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IV. 

PREFACE 

In recent years a considerable literature upon "youth self-report 

studies" has appeared. In these studies researchers have asked youth to 

report anonymously the nature and extent of their engagement in law­

violative behavior. It is not the purpose of this paper to recite the 

totality of the very considerable wisdom stemming from this literature. 

This is ably done in the major reports upon the individual studies, to 

which the reader is referred. Nor is it our purpose to repeat in full the 

available, often trenchant criticisms of inadequacies of the self-report 

literature. Rather, we have attempted to briefly state the nature of the 

available studies and to note the major areas of agreement among them. 

Our focus has been on findings which have particular significance for 

the development of public social policy regarding law-violative youth, 

as well as for planners of programs for such youth. Thus, as sources 

. of our still-partial understanding of the problem behavior of young 

people, these data join those available from official justice system 

statistics, victim surveys, and the more informal accretion of observa-

tions by practitioners. 

Our work is submitted in th~ spirit of admiration and appreciation 

for the scholars \vho have pioneered in this field of inquiry and who are 

still engaged in its refinement and further development. 

v 



THE FINDINGS OF SELF-REPORT STUDIES OF 

JUVENILE MISBEHAVIOR: A SUt~~1ARY 

The societal response to the needs of young people coming to the 

attention of the juvenile justice system is pm'lerfully influenced by the 

manner in which categories of youth are developed from official records. 

Youth are classified as non-offenders, status offenders, delinquents, or 

juvenile felons; as first or t"epeat, minor or serious, property or violent 

offenders. Their positions in such classification schemes determine the 

varying types and degrees of intervention into their lives. Further, 

records of official contacts provide much of the basis for broader assess­

ments of the nature and extent of juvenile violative behavior in our 

society, of its correlates, and of its distribution by social class, race, 

age, and sex. Law and public policy take important cognizance of such 

_ data, and service programs come into being either for status offenders 

or for delinquents, or as measures calculated to prevent the behaviors 

represented by such classification. 

'Such a situation is all very well--if the fact and nature of a 

young person·s contacts with law enforcement or justice systems truly 

does distinguish him from his peers along lines reflecting his behavioral 

propensities and resultant need for societal intervention. But if, as is 

sometimes inferred from studies of youths· reports of their own activities, 

arrest is an occurrence which may result from beh~viors engaged in by a 

majority of Ameri can youth, then the fact of offi ci a 1 contact '.'Ii th a 1 a\'l 
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enforcement agency assumes a vastly different significance for the 

design of policy and program. Certain problems resulting directly from 

youths· involvement with the criminal justice system may, it ;s true, 

create additional needs for services responsive to that specific situation. 

But service programs focussing on the needs of the IIbehavior problem 

child
ll 

or upon the provision of services to such children as alternatives 

to justice system processing may forever confront the frustrations re­

sulting from the presence of a boundless pool of potential eligibles for 

service. Some of the studies to be reported upon here suggest that juve-

nile violative behavior of sufficient seriousness that it could, if 

detected, result in delinquency or felony charges, is a part of the life 
. 1 2 3 experlence of 83 percent, 88 percent, or even 95 percent of all 

American youth. A ml'nl'scul t' e propor 10n of such behavior--perhaps as 

low as 3 percent
4
--results in detection and arrest. It thus becomes 

desirable to supplement arrest statistics with data which, if made avail­

able, would present a more complete picture of the behaviors and needs of 

• American youth. 

In this paper, we turn to the available information about the 

extent, nature,- degree of seriousness, and distribution among population 

groups of juvenile violative behavior reported by youth themselves. Gen­

erally, we have restricted our focus to reports bl' h d . pu lS e Slnce the mid-

1960·s, when the efforts of President Johnson·s Commission on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice brought about a considerably 

increased emphasis on self-report and similar data. We make only oc­

casional reference, usually in an historical context, to some of the 

earlier, landmark stud,·es. E . yen so, we reVlew some 70 reports (major 
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aspects of which are summarized in Appendix A) stemming from a lesser but 

still considerable number of projects in which researchers have used 

interviews and/or questionnaires to secure from youth their own statements 

of the illegal activities in which they have engaged, whether or not such 

activities resulted in detection and arrest. We examine the issue of the 

accuracy of self-report data. Finally, \'Je suggest still-tentative con­

clusions about the manner in which data so generated might contribute to 

the definition of the needs of American young people, to the shaping of 

public social policy, and to the design and administration of service 

programs. 

THE STUDIES 

Because they have focussed on samples drawn from broad cross­

sections of American young people, in this review we frequently quote from 

two research groups providing four particularly comprehensive surveys: 

Martin Gold and associates at the University of Michigan,S and the In­

stitute for Juvenile Research in Chicago. 6 

In 1961, Gold secured extensive structured interviews with a sample 

of 522youths from the 13-16 year old population of Flint, Michigan. 

Later, in hi s t\~O Nati ona 1 Surveys of Youth, he used the same approach 

with stratified samples of youth in the contiguous United States: the 

first such survey, in 1967, sampled 847 youths 13 through 16 years of age; 

the second, in 1972, 1,395 youths age 11 through 17. In these studies, 

youngsters were asked how many times, if any, in the three years preceding 

their interviews, they had engaged in each of a rather inclusive list of 

violative behaviors. Gold then ruled out of consideration all reported 

behaviors considered by the study staff not to be chargeable in court. 
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Each remaining incident was rated on a scale denoting its degree of 

seriousness, ranging from the petty to the most serious (e.g., from 

IItrespa;?sll to lassaultllresulting in injuries requiring medical attention). 

Thus, Gold is able to report the relative seriousness as well as the fre­

quency of occurrence of the misbehaviors studied. 

I' The Institute for Juvenile Research interview study of a stratified 

sample of 3,112 Illinois residents ages 14 to 18 was conducted in 1972. 

Youth \'1ere asked to report whether they had duri ng thei r 1 i ves to date 

engaged in specified behaviors IInever,1I lI once or twice,1I lIa few times,1I 

or lIoften.1I Here, the researchers separately tabulated status offenses 

(purchase or use of liquor, sexual intercourse, truanting, running away), 

and the more serious delinquent acts such as vio1ence, theft, vandalism, 

poly-drug use, and stripping cars. 

In these four studies, Gold and the Institute for Juvenile Research 

used rather large samples of youth to study a wide range of behaviors 

generally considered to be violative. Other researchers, also drawn upon 

for this report, have used the self-report method of inquiry to explore 

more specific issues. For example, Hindelang7 focussed on issues related 

to age, personality factors, and group involvement in his notable series 

of stud~es; GouldS upon differences among racial groups; Erickson9 upon 

the group context of misconduct; Clark and Haurek lO upon age and sex role; 

Mann, Friedman, and Friedmanll upon characteristics of those who do and 

those who do not become identified by courts as a result of their vio­

lative behaviors; Elliot and Voss1 2 upon the relationship between de­

linquency and school problems; and Hirschi 13 upon etioloqical issues. 

The comparabil ity of the methods used by various researchers, and 
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, f f 1 t Var1'ous studies used various thus of their results, 1S ar rom comp e e, 

data-gatheri'ng techniques (e.g., intervie\'/s vs. checklists), varying 

definitions of delinquent acts, differing time frames, etc. Populations 

sampled ranged from youth in Illinois or the United States to youth in a 

given high school. Although the study of self-reported violative behavior 

remains in its chaotic early stages, the data from various studies seems 

t · 'ss es From them emerge a fairly in quite general agreement upon cer a1n 1 u . 

clear picture of important aspects of the activities of America's often 

troubled and troubling young people. 

VOLUME AND TRENDS IN JUVENILE VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

The first and most glaringly obvious finding of the self-report 

studies is that a very large proportion of American youth could be labeled 

as "juvenile delinquents" if t~f-ir behavior were to become known to and 

1· Th1's has remained true over time and regardless was reported by the po lce. 

1 . t . w d In one of the earl i est of the composition of the samp es 1n erV1e e . 

studies, in Fort Worth, Texas in 1943, all of the several hundred college 

student respondents admitted that during their youth they had committed 

acts chargeable in juvenile court. 14 The average number of such acts 

was 17.6 for males an . or ema es. d 4 7 f f 1 Roughly similar conclusions have 

been rea~hed in a number of subsequent studies. The 1967 National Survey 

of Youth, for example (which focussed on a three year period, and asked 

about more serious behaviors than did the Fort Worth study), reported 

that 88 percent of YOUtl surveye I d had engaged in chargeable violative 

acts. 

Clearly, the fact of having engaged in at least some degree of 

could result 1'n arrest and referral to court does violative behavior which . 

" 
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not denote anything exceptional about the proclivities, personalities, 

or background characteristics of young Americans. Some such behavior 

is common to almost all of us--and if we are interested in the study of 

those involved in problem behavior, Pogo was probably correct in his 

observation that, "We have met the enemy--and Ile is us." Therefore, 

meaningful analysis must turn from simple classification of individuals 

as violators or non-violators to data on the nature, frequency, and 

seriousness of specified behaviors. 

THE NATURE AND FREQUENCY OF OFFENSES 

While many self-reported offenses are of a non-serious nature, 

large proportions of American youth also report having engaged in serious 

behaviors, including violent offenses. The self-report studies document 

much behavior of the sort that arouses public outrage, places in jeopardy 

the property and/or personal security of citizens, and creates the possi­

bility of severe legal sanctions. However, it is obvious that the self­

report method is not well suited to the study of the most serious crimes 

such as murder and forceable rape, which occur relatively infrequently. 

This is true both because such crimes might not be reported by perpe­

trators and because few of them could be expected to occur in a relatively 
.. --, 

small sample of the general population. Thus, for example, in 1975 there 

were a total of 1,573 reported arrests of American youth under 18 years 

15 of age who had allegedly committed murder or non-negligent manslaughter. 

No such incidents are noted in any of the self-report studies reviewed 

by us. 

The relative frequency of serious and non-serious behaviors is 

ptobably best demonstrated by the Institute for Juvenile Research (IJR) 
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study and the National Survey of Youth, since these studies \'/ere of 

samples drawn from all strata of large populations, and because they 

provide data on a wide range of behaviors. Two sorts of measures are 

available. One is of the proportion of the populations studied "ever" 

having engaged in the behaviors specified or having engaged in them at 

least once during a designated time period before the inquiry. The other 

me~sure is of the frequency with which subjects have engaged in the be­

haviors. Unfortunately, in the studies referred to, "frequency" is meas­

ured only relatively. Respondents are classified as having reported 

having committed specific acts "never," "once," or "more than once," or 

as in the IJR study "more than once or twice." Thus a youth who had 

committed a given offense two or three times could be lumped together 

with one having done so fifteen times. However, such data do at least 

permit distinguishing between one-time and repeat offenders. 

Table 1 summarizes, by gend~r and race, the proportion of respondents 

in the IJR sample of 3,110 Illinois 14 to 18 year olds who reported having 

engaged in major classifications of offenses at least once. 

As would be expected, when both sexes and both whites and non­

whites are considered, the most frequently reported violations are the 

relatively petty ones grouped by the IJR researchers under the title 

"Improper Behavior." Included under this category were running away from 

home, making anonymous telephone calls, cheating on school exan,inations, 

and truancy. jvjany such incidents are probably so trivial in nature as to 

seem ha rdly \'/orthy of note. But they maya 1 so rep'resent steps between 

non-violative activity and behavior generally considered more clearly 

delinquent. Further, they may result in varying degrees of early aliena­

tion from and conflict \·iith the familY, the school, and even the police 

8 

and the juvenile justice system. After all, the struggle to remove 

juvenile "status offenders" from detention homes and correctional insti­

tutions is yet to be won in many states. 

Table 1 

Percentage of Illinois Youth Ever Involved in Specified 
Misbehaviors, By Race and Gender 

Offense Males Fema 1 es 

Non-\~hi te 11hite Non-\~hi te White 
Improper Behavior 77.0 89.0 89.0 87.0 

Alcohol 63.0 66.0 59.0 61.0 

Drugs 25.0 22.5 23.5 21.0 

Auto 50.0 61.0 28.0 46.0 

Theft 70.5 72.5 63.5 58.5 

Violence 78.0 69.0 67.0 25.0 

Unknown = 46 
N=3,110 

Source: Table constructed by authors from The Institute for Juvenile 
Research, "Summary and Policy Implications of the Youth and 
S~ciety ~n 11lin~is Reports," 1975; Sponsored by the Office 
or Juve~lle Just:ce ~nd Delinquency Prevention, Department 
of Justlce, publlcatlon forthcoming. 

The other categories of behaviors reported in Table 1 generally 

include serious criminal acts, although most categories also include some 

activities of an only marginally setious nature. Thus "Alcohol" violations 

cover "Drinking \'/ithout Permission," "Drinking to Drunkenness," and 

"Purchase of Alcohol." SOI1;e\'/hat slIrpl"isingly in vie\'/ of the public concet'n 
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it has aroused, "Drug Use" \'/as the least frequently engaged in violative 

behavior studied. The category included marijuana use (reported by 22 

percent of all adolescents in the sample), barbiturates and amphetamines 

(reported by 8 percent), psychedelic drugs (3-4 percent), inhalants such 

as glue or freon (7 percent), and heroin (2 percent). Five percent of the 

youngsters in the sample had engaged in the sale of drugs. 

While considerable proportions of the youth in the IJR study had 

been involved in auto offenses Gf some sort, the majority of those were 

also minor: "Driving 'IJithout a License" or "Driving Fast or Recklessly. II 

On the other hand, 7 percent had been involved in auto theft ("Joyridingll) 

and 6 percent in IIStripping Parts,1I both of whi~h suggest readiness to 

engage in behavior more widely recognized as truly criminal. The sep­

arate IITheftll category ranged from thefts of items valued at less than 

two dollars to IIBreaking and En~ering," reported by 9 percent of \vhite 

males aged 14-15 and 10 percent of those ages 16-17, and 14 percent of 

black males ages 14-15 and 18 percent of those 16-18. The data on vio­

lent behavior suggest that adolescent fjarticipation in some form of vio­

lent altercations is high, as would be expected. Forty-seven percent 

report IIFist Fi~hting." But the more serious violent behaviors repre­

senting threats to the safety of fellmv citizens are also heavily repre­

sented, with 20 percent of the Illinois sample reporting having carried 

a weapon, 16 percent having been involved in gang fights, 10 percent 

having used a \veapon and 7 percent having been involved in IIStrong Arming. II 

The 1972 National Survey of Youth data also reveal a picture both 

of widespread participation in minor but still si~nificant misbehavior 

and of less frequent but still very considerable involvement in quite 

--------
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serious offenses. This study counted the number of incidents reported 

per youth as having occurred during the three years before the interviews 

in which the data were gathered~ The research interviewers discussed 

with each subject the circumstances of each reported incident. They were 

thus able to eliminate many of the reported "offenses" from the data, on 

the basis of their being too trivial to be considered delinquent. The 

resultant findings are summarized in Table 2. 

Both white and black males reported an average of 6.6 offenses; 

females reported slightly over four. (No more than three incidents of 

anyone type of offense were recorded.) \~hi 1 e 1 ess serious acts con­

tributed heavily to this score, black youth reported about one robbery 

for each four subjects and white and black males reported quite frequent 

assaults, larcenies, and use of major drugs. A somewhat similar mix­

ture of serious and less serious acts was revealed in Gold's earlier 

study of a national sample of adolescents,16 his study of the youth of 

Flint, ~ichigan317 the study by Elliot ~nd Voss1 8 of stratified cluster 

• samples of junior and senior school classes in California, and most other 

self-report studies. Based on evidence taken from studies done over the 

years and in widely scattered geographic areas, it appears that most 

American youth engage in some delinquent behavior; many more than would 

be suspected from official statistics have engaged in serious misbehavior. 

TRENDS OVER TIt'IE 

While the self-report studies do not provide solid evidence UDon 

trends, there is some indication that the volume ,and nature of juvenile 

misbehavior does not materially change over relatively lonq time spans. 

Studies reported as early as 1943 suggest pict~res not markedly differing 



aThis index is an exception to the title--it does not simpl~ reflect 
the number of incidents per capita. This index w~i$hts.each act uSlng the 
Sellin and Wolfgang weighting system with two mod'flca~~ons, then su~s a~d 
averaaes the seriousness scores. For complete explanaclon of the welghtlng 
syste~ see Thorsten Sellin and i·Jarvin E. \<Iolfgang·, The t·1easurement of De­
linquency (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964). We have.included acts 
which are assigned the minimum weight of one although Sellln ~nd W91fgang 
did not in an effort to rule out trivia. Since the offenses 1n th1s study 

" 7,' -'~~"'" ,,,. " " 
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Table 2--Continued 

were already judged chargeable 'IJe included the least serious offenses in 
this index. Secondly, Sellin and Wolfgang did not assign a weight to 
running away, drinking, using illicit drugs, and truancy. While these 
are included in the Frequency Index they are not included in the Serious 
Index. The Index ranges from.l through 7 for each i nci dent. These 
numbers are then summed and have no upper limit. In this case the upper 
limit was 20. 

Source: Martin Gold and David J. Reimer, Changing Patterns 
Behavior Ampn Americans 13 Throu h 16 Years Old: 
Crime and Delinquency Literature, Volume 7, No.4 
497. 

of Del inquent .. 
1967-72, 
December 1975): 

from those noted above reported in the 1960 l s and 1970 1 s. l9 However, only 

one comparison between closely comparable studies done at different time 

periods is available. It yiel~s somewhat surprising but also somewhat 

encouraging results: the data from the 1967 and 1972 National Surveys 

indicates that violative juvenile behavior may actually have decreased in 

20 both frequency and seriousn~ss during the interval between the two surveys. 

The data are most meaningful when those for males and females are examined 

separately. For boys, the 1972 study showed that the number of incidents 

per capita committed in the three years preceding their interviews de­

creased 9 percent when compared to the 1967 data, while the seriousness 

scores decreased almost 14 percent. Six offenses showed marked decreases 

in incidence: larceny, threat, trespass, enter, break and enter, and gang 

fighting. Two somewhat interrelated activities, fraud to obtain alcohol 

and marijuana and drug use, increased markedly, the latter almost 10 times, 

during the period in question. When the per capita number of incidents 

of violative behavior is calculated after excluding drinking and marijuana 
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and drug use, the rate for boys actually decreased between 1967 and 1972 

from 6.38 acts to 5.13, or about 20 percent. For girls, the number of 

reported incidents per cap~ta increased by about 22 percent (from 3.7 to 

4.5) between 1967 and 1972. Again, the major increases were in drinking and 

marijuana and drug use. When these activities are excluded from the cal-

culation, the number of incidents per capita for girls remained unchanged 

over the five years in question. 

It is of interest to note that increases in drug use seem ,more 

dramatic than they actually are, as they increased from a low base. In 

1967 only 2.1 percent of the male and 2.4 percent of the female respondents 

reported hav~ng used marijuana or other drugs. While somewhat less than 

20 percent of either the boys or the girls reported such use in 1972, 

the increase relative to 1967 is pronounced. For both boys and girls~ the 

data reflect mostly marijuana use, with 17 percent Qf the 1972 respondents 

reporting some such usage, compared to 7.2 percent who had used hard drugs. 

Quite appropriately, in reporting those results Gold and Reimer 

ask, "t~hat happened to the teen-age crime wave?" It is not surprising to 

note that adolescent marijuana use increased in the 1967-72 period. 

h ne\'/spapers and magazines continuously proclaimed this was a time'w en 

But 

rapidly increasing rates of juvenile violative behavior in general. The 

FBIls Uniform Crime Reports for the same period showed a 29 percent in­

crease in arrests of juveniles (22 percent for serious property crime and 

. . .) 21 There are numerous possible explanations 6 percent for vl01atlve crlme . 

for this discrepancy between trends derived from ~elf-reports and those 

from official statistics. The self-report data in question come from only 

t\'/O national surveys. But after all, as Gold and Reimer point out, while 

14 

the accuracy of some individual responses may be doubtful, there is no reason 

to believe that youth would be markedly less truthful in one year than in 

another. More probably, the variation arises from the fact that official 

statistics represent only a small proportion of all violative behavior. 

That .proportion may vary from time to time, due to variation in the loosely 

supervised record-keeping practices of the myriad jurisdictions reporting 

data to the FBI, variation in methods of detection and apprehension, and/or 

increased police proclivity to book and arrest resulting from an expansion 

of diversion and other programs. Such a "widening of the net" effect has 

been reported to be a frequent consequence of the introduction of diversion 

or other referra 1 resources for pol ice use. 22 

At this point, one can only say that during the years in question 

American youth were engaging in a considerably greater number of violative 

acts than official statistics would indicate. But it is at least possible 

that such behavior somewhat decreased during a period in which official 

statistics, the general press, and most IJfolk wisdom ll of the time suggested 

• that it was increasing dramatically. Available explanations are speculative. 

The self-report data can on;y poi nt the way tm'Jard further i nqui ry and 

provide a bit of additional data to be employed in responsible professional 

judgement. 

RACE AND JUVENILE VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

The widely assumed relationship between violative behavior and 

ethnicity is apparently much weaker than generally believed. Young people 

from all races appear to violate the law with approximately equal frequency. 

Tabulations of offense type bv race suqqest that I'lhites are somevJhat more 

likely than blacks to commit status-type offenses and that blacks commit . 
somewhat more sel"ious violent offenses, but differences are not oven'lhelminq. ------ . 
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The of available data 
outh from other ethnic 

elevated offense rates b Mexican-American and 
tends to 

lower rates b Orientals, as com ared with 
American 

whites. 
The impression that delinquency is largely a minority group problem 

is widespread. Official statistics would seem to confirm it. NationallY, 

in 1977 blacks represented 14.7 percent of the population under 18 but 

27 2 t of all J'uvenile arrests and 49.7 percent of all 
accounted for . percen 
those for violence. 23 Wolfgang, in his study of a total cohort (9,945) 

of all boys born in Philadelphia in 1945 and living there between their 

hd noted that 50.2 percent of the non-white, 
tenth and eighteenth birt ays, 

t f th wh,'te J'uveniles had police records. He 
compared to 28.6 percen 0 e 

exam,'n,'ng the relationship between the various back­
reports that, !lafter 

. we concl uded that the variables of race and socio­
ground variables .. 
economic status (of somewhat less importance) were most strongly related 

'f' t' ,,24 
to the offender/non-offender class, ,ca ,on. 

From 
This impression is not confirmed by the self-report studies. 

h t · the 1972 National Survey of Youth, 
Table 2, for example, it appears t a ,n 

black 'and white'boys reported engaging in almost exactly the same number 

of violative behaviors--an average of 6.6 incidents per capita during the 

three ye~rs preceding their interviews. This general picture tends to be 

confirmed by the larger Institute for Juvenile Research survey of Illinois 

, T bl 1 Here, ,'n fact, one sees that the total pro­
youth. as shown,n a e . 
portion of white respondents having engaged at so~e time in at least some 

of the violative behaviors about which they were queried is 63.3 percent. 

This slightly exceeds the 60.6 percent figure for blacks. ,­
.~' 
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When we examine types of behaviors reported. certain differences 

by race do appear in both stud,'es. St t t ff a us- ype 0 enses are reported by 

slightly more whites than non-whites. This emerges most clearly in the 

Illinois study. From Table 1 we see that i'/hite adole,:;ceilt males in 

Illinois reported engaging in "improper behavior!l more frequently than 

non-white males--a difference of 12 percentage points. Table 3 reports 

Alan Berger's further analysis of the same data. Berger drew six items 

from,the Institute for Juvenile Research survey that conformed most 

closely to the Illinois definition of status offenses: running away from 

home, drinking without parental permission, buying liquor, being drunk, 

truancy, and coital experience. He then created a Level of Involvement 

Index of the extent to which each of the respondents ever engaged in 

these activities. 

Race 

\~hi te 
Non-white 

Total 

Table 3 

Race and Status Violations 
(Percentage Distribution) 

Level of Status Violationsa 

Low r~od. Low Hod. High High 

27 22 38 13 
34 22 32 12 
28 22 37 13 

NA 
Total 

N 

2481 
582 

3064 

= 46 
= 3110 

a . The collapsed categories are defined as follows: Low=no activi-
tle~ ~eported ~r only one out of six activities reported; moderately low=l 
actlvlty out or 3, 4. or 5 reported upon, or 2 out of 5 or 6 activities 
reported; moderately high=l out of 2, 2 out of 3 or 4, 3 out of 5 or 6 
o~ 4 o~t of 6 report~d~ ~igh=all activities reported or 3 out of 4. 4 ~ut 
OT ~,,~.out of 6 actlvltles reported, In terms of the proportions of 
act~v~tles reported ~he definitions are: 101'1=0 to 19~, moderately low= 
20-49~. moderately hlgh~50-54.5~, high=75% or more. The percentage 
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Table 3--Continued 

in each category is as fol10ws: 
dl'stribution of adolescents who dfel1t 1 high=37% high=lJ~. 

t 1 10w=22%, mo era e y I , 10w=28%, modera e Y . e II 
tus Violators: A Reconnalssanc., 

Source: Alan Berger, IIAdole~cent Sta h 1975; Sponsored by the Offlce 
Institute for Ju~en11edR~s~~~~u~ncy Prevention, Department of 

3~s~~~~n1~~b~~~~~~~na~ort~coming): 14. 

. that there is a slight tendency for 
From Table 3 we can say agaln 

.' t in status-type violations 
report more intens1ve ,nvolvemen 

white youths to d tely 
O
f the white youths report mo era 

k Fifty-one percent 
than do b1ac s. nt of the non-white youth. 

or high involvement compared \'Jith 44 perce 
high and pertains 

points is small, of course, 
The difference of 7 percentage 

only to the state of Illinois. . 
't than whites report being involved 1n 

However~ more non-wh1 es 
behaviors, and they report being 

serious behavior, especially violent and 
Thus in Table 1, for both males 

involved in such behavior more often. , 

black 
than white Illinois youth report having engaged 1n 

females, more t of the black and 69 percen 
For males, 78 percent of 

violent offense,s. I 

The difference is mUC0 
had been so involved. 

the vJhite respondents t for 
as compared to 25 percen 

for females: 67 percent for blacks 
greater point by IJR make clear 

deta,'led data provided on this . 
h . tes The more d 

w 1 • of violent behavior studle 
that this trend holds for all categories 

II IIGana Fights,1I IIUse Heapons,1I and "Strong 
(IIFist Fight," "Carry Heapons, -' . and for the frequency 

" having engaged in the behav10r 
Armll) both for "ever 

of such involvement. 

I 
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This general pattern is confirmed by Gold's National Survey. It is 

evident in Table 2 that the "Total Seriousness" score for black males 

reporting in the 1972 National Survey exceeds that for It/hites. Examination 

of the individual offenses listed reveals that this difference arises pri­

marily from the greater number of robberies and assaults committed by 

blacks, with blacks particularly dominating the "Robbery" category. There 

are an average of .24 robberies per respondent listed for blacks as against 

.01 for whites. Again, Elliot and Voss found in their sample of high 

school classes in Richmond, California that blacks reported slightly more 

serious and whites somewhat more non-serious offenses, although the dif­

ferences were sufficiently small that they did not reach statistical 

significance. 25 

Relatively few self-report studies have produced data on ethnic 

groups other than "White" and "black." The very limited data available 

provides little support for the belief that there are major differences 

along ethnic lines in rates of delinquent behavior, although in the Elliot 

and Voss study 1I~1exican" youth violated somewhat more frequently than 

"Anglos" while in junior high school but not while in senior high school. 

T\'/o studies 26 ,27 suggest lower violation rates on the part of Orientals, 

and one28 reports slightly more misbehavior by American Indians compared 

with a comparison group in 14yoming, after controlling for social class. 

SOCIO-ECONor-uC STATUS AND JUVENILE VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

According to the self-report studies, the relationship between 

social class and delinquent behavior does not apoear to be as stronq as is 

frequently believed. 
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Social class and its assumed close relationship to delinquent 

behavior has long been a cornerstone in the building of both theory and 

policy. In its 1967 summary report, the Pre.sident's Commission on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice concluded: 

But there is still no reason to doubt that delinquency, especially 
the most serious delinquenc29 is committed disproportionately by 
slum and lower class youth. ' 

Entire schools of thought have grown out of observations suggesting that the 

great burden of delinquency in this country is a product of "delinquent 

subcultures" related to socio-economic disadvantage, or to disparities in 

adolescent opportunity structures arising from similar sources. Very 

real support for these positions may be derived from official statistics. 

Thus, in Wolfgang's 1972 study of the careers of almost 10,000 Philadelphia 

boys, lower class boys were almost twice as likely to have been involved 

with police on delinquency charges as were higher class boys.30 (It' 

should be noted hmvever, that this study employed \'/hat is probably a weak 

measure of an individual's social class identification: the median income 

• level of youths' neighborhoods. It should also be noted that other 

studies suggest that the degree to which social class and official meas­

ures of delinquency actually correlate remains less clearly established 

than is often believed.)31 

Self-reported delinquency is distributed quite differently than 

that which is reported in arrest statistics. Gold, as well as Empey and 

Erickson 32 provide data suggesting that the differences are not great 

between classes. In fact, in their data the lower class youth surveyed 

reported slightly fev/er and less serious offenses; it was the middle class 

youth who had misbehaved most frequently and most seriously. This finding 

is summarized in Table 4, drawn from the National Survey of Youth data on 

youth ages 13 through 16. 

Iii,', u 
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Table 4 

Total Frequency and Total Seriousness of Incidents by 
Males Per Capita by Social Class in 1972 

Lower Class 
Middle Class 
Upper Class 

Average # 
Incidents 

5.9 
7.2 
6.6 

Boys 
Seriousness 

Index 

2.8 
3.5 
3.1 

Girls 
Average # Seriousness 
Incidents Index 

4.0 
4.8 
4.4 

.97 
1.3 

.75 

Source: Jay R. Williams and Martin Gold, "From Delinquent Behavior to 
Official Delinquency," Social Problems, Volume 20, No.2 
(1972): 209-229. 

Even though frequency of juvenile law-violative behavior by youth 

of different social classes appears, in general, remarkably similar for 

.many types of misconduct, some differences do appear when specific behaviors 

are examined, particularly if gender is also considered. Lower class boys 

in the 1972 National Survey reported markedly fewer incidents of property 

destruction, shoplifting, drinking, and taking cars, but more gang fighting; 

• upper class boys reported fewer incidents of prope'rty destruction, fraud, 

and confidence games, but more trespassing and illegal entering; middle 

class youth reported considerably more marijuana use and drug abuse. But 

for many behaviors ana for overall frequency or seriousness of misconduct. 

the social classes resemble each other to a surprisingly high degree. 

Socioeconomic class had even less impact on girls' reports to the 

1972 National Survey. Lower class girls were less involved in alcohol and 

drug use than the other two groups; middle class girls reported more truanting; 

upper class girls more trespassing. Otherwise, they had misbehaved rather 

similarly. 
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The Institute for Juvenile Research data on incidence and type of 

repeated violations by class, race, and gender also fail to reveal a pat­

tern of dominant lm"er-class delinquency. This is illustrated in Table 5. 

White lower class males report high involvement in carrying weapons 

(16 percent of all reporting), and gang fights (12 percent). Middle class 

white boys \'/ere also high on carrying weapons and upper middle cla$s whites 

were high on property damage. Among non-whites, lower class boys were more 

involved in poly-drug use,· stripping cars, and property damage. Lower and 

working class non-\"hites report high levels of gang fights and strong arm­

ing, but non-white middle and upper class youth report frequent use of 

weapons. Weapons were carried most frequently by both the non-white work­

ing and the combined non-white middle and upper middle class groups. 

In short, the Institute's study also failed to reveal consistent 

relatioriships between socia-economic status and status offenders. However, 

in the data there is the suggestion that drinking may be handled differ­

entially along class lines. The researchers developed a category of "fre-

• quent drinkers" which they examined for differences among groups of youth. 

With the exception of one group, youth who drink frequently reported be­

coming drunk 57 to 83 percent of the times they drank. Lower class non­

white males who drink frequently were the exception to this pattern. They 

reported that drinking was carried to the point of drunkenness 100 percent 

of the time. 33 It would appear that this group most frequently drinks 

for the purpose of getting drunk, rather than for social purposes--a fact 

that may deserve special attention. 

~--------

. ~ 
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In another potentially valuable exploration, Johnstone;4 also 

working with the Institute's study data, further examines the relationship 

between the social class of youths' families and the predominant social 

class structure of the neighborhood in which the family lives. In­

terestingly, although family social class identification did not predict 

violative behavior, djsparity between the social class of a youngster's 

family and that of his neighbors apparently does increase the likelihood 

of misbehaving. Lower class youth living in middle class areas report 

more misconduct than do lower class youth from predominantly lower class 

neighborhoods. This finding is in conflict with theories picturing the 

domi nant culture of the nei ghborhood as the major determi nant of behavi or. 

It would appear to lend some support to theories emphasizing the crim­

inogenic role of actual and perceived disparity between'culturally in­

duced expectations and actual opportunity and achievement. 

It should be noted, however, that the inability of most of the 

self-report studies to demonstrate positive relationships between social 

• class and juvenile violative behavior do not necessarily demonstrate the 

absence of social class as a factor which at least contributes to the 

explanation of some behavior on the part of some lower class youth. But 

the studies also seem to make clear the considerable prevalence of vio­

lative behavior that must be explained by factors unrelated to poverty and 

other lower-class linked disadvantage. 

GENDER AND VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

All self-report studies find that males engaqe in more frequent 

and mOl'e serious violative behavior than do females. However, differences 

bv sex are smaller than those indicated by arrest statistics. 
-"--

r . 
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In 1976 some 936,000 males and 260,500 females under 18 years of 

age are reported to have been arrested: a male-female ratio of close to 
35 four to one. In the 1972 National Survey of Youth, boys reported an 

average of almost seven and girls an average of about four incidents: a 

bit less than two to one." 

Differences by gender must be analyzed by types of misbehaviors and 

by race and class in order to achieve their full meaning. Thus in Table 6, 

drawn by Sil vei ra from the Institute for Juvenil e Research data, one notes 

that white female youth tend to report themselves as "non-delinquent" 

about 20 percentage points more frequently than do males, regardless of 

social class. 

Among non-whites 13 percent more lower class than upper class males 

are non-violators; about 9 percent more upper class females than upper 

class males are non-violators. Black males tend to be property violators 

somewhat less often than do white males, regardless of class, but on this 

dimension lower class black females are rather markedly more likely to 

. report offenses than are black males of either low or high social class. 

While females report fewer seriously violent behaviors than do males, black 

females report such behaviors much more frequently than do \,/hite females. 

~lales and females report a similar number of status-type offenses, i.e., 

running away, truanting, using and abusing alcohol, and having sexual ex-

perience. Running away is less frequently reported by either sex than 

might have been expected. In Illinois, about 15 percent of the youth 

studied reported that they had "ever'! run away; only 4 percent reported 

doing so repeatedly. In the National Survey, running away was one of the 

l8ast reported types of misconduct, \'lith a 1972 reported mean per capita 

incidence of .06 for boys and .04 for girls. 
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Table 6 

Distribution of Delinquent Typesa by Gender, Race, and Socio-economic Status 
(Percent in Each Category) (N=3,110) 

Males 
White Non-White 

Delinquent Type Low SES Hiqher SES Low SES Hiqher SES 

Non-Delinquent 48 49 53 40 
Property Violator 29 36 13 17 
Seriously Violent 23 15 35 43 

Females 
White Non-White 

Low SES Higher SES Low SES Higher SES 

Non-Delinquent 70 72 44 49 
Property Violator 25 25 27 19 
Seriously Violent 6 3 29 32 

. aThese II types II are constructed and are not exhaustive of the entire 
range of possible delinquent involvement. Some respon~ents are not . 
included in any of the above types. The types are def1n~d as fol~ows ... 

Non-Delinquents--Youths who do not appea~ to.be 1nv~lved 1n cr1m1nal 
careers. These youth report not having engaged 1n m1sbehav10r at all or 
only in small, common misdemeanors. . . . 

Property Violators--Youth ~ho repo~t hav1ng ~n~a~ed 1n rather ser10US 
. property violations but not in ser10usly v101en~ act1v1t1es. 

Seriously Violent--Youth who report hav1ng used weapons, strong­
armed, and/or engaged in frequent gang fighting. 

Source: Frances Silveira IIHolfgang and Ferracuti Revisited: A Test of the 
Subcultut'e of Violence Th~sisll (Institute for Juvenile Research, 1975; 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Department of 
Justice, pub1ic~tion forthcoming), p. 13. 

Perhaps of even more interest than the difference between girls' 

and boys' misconduct is the way these differences seem to have changed over 

the five year period between Gold's 1967 and 1972 National Surveys. It 
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will be recalled that whereas boys reported fewer and less serious inci­

dents in 1972 than in 1967, girls reported more incidents in the later 

study. Overa 11, boys were commi tt i ng about 9 percent fewer offenses in 

1972, with total seriousness of offense ratings 5 percent lower. Once 

boys' increased drug use is removed from consideration, total seriousness 

ratings were 20 percent lower. Girls, on the other hand, reported 25 

percent more offenses--twice as much drinking and ten times as much 

marijuana and drug use. When these are eliminated, behaviors for girls 

are essenti ally unchanged for the pet'i od in questi on. 36 The seri ousness 

level of their violations remained unchanged, rather than decreasing as 

did that for boys. Miller, working from IJR data, also states that males 

and females are similar. However, she believes violations on the part of 

girls are increasing in all categories. 37 

Faine
38 

examined both Gold's National Survey data and that from 

Arnold's Lake City study and concluded that the differenc~s in the ways 

boys and girls misbehave were remarkably stable, regardless of the age or 

social status of the youths. Clark and Haurek39 suggest that where a youth 

lives may be important. They found urban boys of all classes cDmmitting 

around two and one-half times the offenses urban girls committed, while 

in rural farm communities, the boys committed more than four times as many 

offenses. Another study40 concluded that "social bond" variables--rela­

tionships with parents, attachment to the law, school performance and 

attitudes, and youth culture activities--were more important in explaining 

the lower rates of misbehavior by gil"ls than by boys. 
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AGE AND VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

The data indicate that as age increases there is a trend toward 

the commission of more delinquencies and delinquents of a more serious 

nature. 

In this longitudinal study of students moving through junior and 

senior high schools in California, Elliot and Voss
4l 

found a reported 

average of 4.81 violations per youth in the three years of junior high 

school as compared with 7.10 for the three years of senior high school. 

This general pattern held for both serious and non-serious offenses by 

both boys and girls and for all ethnic and socio-economic groups. 

Other studies confirm this trend for many but not for all types 

of offenses. Thus, Clark and Haurek42 found boys in mid-adolescence 

reporting more of certain kinds of misbehaving, identified as "offenses 

involving some daring and aggression." Researchers found no such pattern 

for girls. Both the Institute for Juvenile Research and Clark and Haurek 

found evidence that as youth get older, they engage in more of the ac­

tivities which society has labeled acceptable for adults, though deviant 

h t f t · many youths "had . for youth. For example, from tree 0 our lmes as 

ever" bought liquor and had sexual experience by age 18 as had at age 14. 

Older adolescents simply seem more likely than their younger peers to 

have experimented with adult-like behaviors. 

On the other hand, teenagers' participation in some status-like 

and in many serious offenses did not seem to change as they got older. 

Most of the youth \</ho had "ever run away" had done so by age 14; those 'Nho 

were highly involved in serious offenses were highly involved from early 

adolescence on. Further, there seems to be no strong tendency for youth 

-----------------
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to progress from status-like or less serious to more serious wrongdoings 

as they got 01der. 43 ,44 

THE GROUP CONTEXT OF JUVENILE VIOLATIVE BEHAVIOR 

While much or even most delinquent behavior occurs in groups, this 

is most true of (a) quite serious violations and (b) as one would expect, 

less serious "social" acts, such as drinking, sex, drugs, curfew and similar 

violations. 

Erickson studied 150 youth--50 who were incarcerated, 50 on probation, 

and 50 in high schoo1--who together reported almost 72,000 misbehaviors, of 

which 65 percent occurred in groups.45 

The frequency with which youth reported violations in a group de­

pended on the type of activity. Only 17 out of 100 incidents of defying 

parents, contrasted with 91 out of 100 incidents of destroying property, 

involved groups. Erickson found that the more serious the misconduct, the 

more likely it was to have been committed in a group or gang. Mann, 

Friedman, and Friedman46 found that the degree of violence reported by the 

lower status youths they studied was highly influenced by whether the 

youths were members of street gangs. Thus the self-report researchers 

point to some association between group misconduct, seriousness, and get­

ting arrested. But "group" does not necessarily spell "gang." Both Go1 d47 

and Hindelang48 found few youths (less than 2 percent) misbehaving either 

alone or in large gangs; most youths reported misbehaving in small groups 

of the same sex. 
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PERSONALITY VARIABLES 

Although the relationship between delinguent behavior and personality 

characteristics has been little studied by the self-report method, a ver~ 

few studies do suggest some degree of association between these two vari­

ables. Nevertheless, serious guestions remain as to which set of vari-

ables exist prior to the other. Furthermore, there is the possibility that 

any demonstrated statistical relationship between the two is spurious, 

resulting from the causal influence of other, unstudied factors. 

The self-report literature does list a few examples of the examina­

tion of the association between personality variables and violative behavior. 

Ball and Lilly,49 studying a sample of 1,002 sixth graders in Marian County, 

Pennsylvania, and using the Reckless et al. 1956 Self Concept Inventory 

found that the lower a child's self-concept, the more likely he was to have 

misbehaved. 

The series of studies by Hindelang represent another major effort. 

Hindelang surveyed 245 boys age 14-19 from a Catholic high school in Oak­

land, California with the purpose of investigating Eysenck's theory that 

those who misbehave tend to be both more extroverted and more neurotic than 

those who do not. 50 His findings suggested that different offenses spring 

from differ~ng etiological complexes. Theft seemed unconnected either to 

extroversion or to neuroticism. Aggressive behaviors were positively 

related to extroversion but were negatively related to neuroticism. In 

further investigations, Hindelang studied the relationship between psycho­

logical variables and youths' misconduct by administering the Minnesota 

Multi-phasic Personality Inventory and the California Psychological In-

. t 51 ventory togethe)' \'lith a self-report lnstrumen . After controlling for 
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age, sex, race, and father~s age and occupation, he found, not sur­

prisingly, that the individual tending to be less socialized, less 

responsible, and less controlled was more likely to misbeha~e. 

SOURCES OP SOCIAL CONTRO[ 

The data from a number of self-report studies suggest that failure 

on the part of the peer group, the school, and the family to provide mean­

ingful pressure toward conforming behavior are among the factors most 

strongly associated with delinguencx. 

The Institute for Juvenile Research found that three sorts of 

youths' perceptions were the most influential factors in explaining which 

youth misbehaved: (1) that their peer groups were willing to make trouble; 

(2) that schools appeared to them to be oppressive institutions; and 

(3) that they were not well integrated into their families. 

These findings were interpreted from two perspectives: one argued 
that as.the adolescent approached adulthood, status-based behavioral 
regulatlol1s became less legitimate, accounting for the relationship 
between status violations and age, school control, and other indi­
cators of adult ~tatus such as sour~e and amount of spending money. 
Ano~her perspectlve ~uggested that lnvolvement with peers, es­
peclally ~hose percelved as being willing or actually getting into 
trouble ~"lth the agencies of social control facilitated adultlike 
~io~ati~e behavior of adolescents. As a re~ult, there are strong 
~ndlcatlons that differential association helps to explain the 
1nvolvement of adolescents in status violations.5~ 

Similarly, in a 1966 study, Arnold53 reported that both peer and 

II adul t rol e model II • fl pressure 1n uenced delinquent behavior, regardless of 

social class, sex, race, ethnicity, and city size. The relationship 

between family integration and differential association was also supported 

by a Honolulu study of Japanese Americans \'Ihich found higher status boys 

more delinquent that 1m-fer status boys. They explained that traditionally 

close-knit Japanese family structure has kept delinquency low. As social 
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status rises, parental controls weaken at the same time that youth gain 

increased opportunity to associate with delinquent peers. 54 

The findings of Elliot and Voss 55 again tend to confirm this line 

of speculation. In their studies of youth enrolled in a sample of 

California school classes they found alienation and normlessness in the 

school and alienation in the home to be predictors of subsequent de-

linquency. 

WHICH YOUTHFUL VIOLATORS BECOME OFFICIAL DELINQUENTS~ 

While it would in many ways be comforting to assume that those 

youth whose violative behaviors lead to detection and arrest are the most 

serious offenders and those most in need of societal intervention, it is far 

from certain that this is the case. 

As previously noted, in the 1967 _National Survey, about 9 percent­

of the youth in the sample (13 percent of the boys and 3 percent of the 

girls) reported detection by the police in the three years preceding the 

survey. The acts in '.'thich they were c~ught comprise less than 3 percent 

of their total chargeable acts. The frequency and the seriousness of 

their behaviors were associated with being caught by the police, but the 

association was at a somewhat low level. The chances of getting caught 

increased somewhat more with frequency than with seriousness of delinquent 

behavior. But the chances are small. To a considerable extent getting 

caught seems to be an occurrence unrelated to any other frequently 

studied variables. It has many of the elements of a chance event. 

Further, getting caught by police does not necessarily result in 

the creation of an official record. Two years after they had been 
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interviewed, only 4 percent of the total National Survey sample names 

could be found in police files. Williams and Gold concluded that, 

the seriousness of teenagers· behavior is related to their having 
a police record and accounts for about nine percent of the variance; 
the frequency of their deli::quent behavior accounts for a negligible 
proportion of the variation in having acquired records. . . . The 
important point to note here is that having a police record is only 
slightly r~lated to the seriousness of teenagers d§~inquent behavior 
(and) is not related at all to its frequency ... 

Also of inte7Rst are the findings of Mann, Friedman, and Friedman 

from thei)" comparisons of youth who had been detected for violent of­

fenses with-those who had reported such offenses but had not been detected. 

They report that those youth who escaped detection reported more violent 

behavior as well as mor~ non-violent misconduct than did youth who had 

been apprehended. Non-apprehended youth were younger when they first 

behaved in anti-social ways and younger when they dropped out of school. 

They were involved in more gang misconduct, were more. impulsive, and had 

less IIbehavio)'al control. II They a1 so differed in attitude. Those who had 

escaped detection were more optimistic about opportunities for future 

employment and had fewer conflicts about family and sex roles. 

On the other hand, those youth who had been arrested for their 

violent activities were more likely to perceive themselves as -disruptive, 

provocative, troublesome, and alienated from their families. They came 

from famil ies where the mother \'las dominant. They had extremely low and 

unrealistic aspirations for themselves. Moreover, 

an important distinguishing characteristic of youths who were 
arrested for violent crimes were their relatively poorer abstract 
reasoning abil ity and' planning skill. In effect, these youths 
were 1 ess competent and effective than youths \'1ho were not appre­
hended. Their lm'ler intelligence and poorer planning ability 
\,tould increase their chance of beina "cauaht in the act ll or of 
leaving evidence of their identity.57 '" 
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These factors may help explain apparent disparities between self­

report and arrest data. Other explanatory factors are evident. Reiss notes 

that the data are derived from measures which tend to be of quite differ­

ent, though related phenomena. 58 Most self-report studies place con­

siderable emphasis upon the number or proportion of respondents who have 

engaged in specifif.4 behaviors at least once. Police statistics, however, 

usually reflect only situations in which police have made arrests. Little 

is known about the proportion of arrestees who are actual IIfirst offenders. II 

Many of their offenses will not have been detected. But even detected of­

fenses usually lead to arrest only if they are serious in nature, if they 

are one of a known series of offenses by the person in question, if for a 

wide variety of reasons the individual is seen by the pol ice as a probab'!e 

repeat offender, or, very particularly, if there is a victim who will 

press charges. The decision to arrest may also be strongly influenced by 

the degree to "'hi ch the fami ly or the communi ty offer a lternati yes to 

official processing which seem viable to the police. In sum, neither the 

data from the self-report studies nor that from arrest statistics should 

be consi dered as IItruthll and the other as lIerror!' Assessments of the scope, 

nature, and distribution of juvenile violative behavior must take informed 

account of both the data upon violations reported by youth themselves and 

of those leading to arrest. 

DOES FEAR OF PUNISHMENT DETER? 

The evidence from the self-report studies reqarding the deterrent 

effect of fear of punishment is conflictinq. 

Some studies lend support to the belief that a component of the 

fear of punishment deters IIdriftet's" from violating. Thus Waldo and 

34 

Chiricos
59 

found that while university students' perception of some 

possibility of severe punishment did not affect their engaging in theft 

or marijuana use, the expectation of certain arrest did seem to lessen 

it. Piliavin
60 

reported that white youths whose misbehaving would cost 

them dearly either at school or with their parents were less likely to 

misbehave; among blacks, only the high cost at. school was significant. 

Jensen6l found that as the fear of getting caught increased, delinquency 

decreased. On the other hand, there is some indication that actually 

being caught by the police exerts little delinquency-suppression effect. 

In the Flint, Michigan study62 and the 1967 National survey,63 pairs of 

youth were identified, all of whom had committed at least four violations. 

One member of each pair had been caught by pol ice at 1 east ~mce; the 

other had not, but had committed a delinquent act within six months of the 

offense for which his apprehended match had been arrested. In 11 of 20 

Flint study pairs, the apprehended youngsters committed more offenses 

.subsequent to their apprehens i on than di d the; r unapprehended twi ns in 

their subsequent careers. Unapprehended youngsters in four pairs violated 

more frequently, and in five pairs they committed the same number of 

violations. 

In the National Survey, of 35 comparisons, the unapprehended member 

subsequently committed more offenses in 20 pairs, less in 10, and the same 

number in five pa irs. In both studi es, differences in the frequency of 

subsequent behavior as great as those found would occur by chance less 

than once in ten times. 64 It would appear from these studies that either 

some unstudied factor present in the personalities or circumstances of 

the arrested boys but not the undetected boys resulted in detection and 

, \ 
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arrest, or that the impact of police apprehension upon subsequent behavior 

may often be negative. Thelatter possibility would provide some support 

for labeling theory. Of course, vlithin the group studied, or within any 

group of violators, apprehension and exposure to the justice system may 

have a beneficial effect on some individuals. But for the group as a 

whole, apprehension cannot be discerned to have deterred further delinquency. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

The self-report studies make quite clear a fact too rarely per­

ceived and seldom squarely confronted: at least some violative behavior 

is a part of the life experience of the majority of American youth. 

Further, while the studies do yield data su9gesting some variations along 

ethnic, social class, sexual, or characterological lines, neither vio­

lative behavior in general nor any major type of such behavior is t~e 

particular domain of anyone segment of youth. Along the dimensions meas­

ured by youths' self-reports of their own behavior, population sub­

groupings differ from each other less than has frequently been assumed. 

This being the case, societal concern for violative behavior in 

general (as opposed to carefully defined responsibilities for a narrower 

range of behaviors which seriously threaten persons and property) cannot 

realistically be implemented by the juvenile and criminal justice systems 

acting alone. It is evident that in our society the periods of transition 

from childhood to adolescence, and thence to adulthood are times of 

stress. The behaviors at issue are multiform. They are dispersed through 

all segments of the social order. Further, verified theory \'/hich means 

possible speci1:ic responses to a narrm</ range of proven causal factors 

is not available. Thus the focus must be on the condition of the child in 
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American life. Service planning must therefore take into account a wide 

range of psychological, familial, social, educational, vocational, and 

other needs on the part o~ youth. Larger jurisdictions will need to support 

and take advantage of a variety of diverse agencies and programs to meet 

the needs of youngsters coming to the attention of the police, courts, 

or other instrumentalities charged with responsibility to respond to dis­

parate problems. In small jurisd~ctions where financial constraints limit 

the diversity of programming, maximum flexibility within existing serv­

ices should become a priority. Similarly, we should be wary of evaluation 

studies which leave the impression that one specific intervention was or 

was not helpful to all youth. The varied nature of youthful behavior 

necessarily implies the need for varied responses. Research done on 

program effectiveness needs to specify the characteristics of and particular 

problems of the types of youth served and those who did or did not benefit. 

Too often evaluation research specifies only the program component~ and 

not the population served. 

The expansion of focus suggested above should not be taken as denying 

the need for intensive, specialized concern for very serious youthful of­

fender behavior, particularly behavior that is violent in nature. Assault, 

burglary, strong arming, and carrying and using weapons are not offenses 

to be ignored as "a part of growing up." The incapacitative, deterrent, 

and norm-emphasizing role of the justice system is an obvious necessity. 

But reCOUl'se to it should not be necessitated by the ~arying availability 

to differing population groups of alternatives to juvenile justice pro­

cessing. The self-report data provide some evidence that such differential 

availability may be a factor in the screening process \'/hich results in 
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certain demographic groups' over-representation in correctional institu­

tions. For example, in Illinois, in 1972,32 percent of Illinois youth 

self-reporting seriously violent behavior were black. 55 However, in that 

year, 63 percent of all juvenile males committed to the Illinois Department 

of Corrections were black. 66 The most scrupulous care must be taken to 

assure that black and lower class youth do not become over-represented 

in the correctional system solely because alternative responses to their 

behaviors are less available to them than to more advantaged population 

groups. Confronted with middle-class youth manifesting serious behavior 

problems, adults in a range of official capacities from school principals 

to judges can look to integrated families with financial resources, com­

munities with effective and comprehensive youth services, and private 

resources ranging from academic counseling and psychiatric services to 

"adventure programs il ;n distant areas. The youth in court who come pri­

marily from families and communities with few resources, may well be 

there because similar alternatives are not available to them. 

The above suggested policy implications are very general in nature. 

The findings of the self-report studies do suggest several further social 

policy inferences. But they are no more than suggestions. To date, the 

self-report study data is fragmentary and the technique is still young. 

The findings provide bits of evidence that must be added to that available 

from other sources, to carefully weighed value judgements, and to critical 

analysis. In this as in almost all other areas of complex decision­

making, no data base can do more than serve as an aid to enormously de­

manding and difficult professional judgement. With these caveats, then, 

the findings available to date from the self-report studies suggest such 

policy implications as the following: 
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1. The establishment of programs designed as alternatives to the 

official processing of youth other than those involved in very serious 

offenses presents particular comp1icat,·ons. Th '1 f e poo 0 youth whose be-

havior is of potential concern is huge. Any meaningful service program 

may be immediately flooded by this enormous pool of eligibles. The most 

careful precautions will have to be taken in order to assure that alterna­

tive programs actually do serve youngsters who otherwise would be drawn 

into the juvenile justice system. Ylithout such precautions, these pro­

grams will inevitably "widen the net" and bring a broader range of youth 

to official or semi-official attention. This will not materially reduce 

the number of youngsters officially processed. Indeed, it may extend 

some form of authoritative control over a range of youngsters not previously 

so dealt with. 

2. Vi9lative behavior by boys apparently exceeds that of girls 

by a factor of about two to one, rather than four to one as would be sug­

gested by arrest statistics. Ylhile girls appear to be less involved in 

violence than boys, the two sexes seem more similarly involved in status 

offenses. Use of alcohol and marijuana may be increasing more rapidly 

among girls than among boys. Those observations would seem to suggest that 

programming for boys needs to be vigorously maintained, but that overt 

signs of girls' difficulties in handling the transition period between 

childhood and adulthood are relatively more common than generally recog­

nized. Thus, creative attention must be given to programming directed at 

helping girls resolve the problems of that transition. The tendency to 

think of delinquency as a male problem, to be solved by programs for males 

staffed by males, is strong. 
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3. II Status offenders, II "mi nor offenders, II and "seri ous offenders II 

are not in all ways separate groups. Indeed, frequent status offenses, 

association with other youngsters often involved in trouble, alienation 

from school and family and involvement in serious violative acts ap­

parently tend to vary together. The premature 1I1abelingli of individuals 

as members of offender groups of any scale of severity may be seriously 

misleading. It may also tend to create a self-concept, a public reputa­

tion, and societal institutional channels which serve to confirm the 

label. Thus it may function as a "self-fulfi11 ing prophecy. II Program 

efforts might well include as a major goal the integration of offending 

youngsters with non-delinquent peers in conventional activities. The 

focus should be a IInormalization,1I rather than diversion into stigmatizing 

channels. For youngsters who need them, youth services should be. avail­

able to further the process of integration into society and development 

of personal potential--not as programs for "bad" kids, to be justified as 

t · II "delinquency preven 10n. 

4. From several of the self-report studies emerges the finding 

that the school is a critical social context for the development of de-

linquent behavior. It mav be that compulsory school attendance too often 
v • 

forces youth to remain in frustr-ating situations in \'1hich they are stig-

matized as failures. 

solve this problem. 

School extra-curti cul ar activity programs may not 

In fact, Elliot and Voss 67 note that in their study 

population youth highly involved in school activities reported rates of 

delinquent behavior slightly higher than youth I'lith more limited involve­

/nent. There may be real danger in compelling long-term school attendance 

for youth whose school encounters yield little but frustration and de-

feat. Such observations emphasize the 'necessity of careful consideration 
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of compulsory school attendance laws and programs. Of even more pressing 

importance is energetic exploration of the possibility of the development 

of new educational environments less productive of defeat for so many 

children. 

Again, the comparability of data from many of the studies to date 

is limited. They tend to have been of populations selected on an 

II a va i 1 ab i 1 ityll bas i sand defi ned with va ryi ng degrees of prec is i on. They 

have employed different methods and divergent definitions of major vari­

ables, including the behaviors subject to concern. Frequently, emphasis 

is upon the less serious violative behaviors. The process of checking 

for reliability and validity has barely begun. 

The present situation provides an area of opportunity for national 

leadership which almost inevitably must come from the Federal level. 

Periodic review of' progress in the development of' self-report study 

practice and methodology by a small group of scholars with continuing 

interest in the pertinent sampling, definitions, reliability, validity, 

and associated prob1ems would be of value. Such an effort might well 

result in the promulgation of periodically revised suggested standards. 

Somewhat more ambitiously, a considerable degree of systematization of a 

conti nui ng, expanded se If-report survey program woul d seem to promi se va 1-

uable information. A possible model might be the National Crime Survey 

program of surveys of criminal victimization carried out by the Bureau of 

the Census for the Law Enforcement Asslstance mlnlS ra 10n. . Ad .. t t' 68 

While findings as those summarized above are valuable, a central 

finding of such a review, is that the self-report study technique has 

been developed to the point that it has the potential for providinq 
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the trend -- or its absence -- has held constant in the years since 

1972 remains a matter for conjecture. 

Again, the comparability of data from the various studies to 

date is limited. They tend t~ have been of quite different 

populations, defined with varying degrees of precision. They 

have employed different mathods and divergent definitions of major 

variables, including the behaviors subject to concern. The process 

of checking for reliability and validity has barely begun. The 

present situation provides an area of opportunity fo~ national 

leadership, which almost inevitably must come from the federal 

level. Periodic review of progress in the development of self-

report studies, practice, and methodology by a small group of . . 
scholars with continuing interest in the p~rtinent sampling, 

/ 

defini tional, \ reliability, and validi·ty, and associated problems 

would be of value. Such an effort might well result in the 

pro~ulgation of peripdically-revised suggested standards. 

Somewhat more ambitiously, a considerable degree of systemization, 

of a continuing expanaed self-report survey program would seem to 

promise valuable payoff. A possible model might be the national 

crime survey program of crime victimization carried out by the 

Bureau of the Census for the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration. 62 
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF SELF-REPORT 

2 3 4 5 
Sample Population Studied Sample t~ethod of Study Issues Studied 
__ SilL. . Tvoe* 
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Akel's 922 Junior Hiqh students 3 X X 

All en & Sandhu 358 Ratched Institutional & Non- 3 X X Institutional Males 
I~nd rok i el·/i cz 348 All tenth & twelfth graders in a 3 X X 

f-,;-.... .Rublic & private hiqh school 
/\)'110-1 d 20-0- All sOf2ho/llores in six hiqh schools 3 v v - Sixth graders in Marion County, 13a 11 & Lilly 1002 

~ennsYlvania I 

0 X X 
3Tiicl.more ~397- Males aged 14-17 3 X X 
3rul1r:lardt 4338 All sophomores in 17 high schools 0 X 

-
X 

~-.-

Brungardt & 4338 All sophomores in 17 hi gh schools 0 X X Arnol d 
-Buffiilo& 170 Incarcerated males 13-18 3 X X 
_R°t?gers 
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* Sample Type--O=Total Population; Non-Probability Samples: l=Accidental, 2=Quotas, 3=Purposive; Probability Samples: 
4=Silllple Random, 5=Stratified Random, 6=Cluster. From Claire Senitz, Lawrence S. Wrightsman, and Stuart \.1. Cook, 
Research Methods in Social Relations, 3d ed. (New York: Holt, Rhinehart and Winston, 1976). 
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" r"· r APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF SELF-REPORT 

1 2 3 4 
Sample Population Studied Sample Method of Study 

Si7P 0 , T' ,nn* 
',J I 

-a Vl 
OJ OJ 

I I +-,V') 
~ S-.V') .ct: 
u+-' OJ 3: cn OJ 
OJV') +-'OJ .,... 4-

B~ 
t:.,-1-<> .g!~ 

~pps 346 All juniors in one high school 0 X 
{19711 

._ .... 
:=rickson 150 High school males in Utah 3 X 

H~~~~ ~'?£.- Hale tenth & eleventh graders 'in Utah 3 X 
336 High school males in Utah 3 X - --t-o;-;--' -

::t~i ckson & Elllpe.t 200 I-ill i te ma 1 es 3 X 
Faine Ana'lysls of Arnold, (?old & Reimer data 
yarrington 

-,-
Lower class males in London 411 3 X 

Fisher 60-rr-iaie recidivists & control .group 3 X 
Forsrund-& 

780 fTfg'h schoo 1 students in I nd i an 4 X Cranston Reservation area 
Gibson 94 j·lales age 15 1 X 
Sibson, j·lorri- 405 London males age 14-15 3 X son & I-lest 
Go 1 d-'(T9-tb } 522- 13-16 yearolds in Flint, Mich. in 1961 4 X X 
Go i d & Re i me r 661 

- . 
IIcltiona 1 san'Pl e of 13-16 yr. 01 ds (1972) 6 X X 

Gould -374" -7th,grade boys fro1l12 Seattle schools 3 X 
Hackler & 

,-

Lavitt 595 7th-9th graders from Seattle schools 0 X 

Hardt, PeterSJn, 914 7th-9th grade males in mid- 0 X & Hardt Atlantic city 

Hindelang 1971 a 245 Catholic high school males age 14-19 3 X 
/I 1971 b 763 II II II II I' II 3 -·-_·X 
II 1971 c 337 /I II II II II II 3 -'-!Ii';-j( 
II 1972 245 - II If' II II II II '''''~I·f.t.X ·3 : ~ , 

II l-~r?b- 2340 Rura17urban males & females 
-J. 

X 3 
Hindelang & 245 Catholic high school males age 14-19 3 X Heiss 

Hirschi 5545 Junior & Senior high sr.hool students 4 X in 11 Ri chmQnd, Cali f. public .schools 
Insti tute fot~ 

Juv. ReseErch 3110 Youth in Illinois aqed 14-18 6 X X 

* Ibid. 
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r APPEf!DI;; p,: s:jr"W.RY OF SELF-REPORT 

1 3 4 5 
Sample Population Studied Sample 

.. ~ Size Tvoe* MethQQ Qf S:tud~_ Issues 
i "'0 V') .~ I I OJ OJ "'0 I V') ~ 

~ ~V') +-'V') 0 00:::l OJ 
u+-' OJ 3: .s::c .s:: OJ .,.... C +-' "'0 
OJV') -!JOJ CJ)OJ +-' u uorc c 

.s:: .,.... c·,.... .,.... 4- OJ rc ou+-' OJ 
u..- ....... > ~~ :E: cr: V') OJ V') ~ 

Jensen 1558 I·Jh ite ma 1 es grades 7-12 3 X 
,JensenTEve- 4000- -Public hiqh school students ~des 7":12 5 X X 
i!"~-l\' "-'73- 1(1'gh school seniors 3 X ._!....!.1 .•. ____ 

--~ 

7.ra teol'isk i & 
Kra teO\-/:, k i 248 ~}~-]2 graders in 3 public schools 3 X X 

}~ ro lill-~~ -R arJe----1--';---
321 College students 4 X X X 

.---~- .... --""--- -'---' -~ ... -~ ::'I/ska ~ ~I,oszynski GO Polish youth ages 12-13 3 X X X 
:fann

j 
"'lrieikian -'--' 536 _li. l'teLl!:!au 

Lm-Ier class; 
J5=Jll 

inner city ma 1 es ages 
2 X 

:tye 780 9-12 qradel's in 3 sma 11 citi es 6 X X 
;;ye &-Slwrt- 3266 High school students 3 X X 
IlYOi -Sho-rl-&--

son 2340 High school students 3 X X 

OTofsson 5Tg ~9 grade ma 1 es in Stockholm, Sit/eden 3 X 
P add()cl~---- fd37- 7-12 graders in 7 counties in Indiana 6 X X 
iJ TTTiJvl n, lJadum -
. & Ha rdyck 693 Hiqh school males 3 X .--- Coflege students 337 1 X 
Po rte l'fi e"l d 

&. C1 i fton 337 Coll eqe students 1 X 
Quider 1338 Hiqh school males 6 X 
Rei ss-&R"hod-es- --- '-r;-;-,--'- 5 X X 8479 \·/hite males aged 12-16 
Sevel'ey 296 fAnq 10 and Mexi can Amer. hi qh schbOl 3 X 
Short & flye 841 Hi9_h school students in 3 cities 4 X X 
~lri thE. Ca row; ghf 

--:::-.--
3 X X 337 Incarcerated rna 1es 

"ri bb 1 e 57--- Youth under 18 6 X X 
Vaz 1693 \·Ihi te rn; dd1 eel ass ma 1 es grades 9-12 3 X X 
'Joss 620 ~~~enth graders 'in Honolulu 4 X X 
\·!a'ido & Chiricos 3<2-1-- College students 5 X X X X X X 
Weis 555 Eiqhth &llth graders, middle class 3 X X 
-'-~---;-;--r-' .-h---' 

6 X X X X X X ~·:ill i ams 2! LD1 d 8tl7 I'lat; ana 1 sample of 13-16 .YI~ 01 ds (1967) 
\Hiisrol"l ~-586 

!---
3 t1ale & female adolescents 

i'li se 1079 . T61th & 11 th g)'adersin 1 suburban HS 0 X X 
f'!ordiil:Ski, F'e1d-

. (. d) man & Podi 376 1'1a 1 e ell il dren ag_es 8-16 2 bserv 

* Ibid. 
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