders 
(33.6%) indicated that they neither thought, knew or cared whether the owners could 
afford the theft of their vehicle. 

Table 26 shows the proportion of MVT offenders according to how upsetting they 
thought, at the time of offending, their crime would have been to their victims. MVT 
offenders most commonly (40.8%) thought the victim would be very upset. This 
proportion was higher than that for shoplifting offenders (16.0%) and B&E offenders 
(28.8%). Almost 40 per cent said that at the time of offending they didn't think what 
emotional impact their theft would have on the victim, nor did they care or know what 
it would be. 

Table 26: Frequency distribution of perceived emotional effect of MVT 
offences (at the time of offending) on victims 

Perceived effect on the victim 
at the time of offending No. of MVT offenders % of MVi offenders 

Not at all upsetting 7 4.9 

A little upsetting 5 3.5 

Quite upsetting 17 12.0 

Very upsetting 58 40.8 

Didn't think, know or care 55 38.7 

Total 142 100 

Risk of apprehension 

MVT offenders perceived the risk of apprehension in much the same way as B&E 
offenders. From Table 27 it Ca!1 be seen that at the time of their offending, almost 60 per 
cent of MVT offenders thought they were not at all likely to get caught for committing 
MVT du.:ing the measurement period. A further 19.6 per cent thought it was only 
'a little' likely. 
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Table 27: Frequency distribution of perceived likelihood of being 
apprehended for MVT offences at the time of offending 

Perceived likelihood 
of apprehension at the 
time of offending No. of MVT offenders % of MVT offenders 

Not at all likely 79 57.2 

A little likely 27 19.6 

Quite likely 9 6.5 

Very likely 23 16.7 

Total 138 100 

Note: TIle table excludes four offenders for whom the perceived likelihood of apprehension for MVT was 
unclear or unknown. 

Of the three types of offenders examined in the study, MVr offenders had the greatest 
actual chance of getting caught during the measurement period, although their risk of 
apprehension remained faiIly moderate. Table 28 shows the variation among MVT 
offenders in the percentage risk of apprehension during the measurement period. About 
41 per cent of the offenders evidently did not get caught by anyone for any of the MVT 
offences they committed during the measurement period. Almost 17 per cent were 
apparently caught for all the offences they committed. 

Table 28: Frequency distribution of percentage risk of apprehension for MVT 
offences during the measurement period 

Percentage risk of 
apprehsnsion No. of MVT offenders % of MVT offenders 

0% 58 40.8 

>0 to 25% 43 30.3 

>25 to <100% 17 12.0 

100% 24 16.9 

Total 142 100 

3.2 CORRElATES OF OFFENDING FREQUENCY 

This section describes the association between rate of offending for the three offences 
examined (shoplifting, B&E, and MVT) and each of the developmental factors, lifestyle 
factors, attitude and perceptual factors, risk and punishment factors, and criminal history 
factors. Data for those factors which were found to be significantly related to offending 
frequency are presen ted in Appendix C in the order in which they appear in this section. 

As mentioned earlier (p. 8), low rate offenders in the present study refer to those who 
commit less than one offence per week, while high rate offenders refer to those who 
commit one or more offences per week. Table 29 shows the relative frequency of 
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respondent., in low and high rate categories for shoplifting, B&E, and MVT. It can be 
seen, under t.\e present classification, that almost half of the respondents (47.6%) who 
were active in shoplifting during the measurement period were classed as low rate 
offenders. More than two-thirds of the B&E offenders (67.8%) were classed as low rate 
offenders, and a similar proportion of MVT offenders (69.7%) were classed as low rate 
offenders. 

Table 29: Number and percentage of low and high rate offenders for each 
offence type 

Low rate High rate 
Offence type <1 offencelweek ~1 offence/week TOTAL 

No. % No. % No. 0' /0 

Shoplifting 39 47.6 43 52.4 82 100 

Break and enter 116 67.8 55 32.2 171 100 

Motor vehicle theft 99 69.7 43 30.3 142 100 

3.2.1 Developmental factors 

No statistically significant association was found between rate of offending for any 
offence and any of the following developmental factors: 

adult composition of the family in which an offender was raised; 
frequency of parental or guardian conditional affection/praise; 
frequency of parental or guardian involvement; 
frequency of parental or guardian supervision; 
frequency of parental or guardian conflict; 
whether a parent or guardian has ever had an alcohol or drug 
problem; 
highest grade completed at school; 
age at which an offender left school; 
frequency of truanting from school; 
frequency of suspensions or expulsions from schooL 

In relation to familial criminality, statistically significant associations were found, but 
only for MVT offenders, and only for selected family members. MVT offenders who 
knew that their mother or female guardian had been arrested were more likely to be 
high rate offenders (X2 :::: 4.6, df :::: 1, p < 0.05). About 53 per cent of MVT offenders 
(52.9%) who knew their mother or female guardian had been arrested were high rate 
offenders, while about 28 per cent of:MVT offenders (27.3%) who knew their mother or 
female guardian had not been arrested were high rate offenders. MVf offenders who 
reported that they knew that a relative, who was not part of their immediate family (such 
as an uncle, aunt, grandparent or cousin) had been arrested, were also more likely to be 
high rate offenders (X2 :::: 6.4, df = 1, P < 0.05). Almost 42 per cent of the MVf offenders 
(41.8%) who said that a non-immediate family member had been arrested were high 
rate offenders, while the poportion of high rate: offenders amongst MVf offenders who 
said that a non-immediate family member had not been arrested was about 
22 per cent (21.5%). 
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With respect to the schooling factors examined, a statistically significant association was 
found for shoplifting between rate of offending and school performance (X2 :::: 10.1, 
df:::: 4, p < 0.05). Figure 7 shows the proportion of shoplifting offenders who were high 
rate offenders according to the rating offenders gave for their performance at school. 
Generally, shoplifting offenders who rated their performance at school as poor were 
more likely to be high rate offenders. 

Figure 7: Percentage who were high rate offenders by rating of school performance 
(shoplifting offenders) 
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3.2.2 Lifestyle factors 

No statistically significant association was found between rate of offending for any 
offence and any of the follo\'ving lifestyle factors: 

reside~tial mobility; 
inability to meet accommodation costs, namely rent or board; 
employment; 
use of alcohol; 
use of sleeping tablets or sedatives; 
use of narcotics; 
use of inhalants. 

A statistically significant association was found between rate of offending and the amount 
of time offenders spent at school during the measurement period, but only for B&E 
offenders (X2 :::: 9.5, df = 3, P < 0.05). Figure 8 shows the proporhon of B&E offenders 
who were high rate offenders according to the amount of time offenders attended school. 
Generally, B&E offenders who said they spentproportionateiy less time at school during 
the measurement period were more likely to be high rate offenders than those who spent 
more time at school. 
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Figure 8: Percentage who were high rate offenders by amount of time offenders 
attended school during the measurement period (B&E offenders) 
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A sta tistically significant relationship was found between rate of offending and the type 
of residence offenders usually lived in during the measurement period for shoplifting 
offenders (X2 = 6.0, df = 2, P < 0.05) and B&E offenders (},.'2 = 9.5, df = 2, P < 0.01). Figure 
9 shows the proportion of shoplifting offenders who were high rate offenders according 
to the usual residence of offenders. It can be seen that shoplifting offenders who did 
not have a fixed address during the measurement period were more likely to be high 
rate offenders than those who did have a horne. 

Figure 9: Percentage who were high rate offenders by type of usual residence during 
the measurement period (shoplifting offenders) 
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Figure 10 shows the proportion ofB&E offenders who were high rate offenders according 
to the usual residence of these offenders during the measurement period. The pattern 
presented in Figure 10 for B&E offenders is somewhat different from that shown in 
Figure 9 for shoplifting offenders. B&E offenders who lived in a home away from their 
family were more likely to be high rate offenders than those who lived in a family home 
or had no fixed address. 

Figure 10: Percentage who were high rate offenders by type of usual residence during 
the measurement period (8&E offenders) 
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A statistically significant association was found between income disparity (i.e. the 
difference between the income perceived to be needed and the income received legally) 
and rate of offending, but only for MVT offenders (XZ = 7.0, df = 2, P < 0.05). Figure 11 
shows the proportion of MVT offenders who were high rate offenders, according to 
the disparity between the average amount of money MVT offenders received legally 
and the average amount they perceived they needed 'to get by on' each week during 
the measurement period. The largest proportion of high rate offenders was for MVT 
offenders who did not have their perceived weekly income needs met by their legal 
income. 
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Figure 11: Percentage who were high rate offenders by income disparity during the 
measurement period (MVT offenders) 
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A number of statistically significant relationships were found between drug factors and 
rate of offending. Generally, offenders who consumed drugs and consumed them more 
frequently or in larger amounts during the measurement period were more likely to be 
high rate offenders than those who consumed no drugs or consumed drugs infrequently. 

Specifically, this result was obtained for B&E offenders for the following dnlgS: tobacco 
(Xl = 6.5, df = 2, P < 0.05), hallucinogens and/or stimulants (mainly amphetamines) 
(Xl = 10.9, df;::: 4, p < 0.05), and marijuana (Xl = 13.8, df;::: 4, p < 0.01). Figure 12 shows 

Figure 12: Percentage who were high rate offenders by weekly marijuana use during 
the measurement: period (8&E offenders) 
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the proportion of B&E offenders who were high rate offenders for different levels of 
marijuana use. Among B&E offenders who used drugs, polydrug users were also more 
likely to be high rate offenders than those who used only one or two types of drugs 
(XZ :::: 10.0, df ::: 3, p < 0.05).29 

When B&E offenders were asked to rate the importance of different reasons for 
committing B&E during the measurement period, those who described the acquisition 
of money for drugs as a 'very important' reason for B&E offending were more likely to 
be high rate offenders (XZ ::: 14.4, df = 3, P < 0.01). Just over half of the B&E offenders 
(50.9%) who said that money for drugs was a very important reason were high rate 
offenders. 

Similar results in relation to drug factors and rate of offending were obtained for MVT 
offenders. MVT offenders who used marijuana in larger quantities during the 
measurement period were more likely to be high rate offenders (XZ = 9.5, df ::: 4, 
p < 0.05). No statistically significant association was found between rate of MVT 
offending and use of the following drugs: tobacco, and hallucinogens and! or stimulants 
(mainly amphetamines). 

Like B&E offenders, MVT offenders who said that stealing vehicles to get money to buy 
drugs was a 'very important' reason for committing their offences during the 
measurement period were more likely to be high rate offenders (X2 ::: 27.5, df = 3, 
P < 0.01). Over half of the MVT offenders (52.6%) who said that stealing to get money 
for drugs was a very important reason were high rate offenders. 

For shoplifting, the only statistically significant relationship found between drug use 
and rate of offending concerned tobacco usage (XZ = 6.8, df ::: 2, p <: 0.05). Interestingly, 
in contrast to B&E offenders, shoplifting offenders who smoked cigarettes and smoked 
more of them during the measurement period were more likely to be low rate offenders. 

In relation to each offence, offenders were asked to indicate their main reason for 
offending. Based on the main reason offenders gave, statistically significant differences 

Figure 13: Percentage who were high rate offenders by main reason for offending during 
the measurement period (B&E offenders) 
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were found between high and low rate offenders for B&E (Xl = 11.3, df =4, P < 0.05) and 
MVT (Xl = 10.1, df = 4, P < 0.05). Figures 13 and 14 show the proportion of B&E and 
MVT offenders, respectively, who were high rate offenders, accorcling to the main reason 

they gave for offending. 

From Figure 13 it can be seen that B&E offenders who cited the acquisition of money for 
drugs as the main reason for offending were the most likely to be high rate offenders. 

Figure 14 indicates tha t two~thirds (66.7%) of those MVT offenders who cited money for 
drugs as the main reason for stealing vehicles, were high rate offenders. Further, more 
than 40 per cent of those MVT offenders who said that they mainly stole vehicles to get 
money per se, or for things other than drugs, food or clothes, were high rate offenders. 
In addition, about half of the MVT offenders who cited 'other' reasons as their main 
reasons for offencling during the measurement period were high rate offenders. This 
'other' category included various reasons such as peer pressure, and stealing to get goods 
for personal use. In relation to this latter reason, the importance offenders placed in it 
as a reason for offending was found to be related to the rate of MVT offending 
(Xl = 8.3, df =: 3, p < 0.05). Specifically, MVT offenders who said that stealing vehicles to 
get goods to use was a 'very important' reason (for committing MVT during the 
measurement period) were more likely to be high rate offenders. About 56 per cent of 
the MVT offenders (56.3%) who said stealing for personal use was very important, were 

high rate offenders. 

:figure 14 shows that MVT offenders who cited emotive reasons, for example excitement, 
thrills, fun and anger, as the main reason for offending were more likely to be low rate 
offenders than to be high rate offenders. However, when MVT offenders were asked to 
rate the importance of getting excitement, thrills or fun as a reason for stealing vehicles 
during the measurement period, those who said that this reason was 'very important' 
were more likely to be high rate offenders than those who did not consider this reason 
very important (X2 = 10.1, df = 3, P < 0.05). About 48 per cent ofMVT offenders (47.7%) 
who said excitement, thrills or fun was a very important reason were high rate offenders. 

Figure 14: Percentage who were high rate offenders by main reason for offending 
during the measurement period (MVT offenders) 
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3.2.3 Attitude and perceptual factors 

No association was found between rate of offending for any offence and any of the 
following attitude and perceptual factors: 

whether offenders perceived victims could afford the theft; 

the degree to which offenders perceived victims would be upset by the theft; 

how upsetting offenders perceived they were, or would be, as a result of their 
family finding out about their crime;30 

how upsetting offenders perceived they were, or would be, a~ a result of their 
friends finding out about-their crimefl 

how upsetting offenders perceived they were that, or would be if, their crime had 
hurt their chances of getting a good education;32 

how upsetting offenders perceived they were that, or would be if, their crime had 
hurt their chances of getting a good job.33 

A statistically significant relationship was found between rate of Offp:lcling and offenders' 
perceptions of personal theft victimisation, but only for 1·,1VT offenders who had 
experienced being a victim of car theft (J<2 = 7.5, d£ = I, P < 0 01).34 MVT offenders who 
said that they were either quite or very upset about having a car stolen were more likely 
to be low rate offenders than high rate offenders. The majority of MVT offenders who 
said they were quite or very upset (84.6%) were low rate offenders. Three-quarters of 
the MVT offenders (75.0%) who had a car stolen, who weren't upset or who were only 
a little upset by the experience, were high rate offenders. 

3.2.4 Risk and punishment factors 

No association was found between rate of offending in any type of offence and any of 
the following risk and punishment factors: 

• the perceived likelihood of being apprehended; 

• how upsetting offenders perceived different forms of formal social control, namely 
being caught by police; being hassled by police; going to court; getting a fine; 
getting a supervised order; getting a Community Service Order; being sentenced 
to detention; and being sentenced to prison. This finding was obtained regardless 
of whether or not an offender had been the subject of the form of social control 
under consideration.33 

A statistically significant association was found between offenders' percentage risk of 
apprehension (Le. the percentage of offences for which an offender was caught during 
the measurement period) and rate of offending for shoplifting (X2 = 12.4, df = 3, 

P < 0.01), B&E (X2 = 40.2, df = 3, P < 0.01), and MVT (X2 = 53.9, d£ = 3, P < 0.01). The 
stacked bar graphs in Figures 15, 16 and 17 show the proportion of offenders who were 
high rate offenders according to their percentage risk of apprehension for shoplifting, 
B&E, and MVT offenders, respectively. For each of the four levels of risk shown in Figures 
15 to 17, the proportion of offenders who were low rate offenders is also shown to make 
it clear that there were offenders in every level of risk of apprehension. 

From Figures 15 to 17 it can be seen that the offenders who evidenced relatively low 
levels of risk were more likely to be high rate offenders. Conversely, offenders with 
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relatively high levels of risk tended to be low rate offenders. Indeed, irrespective of the 
type of offence, the offenders who evidenced 100 per cent risk (i.e. were caught for all 
the offences they committed during the measurement period) were all low rate offenders. 

Figure 15: Percentage who were high rate and low rate offenders by percentage risk of 
apprehension during the measurement period (shoplifting offenders) 

Per cent of shoplifting 
offende .. 

100 

90 

eo 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0% >0 ~ 25% >25· <100% 100'~ 

Percentage risk of apprehension 

_ High rate offende.. It:lU La.v rate offende .. 

Figure 16: Percentage who were high rate and low rate offenders by percentage 
risk of apprehension during the measurement period (B&E offenders) 
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Figure 17: Percentage who were high rate and low rate offenders by percentage risk of 
apprehension during the measurement period (MVT offenders) 
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3.2.5 Criminal history factors 

No association was found between rate of offencling and any of the following cri.minal 
history factors: 

the age at which an offender first committed the relevant theft offence (shoplifting 
for shoplifting offenders, B&E for B&E offenders, and MVT for MVT offenders);36 

the age at which an offender was first apprehended for any offence;37 

the type of offence committed when an offender was first apprehended; 

involvement .in the following types of offences during the meilsurement period: 
theft other than shoplifting, B&E, or MVT; fraud; violent offences such as assault 
or robbery; and vandalism. 

In relation to offenders' involvement in criminal activity other than shoplifting, B&E or 
MVT during the measurement period, a statistically significant association was found 
between rate of offencling and involvement in drug offences, but only for B&E offenders 
(XZ = 5.1, df = 1, P < 0.05). During the meaSUi·ement period, B&E offenders who dealt, 
grew or made drugs were more likely to be high rate offenders. About 40 per cent of the 
B&E offenders (40.2%) who were dealing, growing or making drugs were high rate 
offenders. The proportion of B&E offenders who did not commit drug offences that 
were high rate offenders was about 24 per cent (24.1%). 

3.2.6 Summary 

For shoplifting, the following offenders were more likely than others to be high rate 
offenders: 

• those who rated their school performance as poor; 
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• those who usually lived at no fixed address during the measurement period; 

• those who did not smoke tobacco during the measurement period; 

• those whose percentage risk of apprehension was low during the measurement 

period. 

For B&E, the following offenders were more likely than others to be high rate offenders: 

those whose school attendance was low during the measurement period; 

those who usually lived in a home away from their family during the measurement 

period; 

those who smoked tobacco during the measurement period; 

those who used marijuana and used large quantities of marijuana during the 

measurement period; 

those who used hallucinogens and! or stimulants (mainly amphetamines), and 

used them frequently, during the measurement period; 

those who were polydrug users during the measurement period; 

those who indicated that obtaining money for drugs was a very important reason 

for offending during the measurement period; 

those who indicated that obtaining money for drugs was the main reason for 

offending during the measurement period; 

those whose percentage risk of apprehension was low during the measurement 

period; 

those who dealt, grew or made drugs during the measurement period. 

For MVI, the following offenders were more likely than others to be high rate offenders: 

those who said that their mother or female guardian had been arrested; 

those who said that a non-immediate family member had been arrested; 

those whose weekly legal income didn't meet their perceived weekly income needs 

during the measurement period; 

those who used marijuana and used large quantities of marijuana during the 

measureml'nt period; 

those who said that stealing for excitement, thrills or fun was a very important 

reason for offending during the measurement period; 

those who said that stealing to get goods to use was a very important reason for 

offending during the measurement period; 

those who said that obtaining money for drugs was the main reason for offending 

during the measurement period; 

those who said that obtaining money per se or for some use other than to buy 
food, clothes or drugs was the main reason for offending during the measurement 

period; 
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those who weren't upset or only a little upset at having been a victim of MVT; 

those whobe ?ercentage risk of apprehension was low during the measurement 

period. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

The major aim of this study has been to identify the factors which distinguish offenders 
who commit theft offences at a high rate from those who commit these offences at a low 
rate. A number of factors appear to be significantly related to the rate at which juvenile 
offenders commit theft offences. While statistically significant associations between these 
factors and rates of offending do not guarantee the existence of causal links, the results 
nevertheless provide an indication of the types of strategies which might be useful in 
reducing theft offending among juvenile offenders. The significant associations and their 
implications for crime prevention are discussed below. Before proceeding to this 
discussion, however, some of the salient characteristics of the sample of respondents 
are reviewed. 

4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

The respondents' family characteristics are typical of those reported in studies of 
delinquent adolescents ( e.g. Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber 1986). Familial criminality 
was one such characteristic. A high proportion of respondents reported that a member 
of their family had been arrested. Compared with Australian teenagers in general 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics 1994), a large proportion of respondents grew up ill 
families which comprised only one adult rather than two adults. This, too, accords with 
past research on the correlates of delinquency. 

Consistent with previous findings (e.g. Tremblay et alI992), respondents typically did 
poorly at school. A large proportion of respondents failed to complete the level of 
schooling generally required by the NSW education system. In the present study, 
one-third of the respondents age 15 years or over left school before they reached the age 
of 15 years. The corresponding population figure is 6.0 per cent (National Youth Affairs 
Research Scheme and Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). Many respondents said they 
frequently truanted from school, and most had experienced being suspended or expelled 
from school. Very few described their performance at school as better than 'okay'. In 
their comments about school, respondents mentioned a dislike for school, particularly 
with respect to the rules and the teachers they had. 

About two-thirds of the respondents (66.8%) were living in a family home during the 
measurement period. Given that almost 90 per cent of Australian teenagers live with 
their parents, this proportion is low (National Youth Affairs Research Scheme and 
Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). A small proportion, about 7 per cent, could be 
described as homeless during the measurement period in that they hadno fixed address 
(e.g. lived on the street, in a refuge). Overall, almost half were making rent or board 
payments. 

As has been found in other Australian studies involving incarcerated juvenile offenders 
(see summary in Sidoti 1993), a high proportion of respondents were Aboriginal. 
One-quarter of the sample identified themselves as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander, 

while Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander juveniles make up less than 2 per cent of the 
NSW population aged 15 to 19 years (Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). In relation 
to gender and age, the sample displayed characteristics consistent with those of children 
convicted in the Children's Court (Coumarelos 1994; New South Wales Bureau of Crime 
Statistics and Research 1994). The vast majority of respondents (96.4%) were male, and 
more than half of the respo'ldents (57.5%) were aged 16 or 17 years. 
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The lifestyle of respondents during the measurement period was characterised by 
frequent drug use. Many respondents used a variety of licit and illicit drugs. In 
accordance with previous findings (Zibert, Hando and Heward 1994; Zibert and Howard 
1989), the most commonly and frequently used drugs were marijuana, tobacco and 
alcohol. Compared with teenagers in general, the level of drug usage among respondents 
was high (Cooney, Dobbinson and Flaherty 1993). For example, the 1992 survey of drug 
use among NSW secondilrY school students reported that about 40 per cent of teenagers 
aged 15 to 17 years had ever used cannabis, while at least 85 per cent of respondents in 
the present study said they had ever used marijuana. Weekly cannabis use was also 
more prevalent among respondents in the present study. More than three-quarters of 
the respondents (77.1%) said they used marijuana on a weekly basis, while the 
comparable proportion of 15 to 17 year old secondary students wa~ about 10 per cent. 

The legal income respondents received during the measurement period came from 
various sources, including Government allowancf>s, pocket money, and employment. 
When income from all legal sources was considered, most respondents did not have 
their perceived income needs met by the money they received legally. The meruan 
amount of money respondents received legally per week on average during the 
measurement period ($70) was well below the March 1994 poverty line for a single 
unemployed person ($170) (Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research 1994). 

As others have found with adult uffenders (e.g. Maguire and Bennett 1982), many 
respondertts in the present study said they did not care, know or think about the financial 
or emotiOi:lal effects of their crime on the victim at the time of offending, regardless of 
whether the offence in question was shoplifting, B&E, or MVT. The degree to which a 
respondent perceived the victim would be upset appeared to be related to whether he 
or she thought the victim could afford the theft. For example, among shoplifting 
offenders, very few (8.5%) thought the people whose shops they stole from could not 
afford it and similarly a small proportion (16.0%) thought that the shoplifting victims 
would have been very upset. For MVT offenders, a relatively larger proportion (32.1%) 
thought the victims could not afford the theft of their vehicle and similarly a larger 
proportion (40.8%) thought the victims would be very upset at their loss. B&E offenders 
fell in between shoplifting offenders and MVT offenders in their assessments of the 
financial and emotional impact of their crime on victims. 

The reactions respondents had to the different consequences of their crime, including 
their family and friends learning of their crime, were varied. The great majority of 
respondents said they weren't upset about their friends finding out about their criminal 
activity. Respondents' reactions to their family finding out about their crime were 
polarised, with one-third of the respondents rating this not at all upsetting, and an almost 
equal proportion rating it very upsetting. Substantially smaller proportions regarded 
the discovery of offending by the family as only a little or quite upsetting. While many 
did not elaborate as to why they were upset, some respondents mentioned being ashamed 
or embarrassed, some were upset that they'd let their parents down, while others said 
they were upset because their parents or other family members were upset. Respondents 
who weren't upset, at their family finding out about their crime, included those who 
had criminal family members or those who said they didn't care about what their family 
thought. 

The response pattern to the question of whether involvement in crime had hurt their 
chances of getting a good education was similar to the pattern for family members finding 
out about their crime. A different finding, however, emerged in relation to the question 
of whether crime had hurt respondents' chances of getting a good job. A greater 
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proportion of respondents appeared upset about the possibility that their involvement 
in crime had hurt their chances of getting a good job, than appeared upset about the 
discovery of their offending by their family and friends. For example, whereas 61.2 per 
cent of respondents said they were either quite or very upset about crime hurting their 
chances of getting a good job, only 47.6 per cent were quite or very upset about the family 
finding out about their crime. 

Respondents were also asked how upsetting they found various social control measures. 
The majority (76.2%) said they were not upset by, or only a little upset by, the experience 
of going to court. For the majority of respondents, moreover, none of the court options 
except detention and imp~isonment appeared to be regarded as very upsetting. For 
example, only 6.4 per cent Clf respondents said that getting a Community Service Order 
was very upsetting. 

Attitudes toward juvenile detention were fairly evenly divided amongst respondents. 
Around 30 per cent said that such detention was not at all upsetting. A similar proportion, 
however, maintained that it was very upsetting. The remainder were distributed in 
roughly equal proportions between 'a little upsetting' and 'quite upsetting'. 

The single most distressing form of social control, according to respondents, was the 
prospect of imprisonment. Nearly 70 per cent indicated that they found this very or 
quite upsetting. Being hassled by the police appeared to be the next most upsetting 
form of social control, although opinions on this issue were polarised, with equal 
proportions (35.0%) maintaining that such treatment was not upsetting and very 
upsetting. 

4.2 CORRELATES OF OFFENDING FREQUENCY 

Close examination of the summary of findings (pp. 40-42) reveals that lifestyle factors 
are more important as correlates of offending frequency than developmenW, attitude 
and perceptual, risk and punishment, and criminal history factors. However, different 
combinations of lifestyle factors emerged as significant correlates of offending frequency 
in each of the three categories of theft examined. 

Aclual risk of apprehension was the only risk and punishment factor found to be related 
to rate of offending for shoplifting, B&E, or MVT. It was significantly related to rates of 
offending in each of t.~ese categories of theft. Offenders with a low actual risk of 
apprehension during the measurement period were more likely to be high rate offenders. 
It is somewhat surprising, given this finding, that no corresponding relationship was 
found between perceived risk of apprehension and rate of offending. The absence of such 
a relationship may be interpreted in at least two different ways. It may be that the sample 
size (and therefore the power of the chi-square test) was insufficient to detect the 
relationship between perceived risk of apprehension and offending frequency. It may 
also be, however, that high rate offenders were more practiced at offending and for this 
reason alone enjoyed a lower actual risk of apprehension. If this latter possibility is 
accepted, increasing the risk of apprehension will not necessarily reduce the frequency 
of offending. 

Amongst lifestyle variables, illicit drug use and the income need it generates appear to 
be crucial determinants of offending frequency for both B&E and MVT. Results from 
the present study showed that B&E and MVT offenders who said that they mainly 
offended in order to obtain money for drugs were more li.kely to be high rate offenders. 
For B&E, those offenders who used large quantities of marijuana, or hallucinogens 
and/ or stimulants (mainly amphetamines) were more likely to be high rate offenders than 
those who used relatively small amounts. For MVT, offenders who used large quantities 
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of marijuana were also more likely to be high rate offenders. These findings strongly 
suggest that a reduction in illicit drug usage, and/ or the income need it generates, may 
significantly reduce aggregate rates of B&E and MVT. 

Zibert \1nd Howard (1989) criticised the shortage of drug programs available for 
adolescents in NSW. The 1993 Green Paper on juvenile justice also emphasised the 
need for more comp: "hensive drug treatment programmes Q"uvenile Justice Advisory 
Council of NSW 1993). Previolls research suggests that many offenders are prepared 
to acknowledge that they have had drug problems but are reluctant to use the services 
available (Zibert, Hando and Howard 1994; Zibert and Howard 1989). If this is true, it 
is vital that the reason for this be explored with young offenders and appropriate 
strategies adopted to make drug treatment servlces more attractive. 

Another strategy sometimes put forward as having the potential to reduce offending 
frequency is a change in the law which makes the cultivation of cannabis for personal 
use legal. This strategy would only work to the extent that the legal change in question 
lowered the cost of cannabis. The crime reduction benefits of such a strategy would -, If. 
also have to be v,'eighed against a number of important public health considerations. 
In their review of studies examining the healtl1 and psychological effects of cannabis, 
Hall, Solowij and Lemon (1994) identify adverse psychological experiences, as well as 
psycnomotor impairment (and consequently an increased risk of motor vehicle 
accidents), among the major probable effects of acute cannabis use. The effects of chronic 
cannabis use are less certain but are likely to include an increased risk of respiratory 
disease. It has been argued that these public health effects will be magnified if 
decriminalisation increases the prevalence or frequency of cannabis use (Hall 1994). 

Some (Christie 1991; Sarre, Sutton and Pulsford 1989) have argued that decriminalisation 
of cannabis use in South Australia did not alter the prevalence of cannabis use in that 
State. However, Queensland's Criminal Justice Commission (1994) drew quite a 
different conclusion from the available empirical evidence. It should also be noted that 
evaluations of the effect of decriminalisation on cannabis usage in South Australia did 
not address the question of whether it altered the frequency or pattern of use among 
existing users. This question is no less important to a consideration of the health effects 
of decriminalisation than the question of whether the population of cannabis users has 
expanded. 

It Is not unreasonable to assume that decriminalisation of cannabis cultivation for 
personal use would reduce its price. However, even if decriminalisation did result in 
a reduction in drug-related theft offending, the benefits would have to be weIghed 
against any increase in cannabis-related health costs, such as those stemmlng from an 
increased incidence of psychological problems, psychomotor bnpairment and 
respiratory diseases. 

Decreasing the extent of juvenile drug use or the Income needs associated with it, are 
not the only options for bringing about a reduction in rates of tlleft. An addittonal 
strategy is to increase the legitimate income-earning capacity of young offenders, thereby 
reducing the incentive for involvement in income-generating property crime. 

Employment has been said to be the most effective means of reducing poverty among 
young people (Bell, Rimmer and Rimmer 1992). It is known that, among those involved 
in property crime, rates of offending are up to two-and-a-half times lower during periods 
of employment than during periods of unemployment (Farrington et al1986). Just over 
one-quarter of the respondents in the present study were actually employed for some 
period of time during the measurement period. This proportion is substantially lower 
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than the proportion of Australian 15 to 19 year olds in general who are employed (about 
42%) (Australian Bureau of Statistics 1994). For the most part, respondents who had 
jobs worked as labourers or in fairly menial positions. Many commented that they would 
like to gain some form of skilled employment. Given their severe lack of schooling, young 
offenders are not strong competitors in the skilled labour market. Me.lsures which 
provide juvenile offenders with access to appropriate training, and! or which reduce 
juvenile unemployment, might also, therefore, reduce juvenile theft offending. 

A combination of developmental and lifestyle fadors were found to be "lssociated with 
offending frequency among shoplifting offenders. Shoplifters who rated their 
performance at school as poor or who said they were homeless were more likely to be 
high rate offenders. The first of these observations is difficult to explain, although it is 
entirely consistent with earlier findings on the correlates of participation in crime. The 
observation concerning the impact of homelessness on offending .frequency may be 
explaim'!d, but not in tern'\s which are consistent with other findings in this study. 

McCarthy and Hagan (1992, 1991) have argued that certain conditions which characterise 
homelessness may cause crime rather than homelessness per se. Such conditions, they 
suggest, include hWlger and poverty. It can be argued that hunger and poverty both 
generate a motive for involvemenl in property crime. In the present study, however, 
although the need for food and clothes ranked highly as a motive for shoplifting, these 
needs did nol discriminate high rate from low rate shoplifting offenders. Clearly, the 
relationship between homelessness and frequency of offending needs to be better 
understood before the impact on property crime of policies designed to reduce 
homelessness can be properly determined. 

Consistent: with previolls findings, excitement and thrills emerged as an important motive 
for MVT offenders ill the present study. Indeed, the level of importance MVT offenders 
ascribed to this reason for offending differentiated low rate from high rate MVT offenders. 
MVT offenders who said that getting excitement, thrills or fun was a very important 
reason for stealing vehicles were more likely to be high rate offenders than those who 
didn't. In terms of devising a strategy for reducing MVT offending, this finding suggests 
that a strategy is more likely to have positive results if it takes into account the high 
psychological pay-offs MVT provides for offenders. Unfortunately, the present study 
cannot identify which aspects of motor vehicle theft provide this pay-off. If offenders 
are motivated by a need for psychological stimulation, it is possible that changes in 
offending might be brought about through changes in lifestyle, such as through 
challenging and satisfying employment. Some research has found that car thieves who 
offend at a high rate show a passion for cars and a desire to have a car-related job early 
in life, implying that programs which combine teaching of driving and car maintenance 
skills wi th inf-ormation about the r..sks and consequences of car theft may be useful (Nee 
1993). Interestingly, in the present study, MVT offenders who indicated that stealing to 
get goods for personal use, such as car parts, was a very important reason fer stealing 
vehicles were more likely to be high rate offenders. 

For MVT offenders, familial criminality was found to be significantly associated with 
offending frequency, although the relationship was restricted to specific types of family 
members, namely the mother or female guardian, and non-immediate family members, 

such as uncles and cousins. The relationship between parental involvement with the 
law and offspring delinquency, it has been suggested, evolves from children witnessing 
and imitating the behaviour and attitudes of their parents (e.g. Loeber and 
Stouthamer-Loeber 1986). This suggests that sb'ategies aimed at fostering positive views 
toward law-abiding behaviour (or negative views toward law-breaking) may not be fully 
effective unless they target the families of offenders as well as the offenders themselves. 
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Whilst the present st'udy identified a number of factors as significant for offending 
frequency, it is important not to overlook some of the factors which did not emerge as 
significant. The present results showed that low and high rate offenders do not differ in 
opinion of the risks of apprehension or the onerousness of various forms of social control. 
TIlls does not mean that formal sanctions do not reduce participation in crime. Indeed, 
a recent Bureau study has shown that some 70 per cent of juveniles in NSW do not re­
appear before the Children's Court after their first appearance (Coumarelos 1994). The 
present study does suggest, however, that offender attitudes toward the risk of 
apprehension and the severibf of sanctions for offending do not playa significant role 

in determining the frequency with which they offend. 

Another important finding in the present study concerns offenders' feelings toward the 
consequences of their crime. According to the results, how upset offenders say they are 
about their family members or friends learning of their crime does not appear to influence 
their rate of offending. Similarly, the way in which offenders perceive the financial and 
emotional effects on their victims at the time of offending is not related to offending 
frequency. At face value, these results suggest that crime prevention strategies which 
use shaming, such as the Family Group Conference (Braithwaite and Mugford 1994), 
may not necessarily exert strong effects on rates of shoplifting, B&E and MVT offending.38 

The results should, however, be interpreted in light of the way the present juvenile justice 

system operates; young offenders pave very few opportunities to learn about the impact 
of crimes on their victims, and the involvement of the offender's family in the process is 
minimal. It is possible that a system which enables offenders to confront their victims 
and see the impact of their crime may reduce offending. Interestingly, the present study 
did find some evidence to suggest that offending frequency is influenced by victimisation. 
Amongst a small group of MVT offenders who had been victims of car theft, those who 

said they were quite or very upset at having a vehicle stolen were more likely to be low 
rate offenders. In this case, the low rate offenders may have offended less frequently 
because they sympathised with victims through their own victimisation. 

In conclusion, the aim of the present study has been to identify the factors that 

discriminate low rate theft offenders from high rate theft offenders. Equipped with such 
information, it is possible to devise crime prevention strategies which might reduce the 
rate at which individuals offend, and, consequently, lower the aggregate rate of offending. 

It is clear from the findings of the present study, that strategies which reduce the number 
of high rate offenders could have a substantial impact on the aggregate crime rate. 

Based on present findings, there are a number of strategies which might be effective at 
reducing rates of offending among juvenile theft offenders. It is note\vorthy that few, if 
any of them, involve reliance on traditional methods of crime control. Furthermore, it 
seems that different theft offences may require different solutions. In the present study, 
only one factor was found to be related to offending frequency for all the three types of 
theft examined: actual risk of apprehension. The absence of any apparent relationship 
between perceived risk of apprehension and offending frequency, however, raises doubts 

about whether changes to the actual risk of apprehension would bring about changes to 
the frequency of offending. As noted earlier, it may just be that practiced high rate 
offenders have learned to minimise their risks of apprehension. 

Whilst a number of potentially useful strategies have been identified, it is unlikely that 

a single response will bring aboutlarge reductions in offending. Juvenile offenders often 
experience multiple difficulties or problems requiring multi-faceted responses (Dembo 
et al1991; Elliott et al1989). Nevertheless, it is apparent from the present research that 

drug use and the income need it generates, are amongst the most important dete:cminants 
of offending frequency. Measures designed to address these problems, therefore, are 
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perhaps the most likely to provide significant theft reduction dividends. Here again, 
though, the need for a multi-faceted response is evident. It is just as important to tackle 
the social and economic conditions which foster drug abuse, as it is to offer help to those 
who seek treatment for drug problems or whose drug-related offending brings them 

into contact with the law. 
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The Riverina Juvenile Justice Centre was excluded from the study due to financial constraints. 

Tne seriousness of the offence was determined according to a hierarchy developed by the 
NSW Department of Juvenile Justice. 

In addition to the 247 interviews and 34 refusals, another eight juveniles were interviewed, 
but the quality of the data from these interviews was too poor to be included in the study. 
The poor quality was largely due to severe memory problems. 

Juveniles may not have been available due to such factors as illness or court appearance. 

Both of the interviewers were involved in the construction of the interview schedule and 
were well-informed of the design and purpose of the study. 

Respondents rarely wanted to write details themselves. 

If a respondent was incarcerated for more than five months out of the six-month period, 
information was requested for the preceding six-month period. This occurred in a very small 
number of cases. 

In the present study, a respondent was recorded as being an Aboriginal or Torres Strait 
Islander only ifhe or she identified himself or herself as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander, 
regardless of his or her appearance. 

In the present study, the family in which a respondent was raised was defined as that family 
in which the respondent had spent the greatest proportion of his or her life. In cases where the 
respondent had spent equal amounts of time in two types of families, the second family was 
:"corded as the family the respondent grew up in. 

The analysis is based on 238 respondents who grew up in a family and knew whether or not 
a family member had been arrested. 

The analysis is based on 131 respondents who had a family member arrested and who had a 
brother and knew whether or not he had been arrested. 

The analysis regarding non-immediate family members is based on 143 respondents who had 
a family member arrested, and who had non-immediate family members and knew whether 
or not they had been arrested. The analysis regarding fathers or male guardians is based on 
142 respondents who had a family member arrested and who had a father or male guardian 
and knew whether or not he had been arrested. 

The analysis regarding sisters is based on 115 respondents who had a family member arrested 
and who had a sister and knew whether or not she had been arrested. The analysis regarding 
mothers or female guardians is based on 145 respondents who had a family member arrested 
and who had a mother or female guardian and knew whether or not she had been arrested. 

The analysis is based on 237 respondents for whom the disparity between legal and needed 
income could be determined. 

In the majority of cases, respondents were able to indicate the number of cones they consumed. 
In some cases, however, they could only indicate their use in terms of weight or satchels. In 
these cases a cone was estimated to comprise approximately 0.35 grams of cannabis. 

A standard drink refers to 10 grams of alcohol, that is, 285 ml of full strength beer, 120rnl of 
wine, or 30 ml of spirits. 

Some respondents preferred to use terms other than 'upset' such as 'angry', 'spewing', an ~ 
'pissed off', and these were included in the analyses as 'upset'. 

The mean age is based on 211 respondents for whom the age at which shoplifting was first 
committed was known. 

The percentage is based on 240 respondents for whom the weeklyra te of shoplifting offending 
was known. 
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In the analysis it should be noted that the number of offences committed by all offenders 
during a typical week of the measurement period does not necessarily represent the actual 
number of offences that occurred during that week, It may overrepresent the actual number 
of offence!; because an offence committed by one respondent may have involved one or more 
other respondents. Indeed, several respondents indicated that their co-offenders were in 
detel1tion with them for the offences they had committed together during the measurement 
period. 

The mean age is based on 222 respondents for whom the age atwhich B&E was fi rstcommitted 
was known. 

The percentage is based on 239 respondents for whom the weekly rate of B&E offending was 
known, 

See Note 20. 

The analysis is based on 169 offenders for whom the perceived financial effect on the victims 
was known. 

The mean age is based on 193 respondents for whom the age at which MVT was first 
committed was known. 

The percen tage is based on 242 r(.~pondents for whom the weekly ra te of MVT offending was 
known. 

See Note 20. 

The analysis for MVT offenders is based on 140 offenders for whom the perceived financial 
effect on the victims was known. 

The analYSis is based on offenders who were drug users and for whom the number of drug 
types used was known. The drug types considered in the analysis are shown in Table 14. For 
alcohol, a drug user was defined as someone who consumed at least 3 standard drinks per 
week. For tobacco, a drug user was defined as someone who smoked at least 10 cigarettes per 
week. For each of the other types of drugs considered, a drug user was defined as someone 
who used the drug in question at least once per week. 

Separate analyses were not performed for offenders whose family knew about their 
involvementin crime and those whose family did not, because in most cases the family knew 
about their crime. 

Sep,u"ate analyses were not performed for offenders whose friends knew about their 
involvement in crime and those whose friends did not, because in most cases the friends knew 
about their crime. 

For offenders' perceptions of their education prospects, separate analyses were conducted 
for those offenders who thought their chances had been hurt, and those who thought their 
chances had not been hurt. 

For offenders' perceptions of their job prospects, separate analyses were conducted for those 
offenders who thought their job chances had bee:n hurt, and tl:use who thought their chances 
had not been hurt. 

For offenders' perceptions of their own victimisation, separate analyses were conducted for 
those offenders who had been a victim of theft and those who had not. 

For offenders' perceptions of getting a CSO, separate analyses were conducted for those 
offenders who had been given a CSO and those who had not. All other analyses examining 
offenders' perceptions of formal social control measures included all offenders. Separate 
analyses were not conducted for offenders who had and those who hadn't experienced the 
other measures, because for each measure the number of respondents who hadn't experienced 
the measure was small. The only exception was for prison. Separate analyses were not 
performed for offenders' perceptions of prison because virtually all offenders had not been 
sentenced to prison. 

These data were analysed using the t-test. The analyses were restricted to offenders who were 
aged at least 15 years at the time of the arrest for the offence for which they were serving a 
control order, and who first corrumtted the relevant offence before the age of 16 years (for 
shoplifting N = 61, for B&E N = 132, and for MVT N = 100), 
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These data were analysed using the t-test. The analyses were restricted to offenders who were 
aged at least 15 years at the time of the arrest for the offence for which they were serving a 
control order, and who were first apprehended before the age of 16 years (for shoplifting 
N = 55, for B&E N = 128, and for MVT N = 106). 

The Family Group Conference system which operates in New Zealand, and is soon to be 
introduced across NSW, it is said, aims to shame (through den uncia Hon by the offender's 
family, the victim and the law) and reintegrate the offender into the community after 
the offender's acknowledgment of wrongdoing, apology and reparation (Braithwaite 
and Mugford 1994). 
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APPENDIX A 

Note: Response alternatives enclosed in a bo=l 
such as this one were shown on cards to I 
respondents. i 

NSW YOUNG OFFENDER SURVEY 

Form Number: 

Date of interview: 

Interviewer: 

(Personal introduction) 

P.S. 
R.B. 2 

00/0 0/[1 LJ 
II u 

We're doing this study to find out about different things which affect young people today. We're 
interviewing lots of young people around the State to get a better picture of what is happening 
with young people at the moment. 

We ask a range of questions about different things, such as your experiences at school, your 
family, your income and any trouble you've had with the law. It is not a test of any kind and will 
take about 30 minutes to finish. 

All the infc~!llation for the study remains strictly confidential. This means I'm not allowed to talk 
to anyone about any of the things you tell me today, and that includes anyone from Juvenile 
.Justice orthe Police. I will not put your name or anything else which may identify you on my form 
so you are completely anonymous in this study. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. This means that you don't have to answer any 
questions you don't want to and you can ask me to stop at any time. 

Would you like to take part in this study? 

Have you got any questions about what I've said so far? 

When we get started, if you're unsure about anything feel free to ask me a question at any time. 
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1 Sex 

2 Current legal status 

3 How old are you? 

4 In what country were 
you born? 

In what country was 
your mother born? 

In what country was 
your father born? 

Are you an Aboriginal 
or Torres Strait 
Islander? 

6 Whereabouts did you 
grow up? 

... postcode? 

male 
female 2 

Control order 
CSO 
Supervised order 
Fine 
Unsupervised order 
Dismissed 
other 

Australia 
other Oceania 
Europe 
Asia 
don't know 
other 

yes 

no 2 

1 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

o 

2 

3 

4 
5 

6 

7 

--!11 
, I I , _!_:L 

II 
! I 

specify: ...................................... L.J 

I 
specify: ...................................... LJ 

specify: .. ............. ...... ........ ..... .... L-J 

specify: ..................................... . 
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7 Before you were locked up had 
you left school? yes 

no 2 

Have you left school? 

8 What grade or year had you 
completed when you left 
school? 

What grade or year haDe you 
completed? 

e.g. grade 4 04 
year 7 07 

'~'--I 
I I I ' 

i I 

'~~\~ 

11 respondent stili at school, go to Q.10 

9 Howald were you when you 
left school? 

10 Before you were locked up 
how well did you do at school? 

How well (did you do/are you 
doing) at school? 

11 How many days a month on 
average (did/do) you 'wag' 
school? 

12 How many times (were you/ 
have you been) suspended or 
expelled from school? 

13 What sort of family did you 
grow up in? 

Did you live with ... 

--
very badly 

badly 

okay 

well 

very well 

2 parents or adults 

1 parent or adult 

no adults 

institution, e.g. Ward 

other 
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2 
3 

4 
5 

2 

3 • 
4 • 
5 

r-I~ 

I \' ; ,Ii 

I I I 
'----" :...-.J 

r--] 
I ' , I 
L-J 

lin 
ii' 1 uLJ 

it 
--

specify: .......................................... . 
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14 Were you living with this 
family just before you were 
locked up? 

Do you live with this family 
now? 

yes 
no 2 

r---l 
I I 

U 

~~.: ,~,>':> ::". '.::' Tb~"'n~xtquesii,Q~~' ar~.ah~U( ih~; firi1.ty,YO,~·9f~vi"p:i~ ,: :.',' ,~ ': <: :. "X' 
• . ..., ) •. , " • .. \ 'i. '. . . '." ~ .:- . . ,,< r. _. I, ~" .' ..,........: • 

15 When you did something 
that your (parent(s)/adult(s» 
approved of, how often did 
they show that they were 
pleased with you, for 
example, say something 
nice about you, give you a 
hug or a pat on the back? 

16 How often did your 
(parent(s)/adult(s) do things 
with you? 

(e,g, watch you play sport, watch 

TV with you) 

17 When you were out, how 
often did your (parent(s)/ 
adult(s)) know where you 
were? 

never 

some of the time 

quite often 

very often 

never 

some of the time 

quite often 

very often 

never 

some of the time 

quite often 

very often 

If family type '1 parent/adult', go to Q. 19 

18 How often did your (parents! 
adults) argue or fight with 
each other? 

19 Has your (parent/adult) ever 
had an alcohol or drug 
problem? 

Has either of your (parents/ 
adults) ever had an alcohol 
or drug problem? 

never 

some of the time 

quite often 

very often 

yes 

no 

don't know 
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3 

4 

2 

3 

4 

2 

3 
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20 Has anyone in your family 
ever been arrested? yes 

21 Who? 

Anyone else? 

(Define 'measurement period') 

22 Howald were you when you 
were last arrested? 

23 Between... and ... did you 
spend any time locked up in 
a detention centre? 

How long? 

no 

don't know 

yes 

no 2 

n/a 3 

don't know 4 

father/male guardian 

mother/female guardian 

brother 

sister 

other relative 

~ 

: I 
U 
~ 

I 
'-.-i 

specify: ........................................... . 

n
~l 

i I I I , 
'_.--' 

yes 

no 2 .GiT~ n u 

1 week 0: 7 days 

1 month = 30 days 

:f',. ~.~: ~::-;-~~.' ~ ~: "',,< ~: ... :{~.~-'.'t:..d: "~". f,,;".-; '~r: , ...... >, ~.~ " :' .•.... :: .:', ,~~~ ... ~ .. ':': ..... ;:.',;', ":::.",,1. , .... . 
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24 (Between ... /During ... ) did 
you attend school at all? 

How often? 

yes 

no 

more than half the time 

half the time 2 

less than half the time 3 
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'The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

25 (Not including the time(s) spent 
in detention centres), how 
many different places did you 
live in? 

26 Where did you usually live? 

27 Did you pay rent? 

28 Were you ever without money 
to pay the rent? 

How often? 

29 (Between ... /During ... ), on 
average, how much money do 
you think you needed to get 
by on each week? 

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

62 

'family' house 

other house 

refuge/shelter 

on the stieetlsquaVno fixed address 

institution (not detention) 

other 

specify: .................................... .. 

yes 

no 2 • (GO TO O. 2~ 

yes 

no 

never 

some of the time 

quite often 

very often 

2 

3 

4 

$ 

nil , 'LJ i~i' 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 
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30 What legal sources of 
income did you have? 

Did yOU ... yes 

no 

1 

2 

job 

government 
(e.g. dole, austudy, pension) 

pocket money 

other (specify: .................................... ) 

none 

If 'none', go to Q. 33 

If 'job', gl) to O. 31, otherwise go to 0.32 

31 How much of the time 
were you working? 

32 On average, how much 
money did you get from 
(legal sources from Q. 30) 
each week? 

33 On average, how much 
money did you get from 
crime each week? 

34 On average, how many 
times did you use these 
drugs each week? 

none 

just tried it 

less than 1 

1 - 2 
3-5 

6-9 

10 - 39 

40 or more 

don't know 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

more than half 

half 

less than half 

63 

2 

3 

alcohol (standard drinks) 

tobacco (e.g. cigarettes) 

sleeping tablets/sedatives 
(e.g. rohypnol, serapax) 

narcotics (e.g. heroin) 

marijuana 

speed, amphetamines, 
ecstasy, cu-:aine, acid, LSD 

other (e.g. amyl nitrate, glue) 

I I 
I I 

LJ 

D 

D 
D 
o 

n 
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The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

35 Have you ever 
shoplifted? 

36 Howald were you the 
first time you shoplifted? 

37 (Between ... /During ... ), 
how many times did you 
steal from shops? 

38 How many times were 
you caught for 
shoplifting? 

39 (Between ... /Ouring ... ), 
how likely did you think 

C 

you were to be caught for 
shoplifting? 

40 About the people whose 
shops you stole from 
between ... and ... , did 
you think they could 
afford you shoplifting? 

41 How upsetting did you 
think it was for them? 

yes 

no 

It '000', go to Q. 43 ) 

not at all 

a little 2 

quite 3 

very 4 

yes, all of the time 

yes, some of the time 

no 

don't know I never considered it 

not at all 

a little 

quite 

very 

don't know I never considered it 

64 
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42 Between ... and ... , how 
important to you were these 
reasons for stealing from 
shops? 

not at all 

a little 

quite 

very 

2 

3 

4 

You stole from shops ... 

because you lost your temper/ 
you were angry 

for excitement or thrills 

because friends wanted or told 
you to/to be one of the group 

to get money for drugs/alcohol 

to get food or money for food 

to get clothes or money for 
clctnes 

to get other goods to use 

to relieve boredom/for 
something to do 

,01 

! 02 

103 
, , 

~ 
1 105 
L..J 

r--] 
i 107 
_1_1 

specify: .............................................. . other reason 

What was the main reason? 

43 Have you ever broken into a 
place to steal? 

44 How old were you the first 
time you broke into a place? 

45 (Between ... /During ... ), how 
many break and enters did 
you do? 

( 
46 How many times were you 

caught for breaking into a 
place? 

47 (Between .. ./During ... ), how 
likely did you think you were 
to be caught for breaking 
into a place? 

don't know 10 

yes 

no 2 • (GO TO Q. 52) 

If 'ODD', go to Q. 52 ) 

not at all 

a little 

quite 

very 

65 
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48 What sort ;)f places did 
you mainly break into? 

49 About the people 
whose places you broke 
into between ... and ... , 
did you think they could 
afford you stealing from 
them? 

50 

51 

How upsetting did you 
think it was for them? 

Between ... and ... , how 
important to you were 
these reasons for 
breaking into places to 
steal? 

What was the main 
reason? 

houses 

shops 

both 

other 

2 

3 

4 

yes, all of the time 

specify: .............................................. . 

yes, some of the time 2 

00 3 

don't know / never considered it 4 

not at all 

a little 2 
~ 

quite 3 L-

very 4 

don't know / never considered it 5 

not at all 

a little 

quite 

very 

2 

3 

4 

don't know 10 

66 

You broke into places ... 

because you lost your temper/ i 101 
you were angry 

for excitement or thrills 
I' 
! 102 

because friends wanted or told i 103 
you to/to be one of the group ;-' 

1---' 

to get money for drugs/alcohol I 104 
L--J 

to get food or money for food 
-, --
~05 

to get clothes or money for clothes Ii 06 

L.J 
to get other goods to use 

to relieve boredom/for 
something to do 

other reason 

specify: .............................................. . 

-'-I 

i 107 
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52 Have you ever stolen a 
car, motorbike, or any 
other type of vehicle? 

53 How old were you the 
first time you stole a 
vehicle? 

54 (Between ... /During ... ), 
how many vehicles did 
you steal? 

yes 

no 2. Go to Q. 60 or end of questions 
if 'no' to 3 offence types 

( If '000', go to Q. 60 or end of questions if 'no' to 3 offence types) 

55 How many times were 
you caught for stealing a 
vehicle? 

56 (Between ... /During ... ), 
how likely did you think 
you were to be caught for 
stealing a vehicle? 

57 About the people whose 
vehicles you stole 
between ... and ... , did 
you think they could 
afford you stealing from 
them? 

58 How upsetting did you 
think it was for them? 

not at all 

a little 2 

qUite 3 

very 4 

yes, all of the time 1 
yes, some of the time 2 

no 3 

don~ know / never considered it 4 

not at all 

a little 2 

quite 3 

very 4 

don't know / never considered it 5 
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59 Between ... and ... , how 
important to you were 
these reasons for 
stealing vehicles? 

What was the main 
reason? 

60 Between ... and ... did 
you do these offences? 

Did you ... 

not at all 

a little 2 

quite 

very 

don't know 11 

yes 

no 2 

68 

3 

4 

You stole vehicles ... 

because you lost your temper/ 
you were angry 

for excitement or thrills 

because friends wanted or told 
you to/to be one of the group 

\01 

,02 

103 

to get money for drugs/alcohol 104 

to get money for food 

to get money for clothes 

to get goods to use 

to relieve boredom/for 
something to do 

you needed 0;' wanted 
transport to go somewhere 

other reason 

specify: .............................................. . 

other theft (e.g. handbag snatch, 

pick-pocket) 

fraud (e.g. forge cheques,Social 
Security rip-offs, use someone else's 

credit card) -', 

violent crimes (e.g. assault, 

robbery) 

deal, grow or make drugs 

vandalism (e.g. graffiti) 

other 

i05 
~ 

i06 
'---' 
r--1 
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specify: ................................. , ............ . 



~ ____ ~____ _ _ The Correlates of Offending Frequency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention ~------

61 What was the first offence you were 
ever caught for? 

yes 

no 2 

62 How old were you when you were 
first caught? 

69 

shoplifting 

break. enter [,. steal 

motor vehicle theft 

other theft 
--, 
1 

fraud 

robbery 

assault 

--I 
drug _':_1 

vandalism 

other 
r"! 
1 I 

~I _, 

specify: .............................................. . 
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63 Have these things happened to you? 

If 'yes'. How much did it upset you? 

'If no'. How much would it upset you if it 
happened to you? 

yes 
no 2 

Have you been given a fine? 

Have your money or goods been stolen? 

Have you been given a supervised order, such as probation? 

Have you been caught by the police? 

Has your crime hurt your chances of getting a good education? 

Has your home been broken into? 

Have you been sentenced to a detention centre? 

Have you been sentenced to prison? 

Have you been to court? 

Have you been hassled by the police? 

Have your friends found out about your crime? 

Have you been given a community service order? 

Has your car been stolen? 

Has your family found out about your crime? 

Has your crime hurt your chances of getting a good job? 

70 
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not at all 

a little 

quite a lot 

very much 

don't know 
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APPENDIX B 

Table 81: Data for Figure 1 - Frequency distrib~tion of the weekly rate of 
shoplifting offending by shoplifting offenders during the 
measurement period 

-.-----
Number of times !ihoplifting Number of shoplifting 
committed per week offenders 

<1 39 

1 to <2 8 

2 to <3 8 

3to <4 4 

4to <5 4 

5 to <6 0 

6to <7 0 

7to <8 16 

8to <9 1 

9 to <10 0 

10 to <11 

11to<12 0 

12to<13 0 

13 to <14 0 

14 to <15 1 

Total 82 

Table 82: Data for Figures 2, 4 and 6 - Cumulative percentage of offences 
committed by offenders during an average week of the 
measurement period by offence type 

Offender group Shoplifting B&E MVT 

1st quintile 0.6 0.7 0.3 

2nd quintile 3.1 2.9 1.0 

3rd quintile 12.6 8.2 3.0 

4th quintile 4~~.0 23.9 11.4 

5th quintile 100 100 100 

71 



~~---"---"-------------------------------'-"'-------

The Correlates of Offending Frt'quency: A Study of Juvenile Theft Offenders in Detention 

Table B3: Data for Figure 3 • Frequency distribution of the weekly rate of 
B&E offending by B&E offenders during the measurement period 

~- .~.~ .. ~- - ~ .. ---.. -.--~- .. ~-

Number of times B&E 
committed per week 

NUMber of B&E 
offenders 

~~-~~---~---- --
<1 116 

110 <2 24 

210 <3 8 

310 <4 8 

410 <5 4 

5 to <6 2 

6 to <7 0 

710 <8 4 

8\0 <9 0 

9 to <10 1 

10 to <11 

11 to <12 0 

12 \0 <13 0 

13 \0 <14 0 

14to <15 1 

15\0<16 0 

16 to <17 0 

17 to <18 0 

18 to <19 0 

19 to <20 0 

20 to <21 0 

21 to <22 0 

22 to <23 0 

23 to <24 0 

24 to <25 0 

25 to <26 0 

26 to <27 0 

27 to <28 1 

28 to <29 0 

29 to <30 0 

30 to <31 0 

31 to <32 0 

32 to <33 0 

33 to <34 0 

34 to <35 0 

35 to <36 1 

Total 171 
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Table 84: Data for Figure 5 - Frequency distribution of the weekly rate of 
MVT offending by MVT offenders during the measurement period 

Number of times MVT Number of MVT 
committed per week offenders 

<1 99 

1 to <2 15 

2 to <3 5 
3to <4 4 

4 to <5 5 
5 to <6 0 

6 to <7 2 

7 to <8 1 

8 to <9 0 

9 to <10 
10 to <11 0 

11 to <12 0 

12to<13 0 

13 to <14 0 

14 to <15 2 

15to<16 0 

16 to <17 0 

17to<18 0 

18 to <19 0 

19 to <20 0 

20 to <21 0 

21 to <22 2 

22 to <23 0 

23to <24- 1 
24 to <25 2 

25 to <26 0 

26 to <27 0 

27to <28 0 

28 to <29 0 

29 to <30 0 

30 to <31 0 

31 to <32 0 

32 to <33 0 

33 to <34 0 

34 to <35 0 

35 to <36 0 

36 to <37 0 

37 to <38 0 

38 to <39 1 

39 to <40 0 

40 to <41 0 

41 to <42 0 

42 to <43 1 

43 to <44 0 

44 to <45 0 

45 to <46 

Total 142 
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APPENDIX C 

Table C1: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
whether mother or female guardian arrested (MVT offenders) 

.. -~~-----.---.~---- .. 

Whether arrested Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Arrested 9 8 17 52.9 47.1 100 

Not arrested 33 88 121 27.3 72.7 100 

Total 42 96 138 30.4 69.6 100 

Note: The table excludes four offenders who did not know wheth~r their mother or female guardian had been 
arrested or did not have a mother or female guardian. 

Table C2: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
whether non~immediate family member arrested (MVT offenders) 

Whether arrested Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Arrested 23 32 55 41.8 58.2 100 

Not arrested 17 62 79 21.5 78.5 100 

Total 40 94 134 29.9 70.1 100 

Note: The table excludes eight offenders who did not know whether any of their non-immediate family 
members had been arrested or did not have any non-immediate family members. 

Table C3: Data for Figure 7 - number and per cent who were high and low 
rate offenders by school performance (shoplifting offenders) 

Rating of schoof 
performance Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Very badly 4 0 4 100.0 0.0 100 

Badly 7 2 9 77.8 22.2 100 

Okay 18 22 40 45.0 55.0 100 

Well 6 11 17 35.3 6'U 100 

Very well 7 3 10 70.0 30.0 100 

Total 42 38 80 52.5 47.5 100 

Note: The table excludes hvo offenders for whom the rating of school performance was unclear or 

unknown. 
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Table C4: Data for Figure 8 - number and per cent who were hi!:;"l and low 
rate offenders by amount of time offenders attended school during 
the measurement period (B&E offenders) 

-.--'-...------<----~---~---~---- ............. --.--,-~~--. . ---~--- .. -~,..-........ .. ~~-~ --.- - ~-

Amount of time offenders 
attended school Number Percent 

-~.--

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

None of the time 46 70 116 39.7 60.3 100 

Less than half the time 4 16 20 20.0 80.0 100 

Half the time 8 9 11.1 88.9 100 

More than half the time 4 22 26 15.4 84.6 100 

Total 55 116 171 32.2 67.8 100 

Table C5: Data for Figure 9 - number and per cent who were high and low 
rate offenders by type of usual residence during the measurement 
period (shoplifting offenders) 

Type of usual 
residence Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Family home 25 24 49 51.0 49.0 100 

Home - not family 9 13 22 40.9 59.1 100 

No fixed address 8 9 88.9 11.1 100 

Total 42 38 80 52.5 47.5 100 

Note: The table excludes two offenders for whom the usual residence was unclear or unknown. 

Table C6: Data for Figure 10 - n..;mber and per cent who were high and low 
rate offenders by type of usual residence during the measurement 
period (B&E offenders) 

Type of usual 
residence Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Family home 28 77 105 26.7 73.3 100 

Home - not family 24 25 49 49.0 51.0 100 

No fixed address 2 11 13 15.4 84.6 100 

Total 54 113 167 32.3 67.7 100 

Note: The table excludes hur offenders for whom the usual residence was unclear or unknown. 
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Table C7: Data for Figure 11 - number and per cent who were high and 
low rate offenders by income disparity during the measurement 
period (MVT offenders) 

._---------
Income disparity Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Needed income 
exceeds lege! income 37 67 104 35.6 64.4 

Needed income 
equals legal Income 8 9 11.1 88.9 

Legal income exceeds 
needed income 3 22 25 12.0 88.0 

Total 41 97 138 29.7 70.3 

Note: The table excludes four offenders for whom the legai-needed income disparity was 
unclear or unknown. 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Table C8: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
weekly tobacco use during the measurement period 
(B&E offenders) 

Average number of 
cigarettes per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

None 5 23 28 17.9 82.1 100 

Less than 40 10 11 9.1 90.9 100 

40 or more 48 83 131 36.6 63.4 100 

Total 54 116 170 31.8 68.2 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom tobacco use was unclear or unknown. 

Table C9: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
weekly use of hallucinogens and/or stimulants (mainly 
amphetamines) during the measurement period (B&E offenders) 

Average number of 
times per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

None 26 75 101 25.7 74.3 100 

Less than 1 5 14 19 26.3 73.7 100 

1 to 9 16 23 39 41.0 59.0 100 

10 to 39 4 3 7 57.1 42.9 100 

40 or more 4 5 80.0 20.0 100 

Total 55 116 171 32.2 67.8 100 
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Table C10: Data for Figure 12 - number and per cent who were high and low 
rate offenders by weekly marijuana use during the measurement 
period (B&E offenders) 

---. ..------- ---------. 
A verage number of 
cones per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

None 4 16 20 20.0 80.0 100 

Less than 1 2 11 13 15.4 84.6 100 

1 to 9 3 16 19 15.8 84.2 100 

10 to 39 6 24 30 20.0 80.0 100 

40 or more 39 48 87 44.8 55.2 100 

Total 54 115 169 32.0 68.0 100 

Note: The table excludes two offenders for whom marijuana use was unclear or unknown. 

Table C11: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
polydrug use during the measurement period (B&E offenders) 

Average number of 
drug types per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

1 drug type 5 20 25 20.0 80.0 100 

2 drug types 10 38 48 20.8 79.2 '\00 

3 drug types 16 29 45 35.6 64.4 100 

More than 3 drug types 20 21 41 48.8 51.2 100 

Total 51 108 159 32.1 67.9 100 

Note: The table excludes 12 offenders who did not use drugs or for whom the number of drug types used 
per week was unclear or unknown. 

Table C12: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
importance of obtaining money for drugs/alcohol as a reason for 
offending (B&E offenders) 
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Table C13: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders 
by weekly marijuana use during the measurement period 
{MVT offenders} 

Average number of 
cones per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

None 3 11 14 21.4 78.6 100 

Less than 1 4 5 9 44.4 55.6 100 

1 to 9 2 14 16 12.5 87.5 100 

10 to 39 5 25 30 16.7 83.3 100 

40 or more 29 44 73 39.7 60.3 100 

Total 43 99 142 30.3 69.7 100 

Table C14: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
importance of obtaining money for drugs/alcohol as a reason 
for offending (MVT offenders) 

Rating of importance Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate 

Not important 22 87 109 20.2 79.8 

A little important 5 3 8 62.5 37.5 

Quite important 6 0 6 100.0 0.0 

Very important 10 9 19 52.6 47.4 

Total 43 99 142 30.3 69.7 

Table Ci5: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders 
by weekly tobacco. use during the measurement period 
(shoplifting offenders} 

Average number of 
cigarettes per week Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Tota! High Rate Low Rate 

None 9 10 90.0 10.0 

Less than 40 2 4 6 33.3 66.7 

40 or more 32 33 65 49.2 50.8 

Total 43 38 81 53.1 46.9 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom tobacco use was unclea. or unknown. 
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Table C16: Data for Figure 13 - number and per cent who were high and 
low rate offenders by main reason tor offending during the 
measurement period (B&E offenders) 

Main reason 
for offending Number Percent 

-------
High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Emotive 7 19 26 26.9 73.1 

Money for drugs 21 25 46 45.7 54.3 

Food, clothes, goods 3 11 14 21.4 78.6 

Money 16 32 48 33.3 66.7 

Other 18 19 5.3 94.7 

Total 48 105 153 31.4 68.6 

Note: The table excludes 18 offenders for whom the main reason for offending was unclear or 
unknown. 

Table C17: Data for Figure 14 - number and per cent who were high and 
low rate offenders by main reason for offending during the 
measurement period (MVT offenders) 

Main reason 
for offending Number Percent 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Emotive 10 30 40 25.0 75.0 100 

Money for drugs 4 2 6 66.7 33.3 100 

Transport 14 52 66 21.2 78.8 100 

Money 4 5 9 44.4 55.6 100 

Other 6 6 12 50.0 50.0 100 

Total 38 95 133 28.6 71.4 100 

Note: The table excludes nine offenders for whom the main reason for offending was unclear or 
unknown. 

Table C18: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
importance of obtaining goods for personal use as a reason 
for offending (MVT offenders) 
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Table C19: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
importance of getting excitement, thrills or fun as a reason for 
offending (MVT offenders) 

Rating of importanco Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Not important 10 34 44 22.7 77.3 100 

A little important 6 28 34 17.6 82.4 100 

Quite important 6 14 20 30.0 70.0 100 

Very important 21 23 44 47.7 52.3 100 

Total 43 99 142 30.3 69.7 100 

Table C20: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
response to personal car theft victimisation (MVT offenders 
who were victims of car theft) 

Rating of how upset Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

NoVa little upset 6 2 8 75.0 25.0 100 

Quite/very upset 2 11 13 15.4 84.6 100 

Total 8 13 21 38.1 61.9 100 

Note: 'The table only includes offenders who had been victims of car theft and who could rate how 
upset they were by the experience. 

Table C21: Data for Figure 15 - number and per cent who were high and low 
rate offenders by percentage risk of apprehension during the 
measurement period (shoplifting offenders) 

Percentage risk of 
apprehension Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

0% 31 25 56 55.4 44.6 100 

>0 - <25% 12 5 17 70.6 29.4 100 

>25 - <100% 0 3 3 0.0 '100.0 100 

100% 0 6 6 0.0 100.0 100 

Total 43 39 82 52.4 47.6 100 
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Table C22: Data for Figure 16 - number and per cent who were high and 
low rate offenders by percentage risk of apprehension during 
the measurement period (B&E offenders) 

Percentage risk of 
apprehension Number Per cent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

0% 18 58 76 23.7 76.3 100 

>0· <25% 31 15 46 67.4 32.6 100 

>25 - <100% 6 19 25 24.0 76.0 100 

100% 0 23 23 0.0 100.0 100 

Tota! 55 115 170 32.4 67.6 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom the percentage risk of apprehension could not be 
determined. 

Table C23: Data for Figure 17 - number and per cent who were high and 
low rate offenders by percentage risk of apprehension during 
the measurement period (MVT offenders) 

Percentage risk of 
apprehension Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

0% 8 50 58 13.8 86.2 100 

>0 - <25% 31 12 43 72.1 27.9 100 

>25 - <100% 4 13 17 23.5 76.5 100 

100% 0 24 24 0.0 100.0 100 

Total 43 99 142 30.3 69.7 100 

Table C24: Number and per cent who were high and low rate offenders by 
involvement in drug offences during the measurement period 
(B&E offenders) 

Whether inVolved in 
drug offences Number Percent 

High Rate Low Rate Total High Rate Low Rate Total 

Involved 35 52 87 40.2 59.8 100 

Not involved 20 63 83 24.1 75.9 100 

Total 55 115 170 32.4 67.6 100 

Note: The table excludes one offender for whom involvement in drug offences was unclear or 
unknown. 
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