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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research is to examine multiple variables as they relate to delinquent 

behavior. The dependent variable, self-reported delinquency, includes violent Index 

crimes (for example, robbery, aggravated assault), serious property offenses (for 

example, burglary, motor vehicle theft), weapons offenses (for example, carrying a 

handgun, shooting a gun at someone), drug dealing offenses (for example, selling 

marijuana, cocaine), and drug use. The sample (N = 127) is composed of male and 

female youths between the ages of 12 and 18 years who were detained in two different 

juvenile detention centers at the time of the study. As many previous self-report studies 

have tended to draw samples of youth not containing a significant proportion of serious, 

violent, and chronic offenders (for example, school-based and home-based samples), it 

has become increasingly important to study samples of juveniles that do contain a 

significant proportion of such offenders. Moreover, the research literature strongly 

suggests that a relatively small percentage of youthful offenders in a given community 

are responsible for a disproportionate share of serious delinquent acts (the so-called 

"chronic few"). 



The data were gathered via self-administered questionnaire. Path analysis is used 

to test an integrated model of delinquent behavior that is based on a conceptual 

framework referred to as the Actor, Situation, Context or ASC paradigm. From this 

systems framework, a theoretical model is developed that combines propositions and 

variables from social stroctural theories (in effect, social disorganization and strain) with 

propositions and variables from social process theories (social bond and social learning). 

The data generally support the basic hypotheses and the integrated model, explaining as 

much as 44 percent of the variance in self-reported delinquency. Implications of the 

multi-systemic model and the empirical findings are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Statement of the Problem and Overview of the Study 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

There is a perception in the U.S. that we are in the midst of a crime wave, perhaps the 

greatest ever in our history (Appelbaum and Chambliss, 1997: 179). Public opinion polls 

show that the percentage of Americans who believe that crime is the most serious 

problem facing our nation has increased recently. For example, in 1984 only 4 percent of 

Americans polled by the Gallup Organization reported that crime was the most serious 

problem facing the country. By 1994, however, 52 percent of those polled reported that 

crime was our most serious problem (Maguire and Pastore, 1995: 140). Furthermore, 

many citizens believe that crime is increasing in their area. A 1984 Harris Poll found that 

one-third (33%) of a national sample thought that crime had been increasing in their 

communities in the past year. In 1993, more than half (54%) of the respondents reported 

that crime was increasing (Maguire and Pastore, 1995: 166). Politicians have clearly 

picked up on these concerns, and during political campaigns they compete to see who can 

be toughest on crime (Kappeler et al., 1996). Clearly, Americans believe that crime is 

not only a serious but also a growing problem. 

Such perceptions of crime are not completely accurate. Much of the confusion 

has to do with how criminal behavior is measured and reported. While overall crime in 

the U.S. is actually down--by "overall" I am referring to criminal behavior committed by 

people of all ages--youth crime or serious juvenile delinquency has been on the rise since 

the mid-1980s (it appears now that this trend may be leveling oft). 



Many citizens would be surprised to learn that crime has actually been decreasing 

since the 1970s. Victimization studies, such as the National Crime Victimization Survey 

(NCVS}, indicate that there is less crime today than there was in the early 1970s. Indeed, 

in the past two decades there has been a 25 percent decrease in overall crime, as 

measured by the NCVS (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1993). A major reason for the 

misperception that crime, particularly violent crime, is on the rise has to do with what are 

called official statistics, such as police arrests as reported in the FBI' s Uniform Crime 

Reports (UCR). Whereas the NCVS asks a large, representative sample of Americans if 

they have been victims of crime, the UCR provides a summary of crimes reported to the 

police. While the NCVS indicates that both property and violent crime in the US. have 

been declining, the UCR shows an increase since the early 1970s. When news agencies 

report that crime is increasing, they are typically referring to UCR data (Chermak, 1995). 

Figures 1.1 and 1.2 provide a comparison of NCVS and UCR violent crime trends 

between 1973 and 1992. I use this span of time because 1973 marks the first year of the 

NCVS'.> and in 1993 the NCVS changed the way some crimes are classified. Figure 1.1 

shows that violent crimes (murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) known to the 

police have increased during this period. 

800 ~~~~~~~:-:-:-:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~n:Y"'.1f""'1 

600 

400 200 _..,_ ___________________________________ ....._ _________ ........ __ .,._. ___ .....,.. ______ ---.! 

0-+-------------------------------....---------.. 
1973 1978 1983 1988 1992 

Figure 1.1 
Violent Crimes Known to Police per 100,000 Inhabitants 

Source: Maguire & Pastore, 1995:Table 3.94 
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Figure 1.2, on the other hand, shows that the rate of violent crime victimization 

actually started to decline in the late 70s. (The NCVS measures rape, robbery, and 

aggravated assault, but not murder as victims obviously cannot be interviewed.) 

36 ....-,---,,,--,-~~-----~-------,--...,...,.,..,.,,.._,__,..~~~~~~,,..,_,,-,~_,......,~~~-.-,-.-

:~---::::;;:;:=::::::;:::==w:~t:_-~--------t..-.-,t--:7-----.-.-r~-::"':-'1 
30 4--___ ___,,..:_;_.....;.... _______ .:....:...~~---___.;......:::==::::::::::a.,;.~~~~::::..~;:::::::::::::~:i.., 
28 -+-----------------------------------------------------------.....----1.___..... ___ ___, 
26 ....----~---....._.----------~---------~------------------------..---~ ......... -------1 

1973 1978 1983 1988 1992 

Figure 1.2 
Violent Victimizations per 1,000 Persons age 12 and Older 

Source: Maguire & Pastore, 1994:Table 3.2 

This rate continued to decrease through most of the 1980s, and though it began to 

increase again in the early 90s, there is still less violent victimization today than twenty 

years ago (Appelbaum and Chambliss, 1997: 180). Clearly, the UCR and the NCVS 

provide different images of violent crime in the U.S. The "crime wave'' that we are 

supposedly experiencing is not supported by victimization data, which are generally 

considered to be more valid and reliable than police statistics (Kappeler et al., 1996:39). 

Interestingly, while UCR data indicated a steady increase in crime between 1973 and 

1992, more recent UCR data now show a decline in serious crime. Between 1990 and 

1994, for example, Index crimes--murder, rape, aggravated assault, robbery, arson, motor 

vehicle theft, burglary, and larceny-theft--decreased by 7. 7 percent (FBI, 1995:7). 

Furthermore, this downward trend in arrest statistics has continued into 1995 and 1996 
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(Reid, 1997:54). Thus, contrary to media reports and popular opinion, crime is not 

spiraling out of control and we are not in the midst of an unprecedented crime wave 

(Kappeler et al., 1996; Appelbaum and Chambliss, 1997: 179). 

However, violent crime committed by juveniles has increased in recent years 

(Bartollas, 1997:33; Howell et al., l 995(b ):2; Reid, 1997:54; Siegel and Senna, 1997:38; 

Snyder and Sickmund, 1995:56). For example, as Siegel and Senna (1997:38) report: 

Juvenile crime continued to accelerate despite a decline in the overall crime rate 
between 1990 and 1994. While adult arrests declined by 2.4 percent,juvenile 
arrests increased 21 percent. If arrests reflect and represent actual participation in 
criminal activity, then it is evident that juveniles are increasingly contributing to 
the nation's crime problem. 

These same authors go on to say (pp.38-39): 

Most disturbing are increases in the most serious offense, murder. [B]eginning in 
1985, the number of homicides committed by young people (and their use of 
handguns to commit them) began to grow at a rapid pace. Juveniles today are 
better armed and more deadly than ever before. 

Table L 1, as shown on the next page, shows the number of violent Index crimes 

disposed of in American juvenile courts in 1992. It also shows the percentage change in 

the number of such cases between 1988 and 1992. During this four-year period, the 

number of violent juvenile crime cases increased by 68 percent, while the number of 

juvenile property crime cases increased by only 20 percent. 
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Table 1.1 
Violent Index Delinquency Cases, 1992 

Offense Number of Cases 
Criminal Homicide 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

Violent Crime Index* 
Property Crime Index** 

2,500 
5,400 
32,900 
77,900 

118,600 
599,400 

% Change 1988 - 1992 
55 
27 
52 
80 

68 
20 

*Violent Crime Index includes criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. 
**Property Crime Index includes burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. 

Source: Adapted from Jeffrey A. Butts, 1995:5 

Other measures of violent crime, such as arrest statistics and victimization 

surveys, similarly show that youth violence began to sharply increase in the mid-1980s 

and continued to climb into the 90s (Howell et al., 1995(b); Snyder and Sickmund, 1995). 

This is the same period in our recent history that witnessed first the appearance and then 

the proliferation of the crack cocaine trade (Reinarman and Levine, 1989; Inciardi et al., 

1993; Blumstein, 1995). (Note: words that appear in bold are listed and defined at the end 

of this dissertation in the glossary.) Of concern to a growing number of delinquency 

researchers and juvenile justice practitioners is the hypothesized connection between 

crack, handguns, and youth violence. Some researchers (for example, Blumstein,1995; 

Blumstein and Heinz, 1995; Howell, 1995(b ); Inciardi et al., 1993) believe that the recent 

increase in youth violence, particularly homicide, is strongly linked to the crack trade. 

Crack offers fast, easy money for young street-level dealers. Juveniles in the crack trade, 

or dope game as some youths call it, often carry handguns for protection, as they may be 

responsible for large amounts of cash and drugs. The presence of handguns can easily 
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lead to lethal violence as juveniles impulsively use guns to settle disputes. In 

communities with an active crack trade, even some non-dealing youths will carry 

handguns to protect themselves, as well as to increase their status among peers 

(Blumstein and Heinz, 1995). My experiences and conversations with serious, violent, 

and chronic juvenile offenders, many of whom have been involved in the dope game, 

tend to support this view (Wolfe, 1996; see, also, Appendix B). 

In addition to an increase in serious juvenile delinquency, as reflected in official 

statistics such as police arrest and juvenile court statistics, there are other indications that 

juveniles are engaging in significant and increasing acts of serious and violent crime. 

Victimization data (Snyder and Sickmund, 1995) reveal two important and recent trends: 

(1) increasing numbers of juveniles are victims of violent criminal acts; and (2) most 

juvenile victims have been victimized by other juveniles or members of their own family. 

Snyder and Sickmund (1995:20) report that, "Any juvenile between ages of 12 and 17 is 

more likely to be the victim of violent crime than are persons past their mid-twenties." In 

our society, violence is a problem that disproportionately affects and is disproportionately 

carried-out by the young. 

The central problem, then, addressed in this study is summed-up in the following 

statement: Serious, violent, and chronic juvenile delinquency represents a significant 

and growing social problem in our society; there/ ore, it is important to study juveniles 

who engage in such behavior. The basic research questions that are addressed in this 

study are: ( 1) What are the prevalence and incidence of serious offending in a sample of 

incarcerated juveniles? More generally, are juvenile detention facilities places likely to 
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contain serious, violent, and chronic offenders? (2) What variables are most significantly 

associated with various types (for example, violent, property, drug dealing, drug use) of 

serious juvenile offending? (3) How do social structures (neighborhood characteristics, 

legitimate opportunity structure as perceived by a young person, for example) affect 

social processes (for example, parental control and monitoring, social bonding, peer 

associations) to influence such delinquent behavior? and (4) How well does the integrated 

model put forward in this study explain various forms of self-reported delinquency (for 

example, violent offending, property offending, drug dealing, and drug use)? 

1.2 Overview of the Study 

In this section, I define key terms and provide an overview of the study. I use the terms 

juvenile, youth, and youngster interchangeably in this study~ all refer to persons under the 

age of 18 years. Delinquency or delinquent behavior in this study refers to the illegal acts 

of juveniles. Delinquent behavior can range from acts that are illegal for anyone, 

regardless of age (for example, car theft, rape), to acts that are illegal only for those 

persons who occupy the status of juvenile (hence the term "status offender" for a youth 

running away from home, or being truant from school). As the title of this project 

indicates, I am particularly concerned with three types of juvenile off ending-serious 

(for example, felony offenses), violent (such as shooting a gun at someone), and chronic 

or persistent (in the present study, one is "chronic" when reporting committing a serious 

offense six or more times in the past year). These terms represent three general and 
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overlapping categories, which I briefly define below. The question remains, though, why 

study these types of offenders? 

One of the most important reasons to study so-called serious, violent, and chronic 

juvenile offenders is because they are committing, by definition, serious street crimes; the 

kinds of crime that most concern Americans (Adler et al., 1995:36). In addition to the 

concern over serious street crime, interest has been growing in what is believed to be the 

chronic few, a term that refers to the finding that a relatively small percentage of 

juveniles are responsible for most of the serious and violent crimes committed in a 

community. (The matter of the chronic few will be discussed in great detail in the next 

chapter.) Where to locate serious, violent, and chronic offenders becomes an important 

issue once the decision is made to study such juveniles. It turns out that studies of the 

general youth population (for example, school-based and home-based studies) tend not to 

find many juveniles who engage in felonious and chronic criminal behavior (Cemkovich 

et al., 1985; Inciardi et al., 1993). However, studies of juveniles in detention centers and 

correctional facilities do tend to locate serious and chronic offenders (see, for example, 

Edwards, 1992; Wolfe, 1994). 

There are several reasons that justify a study of incarcerated juveniles: (I) as 

mentioned above, studies of the general youth population typically fail to uncover many 

violent and chronic juvenile offenders (Cemkovich et al., 1985; Henggeler, 1989; Inciardi 

et al., 1993); (2) most of the self-report delinquency research that has been conducted in 

the past quarter century has focused on relatively minor forms or so-called garden variety 

delinquency (Inciardi et al., 1993); (3) also, as discussed above, violent delinquency has 
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increased over the past 12 to 15 years; and (4) thus, there is a need to locate samples of 

juveniles that contain sufficient numbers of serious, violent, and chronic offenders for the 

purpose of empirical analysis. This dissertation is designed to test a theoretical model of 

serious, violent, and chronic juvenile delinquency on a sample that is likely to contain 

such off enders. 

Having justified the research problem and the choice of sample, it is appropriate 

to finish defining key terms and theoretical constructs. Serious offenses include Index or 

Part I crimes as compiled and reported by the FBI. While the FBI measures eight Index 

offenses--murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, motor vehicle theft, larceny-theft, 

burglary, and arson--only five are measured and analyzed in this study: (1) motor 

vehicle theft; (2) larceny-theft; (3) aggravated assault; (4) robbery; and (5) burglary. 

Murder is not measured as I have found that juveniles are particularly sensitive about this 

offense, even if the survey is anonymous, perhaps because the potential penalty is so 

high. Arson is not included as this is the only Index offense that is committed more often 

by juveniles than by adults (Adler, 1995:279}, and there is already a good deal known 

about juvenile arsonists (for example, see Wooden and Berkey, 1984; Gaynor and 

Hatcher, 1987; Jackson et al., 1987). Rather than measuring ''forcible rape" (an offense 

that in most jurisdictions can only be perpetrated by a male on a female), sexual assault is 

measured by asking the juveniles how many times in the past 12 months they "had or ( or 

tried to have) sexual relations with someone against their will?" Conceptualizing and 

measuring sexual violence in this way, it is believed, will lead to higher and more reliable 

responses, and it will allow for gender comparison. These serious offenses, the reader 
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will notice, contain both property (for example, motor vehicle theft, burglary) and 

violent (for example, robbery, aggravated assault) acts. Data are also gather and analyzed 

on the carrying and use of guns, as these represent a serious and growing problem among 

juveniles (Greenfeld and Zawitz, 1995). 

In addition to property and violent offenses, a third category of serious offenses is 

measured-drug dealing. Specifically, youths are asked about their involvement in 

selling marijuana, cocaine, and LSD. Cocaine dealing will be analyzed thoroughly as 

there is growing evidence that it is an important element in the rise of youth violence 

(Inciardi et al., 1993; Blumstein, 1995 ~ Blumstein and Heinz, 1995). The fourth and final 

type of juvenile delinquency that is measured involves substance use, to include alcohol, 

tobacco, marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens, heroin, amphetamines, and barbiturates. 

In addition to analyzing each of these various types of delinquent behavior 

(violent, property, drug dealing, and drug use), I am also able to analyze overall 

delinquent behavior by combining the violent, property, and drug dealing sub-scales into 

a total delinquency index. Indeed, overall serious self-reported delinquency will be the 

main dependent variable that is analyzed in this study. 

Chronic off enders are identified in this study by asking respondents how often 

they committed 15 different delinquent acts within the past 12 months. The response 

categories are such (for example, never, once, 2-5 times, 6-12 times, 13-20 times, and 

21+ times) that non-offenders (never) can be distinguished from occasional (once, 2-5 

times), as well as more persistent or habitual offenders. 
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Regarding methodology, the quantitative data that are used to test the integrated 

model that is put forward in this study were collected via an anonymous self-report 

survey of 127 incarcerated juveniles from two detention center, one in an urban area and 

the other from a more rural location. Path analysis is used to test the theoretical model. 

In addition to the self-report data and multivariate analyses, anecdotal evidence is also 

provided (see Appendix B). That is, I have spent a considerable amount of time 

informally talking with juveniles within the confines of the urban detention center where 

I was a part-time counselor for seven years. In addition, I also spent time on the streets of 

some of the inner-city neighborhoods where many of the detained juveniles and their 

families reside. The anecdotal material that I gathered was key in the conceptualization 

phase of the study ( for example, social disorganization became an obvious choice as a 

component of the theoretical model after I spent time in certain neighborhoods). 

Moreover, the anecdotal material adds some depth and context to the survey findings and 

statistical analyses. 

An integrated model that combines social structural and social process variables 

forms the theoretical basis of the study. Social structure refers to two social conditions. 

The first is social disorganization or neighborhood conditions, such as physical 

deterioration (for example, abandoned and run-down buildings, busted street lights) and 

the presence of deviance and crime ( drug dealing on street comers, winos and drug 

addicts hanging around on the streets as examples). Disorganized neighborhoods are 

thought to be breeding grounds for crime and delinquency as such neighborhoods weaken 

the informal social control of young people as well as provide deviant role models and 
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criminal opportunities (Sampson and Laub, 1994 ). The other social structural condition 

is anomie or strain. This is a condition created by a disjunction between culturally 

prescribed goals (such as financial success) and availability of legitimate means (for 

example, education, employment, and job advancement). Strain results when individuals 

subscribe to mainstream goals but perceive that they are blocked from achieving such 

goals through conventional means. Under such conditions, some individuals will find 

unconventional or deviant means of reaching their goals. 1 

Social process refers to social interaction, such as parental control and 

monitoring, social bonding, and delinquent peer associations. Parental control refers to 

the level of supervision and monitoring that a youngster receives from his/her parent(s), 

such as knowing where and with whom they are when not at home. Social bonding refers 

to the strength of attachment or connection between a juvenile and the social institutions 

of school, family, and religion. For example, youths are bonded to school when they care 

about getting good grades and are concerned about what their teachers think of them. 

Similarly, youths are bonded to their parents when they desire not to let them down. 

Delinquent peer associations simply refer to having friends who are involved in 

delinquent behavior. 

This focus on serious, violent, and chronic delinquency is conducted from a 

systems perspective. The key assumptions in this perspective are ( 1) delinquency has 

multiple and diverse causes, (2) social processes are proximate causes of delinquency, but 

1 I am obviously referring to a Mertonian conception of strain Strain theory has been reconceptualized in a 
number of different ways (for example, in Albert Cohen's "Middle-Class Measuring Rod" theory, Walter 
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(3) social structure affects these processes. In sociological parlance, an actor's behavior 

is influenced by both macro- and micro-level social systems. Consistent with a systems 

perspective and based on a conceptual framework or theory-building roadmap described 

as the ASC paradigm:, an integrated model is proposed that has delinquent peer 

associations as the proximate cause of delinquent behavior. This is a highly consistent 

research finding (Elliott and Menard, 1996). Delinquent peer associations, in turn, are 

related to (a) neighborhood disorganization, (b) a weak social bond, and (c) a low level of 

parental monitoring/control. In addition to the direct effect of delinquent peer 

associations, a weakened social bond is also hypothesized to be a direct causal factor in 

delinquent behavior. The social bond is hypothesized to be related to (a) parental 

controVmonitoring, (b) neighborhood disorganization, and ( c) perceived lack of 

legitimate opportunity or strain. In effect, it is argued that social structure (neighborhood 

disorganization and strain) is not directly related to delinquency; instead, social structure 

is indirectly linked to delinquency through its impact on such social processes as parental 

control and monitoring, social bonding, and peer associations. The greatest implication 

that follows from this perspective is that in order to significantly reduce delinquency, 

efforts must be targeted to a variety of social systems. Treatment and prevention 

measures must be comprehensive yet focused on the most important systems (for 

example, peers, family, school, and neighborhood). 

The plan of this dissertation is as follows: (1) Chapter 2 provides a review of the 

relevant theoretical and research literature; (2) Chapter 3 presents a "systems approach," 

Miller's "Lower-Class Focal Concerns" theory, and others during the 1950s and 60s). More recently, 
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the conceptual framework, and the integrated model and hypotheses to be tested; (3) 

Chapter 4 discusses the research design and methodology; ( 4) Chapter 5 presents and 

discusses the findings from the study; and ( 5) Chapter 6 summarizes the study and 

discusses the implications of the findings. 

Robert Agnew has offered his General Strain Theory as a different way to consider strain. 
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CHAPTER2 

Review of the Literature 

The body of research literature dealing with juvenile delinquency is impressive, if not 

overwhelming, both in its depth and also its breadth. In terms of depth, the shear volume 

of published material Goumal articles, research reports, books, dissertations, etc.) dealing 

with the criminal/deviant behavior of the young is staggering, and it continues to grow. 

Regarding breadth, delinquency researchers have examined a wide array of factors 

believed to be causally related to delinquent behavior, and they have brought to their 

work a variety of perspectives to include biological, psychological, sociological, and 

various combinations thereof (Shoemaker, 1996). Thus, any attempt to review this body 

of research literature must be carefully delineated if it is to be manageable and useful. 

In this chapter, I draw upon the vast wealth of scholarship and, in so doing, I 

review a large and diverse number of theories and empirical tests. For the most part, the 

theories that are reviewed fall into one of two major groups--structural theories and social 

process theories. In addition to these two broad areas, I also examine and discuss 

research that has revealed that a relatively small percentage of juveniles, perhaps 6 to 8 

percent, are responsible for a disproportionate share of serious (for example, felony 

offenses) and violent delinquent acts in a given community. Cohort and other 

longitudinal studies have been particularly important in revealing this fact; as such, they 

will be carefully reviewed. The final area to be reviewed is theory integration, the 

combining of two or more theories into a more complete explanatory model. While there 

are examples of theory integration in the crime/delinquency literature going back decades 
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(for example, Burgess and Akers, 1966; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960)2, it is an area that is 

becoming increasingly popular in the field of criminology (Messner et al., 1989). 

My primary goals for this review are ( 1) to demonstrate that a great deal is 

already known about factors significantly related to delinquent behavior, and (2) to set 

the stage for the presentation of the integrated model in the next chapter that combines 

the various theories and empirical findings reviewed in this chapter. While some of the 

most recent theoretical offerings and research findings in the field of delinquency 

research are reviewed, an historical perspective is also incorporated into the review. 

Such a perspective is consistent with a systems perspective (to be fully described in the 

next chapter). The review begins with an examination of some of the first "sociological" 

explanations of delinquent behavior. 

2.1 Social Structural Theories ofDelinquency 

So-called structural theories of criminality and delinquency were first advanced during 

the early decades of this century by American sociologists. 3 These explanations of 

delinquent behavior are referred to as stroctural theories as they locate the root cause of 

delinquent behavior in large scale social structures, conditions, and patterns, such as 

social class, neighborhood characteristics, opportunity structure, and cultural norms and 

2 In 1966, Burgess and Akers published an article that reconceptualized differential association theory in 
terms of operant psychology. Thus, this is an example of interdisciplinary theory integration. In 1960, 
Cloward and Ohlin published a book that presented a theory of delinquency that essentially combined 
Merton's anomie theory with Sutherland's differential association theory. 

3 Some authors (e.g., Shoemaker, 1996:75-76~ Vold and Bernard, 1986:131-132) point out that the first 
sociological and scientific research to be conducted on criminality can arguably be placed in 19th century 
Europe in the works of A.M. Guerry, Adolphe Quetelet and the "Cartographic School," so called for its use 
of maps to display crime statistics. However, this research was largely atheoretical. 
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values (Shoemaker, I 996; Siegel and Senna, 1997). It is important to note that these 

structural or macro-sociological explanations arose, in large part, as a reaction to 

individualistic explanations of delinquency/criminality that were popular during the late 

19th and early 20th centuries ( Gibbons, 1994: 19; Vold and Bernard, 1986: 165). Rather 

than viewing delinquent youths as somehow biologically or psychologically inferior to 

non-delinquents, social structural theories assume that delinquents are "normal" 

individuals adapting to criminogenic environmental factors (Shoemaker, 1996:76; Akers, 

1997: 116). In effect, then, delinquent behavior is caused by social forces, not biological 

or psychological causal factors. Two of the earliest and most enduring structural theories 

are reviewed in this section: social disorganization theory as 01iginally formulated by 

Shaw and McKay ( 1942, 1969) and strain or anomie theory as originally developed by 

Robert K. Merton (1938, 1957). Both of these theoretical explanations are still informing 

research and scholarship today, but usually in updated and modified versions. 

SOCIAL DISORGANIZA 110N One of the most significant theoretical 

developments in the sociological study of crime and delinquency occurred in the city of 

Chicago during the early decades of this century. It was there that Clifford Shaw and 

Henry McKay of the University of Chicago and the Institute for Juvenile Research 

developed and tested their theory of social disorganization (Shaw et al., 1929; Shaw and 

McKay, 1942, 1969). These men were able to demonstrate that delinquency rates vary 

according to the location (area) and characteristics (ecology) of neighborhoods, 

regardless of the racial and ethnic make-up of the residents. Thus, studies into 
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delinquency based on this approach are sometimes referred to as "area studies" or 

"ecological studies." In Shaw and McKay's own words (1969: 162): 

It appears to be established, then, that each racial, nativity, and nationality group 
in Chicago displays widely varying rates of delinquents; that rates for immigrant 
groups in particular show a wide historical fluctuation; that diverse racial, 
nativity, and national groups possess relatively similar rates of delinquents in 
similar social areas; and that each of these groups displays the effect of 
disproportionate concentration in its respective areas at a given time ... It seems 
necessary to conclude ... that the significantly higher rates of delinquents found 
among the children of Negroes, the foreign born, and more recent immigrants are 
closely related to existing differences in their respective patterns of geographical 
distribution within the city. 

This finding about geographically stable rates of delinquency regardless of the 

racial and ethnic make-up of the inhabitants led Shaw and McKay to question how these 

neighborhoods could influence delinquency rates over many years. Among the questions 

they asked was (1969:3-4), "To what extent do variations in rates of delinquency 

correspond to demonstrable differences in economic, social, and cultural characteristics 

of local communities in different types of cities?" In attempting to answer this and 

related questions, Shaw and McKay spent time in the high delinquency neighborhoods to 

learn more about the social factors that influence delinquency. It was through their 

ethnographic efforts that Shaw and McKay really developed their theory of social 

disorganization. In particular, through in-depth case studies of delinquent boys, Shaw 

and McKay found that delinquency is highest in those areas characterized by conflicting 

and competing value systems, the presence of deviant role models, and eventually the 

appearance and then maintenance of a criminal/delinquent tradition. Shaw and McKay 

write (1969: 170): 
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In general, the more subtle differences between types of communities in Chicago 
may be encompassed within the general proposition that in the areas of low rates 
of delinquents there is more or less uniformity, consistency, and universality of 
conventional values and attitudes with respect to child care, conformity to law, 
and related matters; whereas in the high-rate areas systems of competing and 
conflicting moral values have developed. 

After Shaw and McKay's pioneering efforts, other researchers further tested the 

empirical validity of social disorganization. In general, it has been fairly consistently 

found that delinquency rates tend to be highest near the center of American cities; further, 

delinquency rates steadily decline as one moves farther away from the urban center 

toward the suburbs (Shoemaker, 1996:80). This pattern has been demonstrated in such 

American cities as Boston, Philadelphia, Cleveland, and Richmond, Virginia (Shaw and 

McKay, 1969). However, this finding has not been replicated in other countries, such as 

Argentina (see DeFleur, 1967) and Nigeria (see Ebbe, 1989). 

What is much more problematic for social disorganization theory, however, is its 

failure to clearly specify the mechanisms that lead individuals from disorganized areas to 

engage in delinquent behavior. This issue is sometimes framed in the question, "Why are 

there so many nondelinquents in high delinquency areas?" This criticism of Shaw and 

McKay's theory has been made by several researchers and reviewers (e.g., Jonassen, 

1949; Kobrin, 1971; Bursik and Grasmick, 1993; Shoemaker, 1996). 

An additional problem with social disorganization theory is not completely 

attributable to Shaw and McKay. That is, some studies based on social disorganization 

theory have conceptualized and measured key concepts in ways not intended by the 

original theorists. Some researchers, for example, have operationalized social 

disorganization purely in terms of income, housing conditions, and population 
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heterogeneity when testing to see if and how these variables relate to 

criminality/delinquency (see, for example, Lander, 1954; Bordua, 1958; Chilton, 1964). 

As more recent researchers have argued, however, Shaw and McKay did not claim that 

such structural factors directly cause delinquency; instead, such ecological factors 

indirectly influence delinquency. The causal relationship is only complete, it is argued, 

when the mediating effects of social control are considered (Bursik, 1988; Bursik and 

Grasmick, 1993; Elliott et al., 1996). Whether this contention is true or not, it is clear 

that social disorganization theory is enjoying something of a comeback in the work of 

such theorists as Byrne and Sampson (1986), Bursik and Grasmick (1993) and Elliott et 

al. (1996). This renewed interest in social disorganization theory has resulted in a 

number of recent empirical studies and conceptual papers that include neighborhood 

characteristics as part of an explanatory model of delinquent/criminal behavior (see, for 

example, Byrne and Sampson, 1986; Thornberry, 1987; Bursik, 1988; Sampson and 

Groves, 1989; Bursik and Grasmick, 1993; Elliott et al., 1996). I think Shoemaker 

(1996:89) puts it quite well when he writes: 

In summary, the theory of social disorganization, as principally developed by 
Shaw and McKay, has merit in that it has pointed to social causes of delinquency 
that seem to be located in specific geographical areas. In this sense, the theory 
makes a contribution to an understanding of delinquency. On the other hand, the 
lack of specification of just why delinquent rates are concentrated in certain areas 
of a city reduces the merits of the theory. In effect, the theory would appear to be 
generally accurate, but incomplete. Social disorganization as an explanation of 
delinquency thus offers a good starting point, but leaves to other analyses
whether they are individualistic, cultural, institutional, or social-psychological
the task of more clearly specifying differences between delinquents and 
nondelinquents, whether or not they live in delinquent areas. 
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It is precisely in this way that social disorganization is used in the present study-

as a starting point. The logic and causal chain that I use is as follows: 

1. Socially disorganized neighborhoods are characterized by (a) physical 

deterioration (for example, abandoned buildings and houses, garbage on the 

street, and broken or busted street lights), and, more importantly, (b) the 

presence of criminal opportunities and deviant role models (for example, drug 

dealers, winos, and drug addicts on street corners, and high rates of burglaries, 

thefts, assaults, and robberies). 

2. In such neighborhoods, parental control of juveniles is seriously challenged 

and, in some instances, significantly weakened. In addition, disorganized 

neighborhoods provide a rich supply of delinquent/deviant peers. 

In sum, social disorganization at the neighborhood level serves as an important 

starting point in a comprehensive explanation of delinquency, but on its own it leaves too 

many questions unanswered. 

ANOMIE Another pioneering and still influential structural explanation of 

delinquency, anomie or strain theory, was originally developed by Robert K. Merton 

(1938, 1957). Borrowing from Durkheim's notion of anomie--a state of"normlessness" 

that results from rapid social change--Merton proposed that deviance, or norm violating 

behavior, is to be expected when there is a disjunction between cultural norms and 

structural opportunity. In American society, it is generally accepted that material or 

financial success is a dominant cultural norm or expectation. As Americans, we want to 
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have "nice things," as well as the admiration that goes along with being "successful." 

How people go about getting these things and achieving such success, however, varies. 

The cultural ideal or prescription is that material and economic success should 

result from legitimate effort, such as educational achievement, hard work, advancement 

and promotion, and prudent investment. However, for many persons in our society 

access to such legitimate means is effectively blocked because of social stratification, 

racism, and other forms of discrimination (Wilson, 1987). Anomie or strain, then, is a 

structurally- or socially-induced situation where desired ends (such as financial success) 

and legitimate means ( such as education and gainful employment) fail to come together 

for large numbers of people. From a macro point of view, culture and social structure do 

not mesh. 

The term anomia is sometimes used to refer to the personal or subjective 

experience resulting from the strain or frustration that is caused by the structural 

condition of anomie (Shoemaker, 1996:90). The individual experiencing anomia may 

cope with this situation through "innovation" or circumventing the prescribed means to 

achievement. For example, a youth who desires to have nice clothing, jewelry, and a car 

( all of which are goals that mainstream culture encourages and supports), but recognizes 

that he is not likely to finish school and move into a high-paying job (because he 

perceives that he is blocked from this), may resort to stealing or drug dealing to realize 

his goals. From this point of view, Mertonian strain theory loans itself to two different, 

but related, perspectives-a macro or structural approach and a micro or social 

psychological perspective. From a structural perspective, strain is an objective ''social 
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fact" based on the disjunction between social structure and culture. Ones position in the 

social stratification system largely determines one's opportunities to achieve the cultural 

prescription to be ''successful." From a social psychological point of view, strain is a 

subjective experience that leaves one feeling frustrated from being blocked from 

legitimate opportunity. 

Merton's anomie theory is intuitively appealing--crime and delinquency result 

from lack oflegitimate opportunity. However, empirical tests of Merton's theory have 

provide mixed results (Akers, 1997). One obvious implication of Mertonian strain theory 

is that crime and delinquency rates will be highest among those in the lower class as they 

are the folks most likely to be blocked from legitimate avenues of advancement. In fact, 

from Merton's theory there has arisen an entire class of delinquency theories that some 

authors refer to as "lower-class-based" theories of delinquency ( see, for example, 

Shoemaker, 1996). Examples of such theories include Cohen's (1955) middle-class 

measuring rod theory, Miller's (1958)/ocal concerns theory, and Cloward and Ohlin's 

(1960) differential opportunity structure theory. 

While some researchers have found that delinquency is highest among those in 

the lower class, others have found a weak or nonexistent relationship. Extensive reviews 

of the literature concerning a possible SES-delinquency connection by Charles Tittle and 

colleagues (Tittle et al., 1978; Tittle and Meier, 1990, 1991) suggest that the relationship 

is generally weak when it is found at all. Delbert Elliott and Suzanne Ageton (1980), on 

the other hand, argue that the relationship between social class and delinquency depends 

on the type of delinquency being measured and how it is measured ( of course, this applies 

23 



to the construct of social class as well). Elliott and Ageton found that social class is 

inversely related to serious delinquency (for example, Index offenses). In addition, they 

also found that previous self-report delinquency studies that did not find significant class 

differences tended to use problematic measures of delinquency, by ( 1) measuring less 

serious forms of delinquency (for example, status offenses, common property offenses), 

and (2) truncating response categories so that a youth who had committed an offense 

three or four times in his/her entire lifetime could not be distinguished from a youth who 

had committed the same offense 20, 50 or even many more times in the past year! More 

recent efforts (for example, Farnworth et al., 1994) have similarly found that class is 

inversely related to serious and persistent juvenile offending. 

In addition to the lack of a clear class-delinquency connection, there are other 

problems with Merton's theory. If large groups, even entire social classes, of people are 

blocked from legitimate means to achieve mainstream goals, why is there not more crime 

and delinquency in the lower classes? Moreover, why is there so much crime and 

delinquency among youth in the middle class? These are the very juveniles who 

presumably have access to legitimate means. Because of strain theory's inability to 

successfully answer such questions, some have called for its end as an explanation of 

delinquency (for example, Hirschi, 1969; Liska, 1971; Kornhauser, 1978). However, as 

is often the case in the social sciences, some contemporary scholars have found that strain 

theory is still capable of informing the current debate as to what causes delinquency. 

That is, strain certainly has weaknesses and flaws as originally proposed by Merton 

(Akers, 1997: 131 ), but it has found new life in the work of such authors as Agnew (1985, 
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1992; Agnew and White, 1992 ), Farnworth and Leiber (1989), and others (Messner, 

1988; Messner and Rosenfeld, 1994) . 

Robert Agnew (1985, 1992; Agnew and White, 1992) has recently formulated and 

presented a revision of anomie in the form of his General Strain Theory (GST). In effect, 

GST posits that delinquent behavior is likely to result from several types of strain or 

stress. He identifies three basic types of such strain: ( 1) failure to reach a valued goal, 

(2) the loss of something desirable, and (3) negative stimuli. When faced with one or 

more of these stressful conditions, juveniles may become angry and frustrated. Such 

frustration may lead to a weakening of the ties between youth and such conventional 

institutions as school and family. Strain may also lead directly to delinquent behavior in 

the form of acting-out behavior. Thus, it is the individual's response to a situation that is 

perceived as stressful that leads to delinquency according to this reformulation. So far, 

empirical tests of GST have generally provided support for Agnew's expanded 

conception of strain (see, for example, Agnew and White, 1992; also see reviews by 

Akers, 1997, and Shoemaker, 1996). 

Strain or anomie theory is used in this study very much in the way that social 

disorganization theory is used ( as discussed above), and that is as a starting point in a 

more comprehensive explanation of delinquent behavior. Referring once again to 

Shoemaker's comprehensive review of delinquency theories (social disorganization and 

anomie are the theories that he is specifically addressing in the passage below), I think he 

puts it well when he writes: 

A persistent problem of both explanations of delinquency, however, is the lack of 
explanation as to how social or societal conditions exert an influence over one's 
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behavior. In this sense, both theories are incomplete. While they provide a solid 
base from which to launch other theoretical explanations of delinquency:, they 
should not be interpreted as providing the ultimate sociological understanding of 
delinquency (1996:97). 

Based on this review of the literature, the logic and causal chain that is used in 

this study, with regard to strain theory, is as follows: 

1. A disjunction may exist between cultural goals, such as material/financial 

success, and opportunity structure in a society. In such cases, anomie ( a 

macro-level condition) is said to exist. More importantly, however, an 

individual's subjective interpretation of his/her personal situation vis-a-vis 

legitimate opportunity makes it more or less likely that this person will be 

bonded to conventional social institutions. 

2. The greater one's perception that he/she is blocked from legitimate 

opportunity, the more difficult it will be for conventional institutions, such as 

family, school, and church, to exert control over that person. 

From this perspective, structural strain probably affects delinquency rates, but 

more importantly, personal strain affects individual behavior through its effect on 

weakening parental control and the social bond. In the integrated model to be presented 

in the next chapter, strain is considered to be part of the structural context, but it is 

recognized that an individual, s perception and response to strain is the key to 

understanding its effect on delinquent behavior. 
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2.2 Social Process Theories of Delinquency 

While social structural theories, like social disorganization and anomie/ strain, advanced 

our understanding of delinquency--moving theories of delinquent behavior beyond the 

individualistic explanations that were dominate at the tum of the last century--they suffer 

from weaknesses or limitations of their own. As pointed out above, among the most 

grave of these weaknesses is their inability to explain why some individuals, but not 

others, become seriously involved in delinquency and criminality (Shoemaker, 

1996: 134). Put another way, structural theories are equipped to answer questions about 

differences in group rates of delinquency and crime, but they are not well-equipped to 

deal with the matter of individual motivation and personal behavior, the "why do they do 

if' question (see Gibbons, 1994:8). To address this weakness or shortcoming, students of 

delinquency developed social process or micro-level theories that moved beyond the 

macro level. In this section, two of the most influential process theories, differential 

association/social learning and social bond, are reviewed and discussed. 

DIFFEREN11AL ASSOC/A 110NISOCIAL LEARNING One of the first social 

process theories of delinquency and crime was Edwin Sutherland's differential 

association theory (Sutherland, 194 7). Sutherland was quite familiar with the work of 

Shaw, McKay, and others of what is now referred to as the Chicago school as he was 

himself trained at the University of Chicago. He was strongly influenced by symbolic 

interactionism (Vold and Bernard, 1986:209), which shows up in his theory of 

differential association when he speaks to people learning to commit crime through 

interaction with others in a process of communication. 
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The essence of differential association theory is that all behavior, whether it be 

conforming of deviant, is learned. Thus, when posed with the question, "Why do some 

individuals but not others commit delinquent acts?," the differential association theorist 

would reply that delinquents have simply learned how and why to commit delinquent 

acts. However, Sutherland (194 7) stated his ''learning" theory in a more formal manner, 

by way of nine propositions. The essence of his theory, though, is simply that delinquent 

behavior results when an individual, on balance, has been exposed to more definitions 

favorable to breaking the law than to definitions unfavorable to law breaking. Put 

differently, delinquent behavior occurs when an individual has been taught, through 

his/her exposure to definitions ( attitudes, beliefs, justifications, and the like), that 

delinquency is desirable, okay, a good thing to do. Likewise, the non-delinquent has 

been taught that delinquency is not acceptable and that it is to be avoided. Interestingly, 

Sutherland also discussed the importance of social structure when he referred to 

differential social organization, a concept not unlike Shaw and McKay's social 

disorganization (Akers, 1997:69). Sutherland recognized that social structure affects 

learning opportunities, but it is his focus on the individual's learning experiences and 

interactions, both social processes, that has become the hallmark of his theory (Akers, 

1985:40; Vold and Bernard, 1986:211) 

Differential association theory has been widely tested by delinquency/criminology 

researchers. One of the earliest tests was conducted by Short ( 1960) who studied a 

sample of incarcerated juveniles (126 males and 50 females). He found a strong 

relationship between delinquent peer associations and self-reported delinquent behavior. 

28 



Others have similarly found a strong relationship between delinquent peers and 

delinquent behavior. Indeed, it is now widely recognized by criminologists that the 

delinquent peers-delinquent behavior link is one of the most stable and well-established 

findings in the delinquency research literature (Akers et aL, 1979; Elliott et al., 1985; 

Matsueda and Heimer, 1987; Elliott and Menard, 1996). This finding would seem to 

provide support for differential association. 

However, differential association theory has been criticized on several grounds. 

For one, the finding that delinquent peers and delinquent behavior are strongly and 

positively related does not mean that an individual first forms delinquent peer 

associations and then begins to engage in delinquent behavior. It is just as plausible that 

the relationship works in the reverse order; that is, the individual first engages in 

delinquent acts, and then seeks out other delinquents. This is sometimes referred to as 

the ''birds of a feather" argument. Indeed, some theories, such as social control, specify 

that this is the real nature of the delinquent peers-delinquent behavior connection ( see:, for 

example, Hirschi's bond theory). 

To address this matter of what comes first, Elliott and Menard ( 1996) used 

National Youth Survey (NYS) data to examine the relationship between delinquent peers 

and delinquent behavior. The NYS data are well suited for this particular research 

question as they come from a prospective, longitudinal study of 1, 725 youths drawn via a 

probability sample ( see Elliott and Ageto0:, 1980; Elliott et al., 1985 for a more complete 

description of the NYS). Elliott and Menard found that their data fits much better with a 
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social learning, as opposed to a social control, perspective. In their concluding remarks 

they write (1996:63): 

A critical difference among competing theoretical approaches has been the 
explanation of the role of exposure to or association with delinquent peers relative 
to one's own delinquent behavior. Some authors have argued that the two, 
exposure and delinquent behavior, are just different measures of delinquency. 
Other authors, from a control theory perspective, have argued that the onset of 
delinquent behavior comes first Still others, from a learning theory perspective, 
have argued that the onset of exposure comes first. With respect to the onset of 
delinquency (particularly serious forms of delinquency) the preponderance of the 
evidence in this study is in favor of the sequence suggested by learning theory. 
( emphasis in the original) 

Some authors (for example, Thornberry, 1987) have argued that this debate is 

misguided in that the relationship between delinquent peers and delinquent behavior is 

actually reciprocal in nature. According to this argument, there is a feedback loop 

between peers and behavior, and the two reinforce one another. Thornberry's position is 

more in keeping with a "systems'' perspective that is taken up in the next chapter 

(Thornberry's work will also be reviewed in this chapter in the section 2.4 on theory 

integration). 

Another criticism of Sutherland's theory is that its key tenns and concepts are not 

clearly defined and are, therefore, difficult to measure. For example, when Sutherland 

( 194 7: 6-7) writes that, "The process of learning criminal behavior by association with 

criminal and anti-criminal patterns involves all of the mechanisms that are involved in 

any other learning," it is unclear what these "mechanisms" oflearning are. Further, when 

Sutherland (1947:6) writes, "A person becomes delinquent because of an excess of 

definitions favorable to violation oflaw over definitions unfavorable to violation oflaw," 

it is unclear what constitutes "an excess of definitions." Obviously, a theory must have 
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clearly defined concepts if it is to be testable, and the empirical validity of a theory can 

only be ascertained through testing. 

In response to the criticisms concerning the clarity and measurement of key terms 

and concepts, differential association theory underwent a major revision in the mid-

1960s. Burgess and Akers ( 1966) provided the most comprehensive revision of the 

theory when they restated Sutherland's nine propositions in operant psychology 

terminology. For example, instead of referring to vague notions of learning mechanisms, 

Burgess and Akers stated that ''Deviant behavior is learned according to the principles of 

operant conditioning" (Akers, 1985:41). Burgess and Akers referred to their version of 

differential association as differential association-reinforcement theory, but today it is 

generally referred to as social learning theory (see Akers, 1985, 1997). Thus, social 

learning theory as an explanation of delinquent and criminal behavior, has its roots in two 

disciplines: (1) the sociological work of Sutherland (1947), and (2) the psychological 

work of such behaviorists as B.F. Skinner (1953) and Albert Bandura (1969, 1977). 

Since this revision of differential association, social learning has undergone 

further refinement and testing, mostly under the direction of Akers and his associates 

(Akers et al., 1979; Akers, 1985; Akers, 1997). Empirical tests of social learning theory 

have generally provided the theory with moderate to strong support (Akers, 1997:206). 

For example, in a series of studies based on a self-report survey of 7th through 12th 

graders in the mid-west (N = 3,000), Akers and colleagues found that the social learning 

variables of differential association, reinforcement, imitation, and definitions consistently 

received strong empirical support (Akers et al., 1979; Krohn et al., 1982; Krohn et al., 
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l 984~ Lanza-Kaduce et al., 1984; Akers and Cochran, 1985). Furthermore, when social 

learning variables, particularly delinquent peer associations, are pitted against variables 

from competing theories (such as social control theory, strain, and social 

disorganizationt the learning theory variables typically explain more of the variance in 

delinquent behavior than do the other variables ( see, for example, Akers and Cochran, 

1985; White et al., 1986; Matsueda and Heimer, 1987; Kandel and Davies, 1991; McGee, 

1992; Benda, 1994). So successful has been the testing of social learning theory, that 

some reviewers claim that it has received the most consistent and substantial empirical 

support of any delinquency/deviance theory to date (Akers, 1997:206). 

Another indication of social learning theory's significance in the field of 

delinquency research is that it is often incorporated into integrated theoretical models 

(Shoemaker, 1996: 146). Some examples of integrated models that incorporate social 

learning/differential association include Elliott et al. (1985), Thornberry (1987, 1996), 

and Edwards (1992). Often times, integrated models combine social learning with social 

control or bond theory, the next theory and research tradition to be reviewed. Before 

taking up social bond theory, however, the way that social learning theory will be used in 

this dissertation is summarized in the following statement: Delinquent peer associations, 

as indicated by a substantial body of evidence, is a potent and proximate causal influence 

on delinquent behavior. 

SOCIAL CONTROL Social control, or bond theory as it is sometimes called, 

represents another explanation of delinquent behavior. The central assumption of control 

theory is that delinquent behavior is the natural result of weak, ineffective controls. The 
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question for the control theorist, then, is not "Why did he/she commit a delinquent act?," 

but "U'hy did he/she NOT commit a delinquent act?" Deviance is assumed; conformity is 

what needs to be explained. What distinguishes one version of control theory from 

another is the location of the controlling force or factor. There are two basic types of 

control theory: personal control and social control. Examples of each type will be 

reviewed and discussed. 

Personal control theories assume that delinquency is the result of weak controls 

that are internal to the individual (Shoemaker, 1996: 157). Walter Reckless' research 

represents personal control theory. Although Reckless ( 1961, 196 7) recognized that there 

are internal and external controls on behavior, he argued that delinquent behavior is 

largely the result of poor self-concept. That is, of all the various types of control, 

Reckless believed that personal control, in the form of self-concept, was the most 

important for inhibiting delinquency. Reckless tested his "containment" theory and was 

able to provides some empirical support for it (see Reckless et al., 1956~ Reckless et al., 

1957; Scarpitti et aL, 1960; Dinitz et al.=-1962). 

Although personal control theory, as in Reckless' containment theory model, has 

received some support through empirical analysis, it has also been criticized on several 

fronts. Perhaps the most severe criticism is one of relative importance (Shoemaker, 

1996: 162). That is, some studies have found that self-concept is not nearly as important 

in explaining delinquent behavior as are such variables as peer associations and family 

relations. This seems to be the case when data are gathered via self-report. For example, 

Voss (1969), Jensen (1973), and Rankin (1977) all argue that self-concept is not as potent 
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a predictor variable as differential associations, structural disadvantage, and family 

interactions. Thus, while self-concept is generally no longer held out as a critical variable 

in explaining delinquency, it is still recognized as something of a causal factor. Indeed, 

self-esteem ( which some, but not others, equate with self-concept) and delinquency has 

been researched in more recent times (see, for example, the work of Kaplan et al., 1986~ 

Rosenberg et al., 1989). 

While personal control theories look within the individual for an explanation of 

delinquent behavior, social control explanations assume that delinquency is the result of 

weak controls that are external to the individual (Shoemaker, 1996: 164). Put another 

way, personal control theories examine personality characteristics, while social control 

theories examine social relationships. Travis Hirschi' s work is representative of this 

second approach. Hirschi ( 1969) has put forward a theory of delinquency that has 

become one of the most influential in the field of criminology. His basic argument is that 

delinquency occurs when a youth"s connection to society, through basic social 

institutions as family and school, is weak. As Hirschi ( 1969: 16) puts it, ''Control theories 

assume that delinquent acts result when an individual's bond to society is weak or 

broken." 

Hirschi further argues that the social bond is composed of four elements or 

parts-attachment, belief, commitment, and involvement. Attachment refers to 

emotional connections between a youth and significant others, such as family members. 

One is attached to another when he/she is concerned with the other's opinion. For 

example, when a young female refrains from stealing because she would not want to 
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disappoint her mother, we would say that the attachment between daughter and mother is 

sufficiently strong to deter theft. Belief refers to one's acceptance of the conventional 

normative system. That is, when a young person decides not to cheat on a test because he 

believes that cheating is wrong, we would say that his belief is strong enough to control 

his impulse to cheat. Commitment refers to a rational calculus whereby an individual 

weighs the costs and benefits associated with a certain course of action. In terms of 

delinquency, when the calculation suggests to an individual that "it is not worth it" to risk 

losing her "stake in conformity," we would say that her commitment is high enough to 

prevent delinquency. Finally, involvement simply refers to an individual's participation 

in conventional activities. For example, when a young person takes part in a number of 

legitimate activities (such as, scouting, little league, piano lessons, and so on), we would 

say that their involvement is such that little time exists for delinquent activity. Hirschi 

argues that each of the components or elements of the social bond are positively related 

to one another, and no one element is more theoretically important than the others. 

Hirschi developed his theory with testability in mind. He tested his theory via 

self-report survey on a sample of more than 4,000 students in Richmond, California 

(Hirschi, 1969:36). In general terms, the data supported his theory. He found that the 

stronger a youth's bond to school and family, except with regard to the element of 

involvement, the lower the level of delinquency. However, he also found that his model 

was weak in several areas. The most significant weakness concerned peer associations. 

As Hirschi ( 1969:230) reports, "The control theory I have advocated does not escape 

unscathed. The first difficulty it encountered was the companionship factor, the 

35 



importance of which was underestimated in the initial statement of the theory and in the 

preparation of the data collection instrument." That is, contrary to his theory, attachment 

to delinquent peers was strongly associated with delinquent behavior. Thus, attachment 

to peers inhibits delinquency, but only when that attachment is to conforming peers. 

In a replication ofHirschi's study, Hindelang (1973) also found empirical support 

for social bond theory. However, he found that attachment to delinquent peers was 

significantly related to delinquency, a finding that supports differential association/social 

learning theory. Other studies testing social bond theory have generally found support 

for the theory. Krohn and Massey (1980) found that attachment, beliefs, and a combined 

commitment/involvement variable are all related to delinquent behavior, but more so with 

minor forms of delinquency than with serious forms. Similarly, McIntosh et al. ( 1981 ), 

Akers and Cochran ( 1985), and Agnew ( 1991) all found that social bond theory is 

moderately related to delinquency, particularly drug use. Gardner and Shoemaker (1989) 

found that social bond theory is a better predictor of delinquency for rural youths than for 

youths from an urban location. In reviewing the empirical support for social bond theory, 

Akers {1997:90) reports, "On the whole, social bonding theory has received some 

verification from empirical research. However, the magnitude of the relationships 

between social bonding and deviant behavior has ranged from moderate to low." As the 

final section in this chapter (section 2.4 on theory integration) will show, social bond 

theory is often incorporated into multi-theory models. 

Consistent with control theory assumptions, a large literature exists on the 

effects of parental practices on delinquent behavior. One of the most consistent findings 
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to emerge from this line of research is that ineffective parenting practices are associated 

with increased levels of delinquent behavior (Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986). 

One of the leading theorists and researchers in this area is Gerald Patterson (Patterson, 

1975, 1980, 1995, 1996; Patterson and Dishion, 1985; Patterson et al., 1992). In a series 

of studies, Patterson and colleagues have come to the conclusion that parents play a 

critical role in the etiology of delinquent behavior. Of particular importance is direct 

parental control and monitoring. That is, parents who closely monitor who their children 

are with and where their children are when not at home are reducing the likelihood that 

their children will engage in delinquent behavior. As Patterson (1980:88-89) puts it, 

''Parents who cannot or will not employ family management skills are the prime 

determining variables ... Parents of stealers do not track; they do not punish; and they do 

not care." 

There is an impressive and growing body of evidence that Patterson's contention 

is valid. Findings from several decades of research point to the importance of family 

relationships in the control of delinquency, especially parenting practices. Glueck and 

Glueck (1950), Nye (1958), Hirschi (1969), Patterson, 1980, Geismar and Wood (1986), 

Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber (1986), Sampson and Laub (1993, 1994), and many 

others have found that inconsistent discipline, harsh discipline/abuse, and lack of parental 

control and monitoring are all significantly related to delinquent behavior. It appears that 

parenting practices have both a direct effect on delinquent behavior and also an indirect 

effect through the mediating role of delinquent peer associations ( see, also, Dornbusch et 

al., 1985; Burton et al., 1995). A recent review by Utting et al. (1993) has reached 
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similar conclusions about the importance of parenting practices in the etiology of 

delinquency. Suffice it to say, parents play a key role in the prevention or formation of 

delinquent behavior. 

Based on this review of control theory and research findings regarding the effects 

of parental practices on delinquency, the following logic and causal chain is used to guide 

this dissertation: 

1. The stronger the social bond, the lower the level of involvement in 

delinquent behavior. That is, the social bond has a direct, inverse 

relationship with delinquency. 

2. The greater the level of parental control and monitoring, the stronger the 

social bond. Effective parenting practices, such as direct monitoring, tend 

to increase the connection between youth and social institutions, such as 

the family, school, and church. 

3. The greater the level of parental control and monitoring, the lower the 

level of delinquent peer associations. That is, direct parental control and 

monitoring reduce the likelihood that youths will form attachments to 

deviant peers. 

2.3 The Chronic Few: Serious, Violent, and Chronic Offenders 

Interest in the problem of serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders is currently at 

an all-time high according to some observers (Siegel and Senna, 1997:65; see also, 

Howell et al., 1995(a)). This seems reasonable considering the gravity of the juvenile 
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delinquency problem in the United States today. Murders committed and suffered by 

juveniles are at an historic high point (Block and Block, 1995). Neighborhoods, police 

departments, juvenile courts, and detention centers are not dealing so much with '"'garden 

variety" delinquency today (for example, truancy, vandalism, relatively minor property 

offenses) as they are with serious and violent criminal behavior (in effect, Index crimes) 

(Howell et al., 1995(b)). 

This interest, however, is by no means new as there is social science research 

dating back at least six decades that has focused on serious and persistent juvenile 

offending. For example, Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck (1930, 1934, 1950) focused their 

research attention on the careers of juvenile delinquents ( see also Glueck and Glueck, 

1964 and 1974 for overviews of their research efforts). In their studies, they uncovered 

the fact that many juvenile offenders are habitual or chronic in their offending patterns. 

In addition, this pioneering research team gathered extensive data from a variety of 

sources, to include self-reports from the youths, information from parents, from school 

and court records, as well as from social service agencies. Furthermore, they believed 

that it was important to consider biological, psychological, and sociological variables to 

understand and explain delinquent behavior. Interestingly, while a strong case can be 

made that the Gluecks were quite ahead of their time, they did not receive support and 

wide acceptance within the criminological community at the time they were conducting 

their work. In fact, it is still the case that the "Glueck perspective" ( see Sampson and 

Laub, 1993, especially chapter 2) is generally ignored or criticized by contemporary 

criminologists. 
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Although the Gluecks used a biopsychosocial perspective to study serious, 

violent, and chronic juvenile offenders, research efforts during the 1930s to 1950s were 

largely focused on social structural determinants of delinquency and how such structural 

factors led to differences in group rates. As demonstrated in section 2. L, structural 

theories such as strain and social disorganization that were advanced during this period 

were critical for moving criminology away from psychologically- and biologically

reductionistic explanations of crime. During this time, data for theory testing came 

largely from official sources, such as juvenile court records. Thus, serious, violent, and 

chronic offenders were included in many studies, but research findings could not be 

generalized to the youth population at large. 

The 1950s and 60s saw a shift in theory and research toward social processes or 

situational determinants of criminality/delinquency, such as social control mechanisms. 

This line of research essentially addressed the question, ''Why do some individuals but 

not others engage in delinquent behavior?" (Gibbons, 1994:Chapter 2; see also Vold and 

Bernard, 1986). During this period, self-report survey methodology became increasingly 

popular. One result of this shift in methodology was that research findings could be 

generalized to the general population of youths. However, another result was that fewer 

serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders were included in delinquency studies of 

this sort (Inciardi et al., 1993). A great deal was learned about general patterns of 

delinquency, but less was known about the most hard-core juvenile offenders. 

Interest in serious and chronic juvenile offenders began to resurface when cohort 

studies were conducted in the 1970s (Bartollas, 1997:37; see also Wolfgang et al., 1972). 
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Cohort studies follow the same group of people over time. That is, a group or cohort of 

interest is identified, and then followed over time so as to document changes, effects, and 

outcomes of interest. The most well known cohort studies of crime and delinquency have 

been conducted in Philadelphia by Marvin Wolfgang and his colleagues (Wofgang et al., 

1972; Tracy et al., 1990). These researchers have studied two birth cohorts to date 

(Cohort I members, all male, were born in 1945; Cohort II members, male and female, 

were born in 1958). By following members of these cohorts over time, Wolfgang and 

associates found that a relatively small percentage of youths in each cohort were 

responsible for most of the violent Index offenses. For example, chronic juvenile 

offenders ( defined as youths who had committed five or more offenses according to 

police records) in Cohort I were responsible for 71 percent of the homicides, 73 percent 

of the rapes, 82 percent of the robberies, and 69 percent of the aggravated assaults. 

Cohort II members were found to be even more violent than Cohort I members. 

Interestingly, both cohorts contained about the same percentage of chronic offenders-6 

percent in Cohort I and 7. 5 percent in Cohort II. 

Other cohort studies have supported the finding that a small percentage of 

juvenile offenders is responsible for most of the serious and violent youth crime/juvenile 

delinquency in a given community. Shannon ( 1982) recorded the number of police 

contacts among three cohorts of males and females in Racine, Wisconsin. His findings 

tend to support the findings of Wolfgang and associates in that a small percentage of 

juveniles committed a large share of the most serious offenses. Specifically, between 8 

percent and 14 percent of each cohort was responsible for about 75 percent of all felonies. 
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Farrington and West (1990) conducted a cohort study of nearly 400 boys from a working

class section of London. All subjects were born between 1951 and 1954. This study 

revealed that 6 percent of the cohort were chronic offenders (in effect, had six or more 

convictions). This is precisely the figure revealed by Wolfgang and associates in their 

first cohort study. Like the Philadelphia and Racine studies, the chronic offenders from 

London were responsible for most of the serious offenses committed by the cohort. 

Another cohort study (Hamparian et al., 1978), this time in Columbus, Ohio, followed 

males and females born between 1956 and 1960. Juveniles who were arrested for violent 

crimes represented 2 percent of the entire cohort. 

Cohort studies, such as those discussed above, have lead to a basic conclusion that 

is generally accepted by criminologists today--chronic offenders are responsible for a 

large share of serious offenses in a community (Tillman, 1990; Howell et al., 1995(b): 13; 

Bartollas, 1997:43). As Boland (1980:94) has put it, ''Crime rates are high not because 

large numbers of people commit one or two crimes in a lifetime but because a relatively 

small percentage of people are habitual off enders." A more recent appraisal of this line 

of research reached a similar conclusion. Howell et al. ( 1995: 13) report that, "These 

studies clearly document that a rather small subset of the offending juvenile population is 

responsible for the bulk of serious violent juvenile crime. Although this is not a recent 

revelation, the accumulation of the evidence is persuasive.'' This dissertation focuses on 

this small subset of juvenile offenders-the chronic few. 
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2.4 Theory Integration 

As this review of the literature has made clear, there are a wide variety of theories or 

explanations of delinquency. Some explain delinquent behavior by reference to social 

structural conditions, while others explain delinquent behavior by reference to social 

processes. Students of delinquency have realized that both structure and process are 

important factors in the etiology of delinquency. With this realization has come a move 

toward combining or integrating various theoretical positions into more complete and 

complex explanations. While theory integration is attractive to some, others argue that 

theory competition is a better strategy to advance our understanding of juvenile 

delinquency (see, for example, Hirschi, 1989). In this final section, I will review some 

recent efforts at theory integration. 

As mentioned in previous sections of this chapter, structural theories, such as 

social disorganization and strain, can serve as useful starting points in the development of 

integrated models of delinquency. Indeed, recent efforts at theory integration have often 

included social disorganization and/or strain variables. Social learning and social bond 

variables are also commonly found in integrated models. 

Perhaps the best know example of juvenile delinquency theory integration is 

Elliott's integrated model (Elliott et al., 1985). Elliott and his colleagues combined 

concepts and variables from strain, social control, and social learning theories. They 

hypothesized that strain (particularly in the family and in school) weakens the bond to 

conventional society. In turn, the weakened bond to conventional society leads youths to 

form bonds with delinquent peers, and these bonds to delinquent peers ultimately result in 
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self-reported delinquent behavior (to include minor, property, violent, and drug offenses). 

Using longitudinal data from the National Youth Survey, Elliott et al. (1985: 135) found 

strong support for their model. When general delinquency was the criterion measure, 

their integrated model explained more than 50 percent of the variance. With regard to 

serious delinquent acts (in effect, Index offenses), their model was able to explain more 

than one-third (36%) of the variance. 

Terence Thornberry and colleagues (Thornberry 1987, 1996; Thornberry et al., 

1991, 1994) have developed an integrated model of delinquency in their interactional 

theory of delinquency. This integration combines elements of structural features (for 

example, class, community characteristics) with social bond and social learning variables. 

Interactional theory posits that the bond to school and family is affected by such factors 

as social class, race, gender, and neighborhood conditions. 

Similar to Elliott's model, Thornberry hypothesizes that a weakening of the 

social bond to parents and school makes it more likely that a youth will form attachments 

with delinquent peers. In tum, it is in the context of delinquent peer associations that 

delinquent definitions are learned and reinforcement for delinquent behavior occurs. 

Most importantly, according to this theory, these processes are reciprocal in nature. For 

example, a weakened bond with parents can lead to delinquent peer associations, which 

can further weaken the bond with parents, and on and on. In addition, Thornberry argues 

that different aspects of the delinquent behavior formation process are more important at 

different times in a young person's life. Thus, in addition to reciprocal effects, 

Thornberry provides a model that is sensitive to developmental changes in a youth's life. 
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Testing of interactional theory has provided the model with moderate empirical support 

(see Shoemaker, 1996:262-263). One of the most significant contributions of 

interactional theory is that it points out the dynamic nature of human development and 

behavior. This point will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

Another integrated theory of delinquency was put forward by Edwards (1992). In 

his model, anomie, social control, differential association, labeling, and self-esteem 

variables are combined in an effort to explain self-reported delinquency among a group 

(N = 532) of incarcerated juveniles. In effect, Edwards argues that anomie and weakened 

social control lead to associations with delinquent peers. In tum, such associations lead 

directly to delinquent behavior, but they also can lead to labeling and then a lowering of 

self-esteem. However, in testing his model, he was only able to account for 29 percent of 

the variance in self-reported delinquency. Of all the variables that he examined, 

delinquent peer associations exerted the strongest effect on delinquent behavior. As with 

previous research, he also found that differential associations were inversely related to 

the social bond. 

As a final example of integrated models, Sampson and Laub (1993, 1994) have 

reanalyzed the Gluecks' data set from their Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency study 

( 1950). In so doing, Sampson and Laub have developed a theory of informal social 

control that combines social structure with social processes. Specifically, their model 

posits that low parental supervision and a weak parent-child bond mediate the effects of 

poverty on delinquent behavior. Their model also considers "child effects" --the 

possibility that antisocial predispositions in children, such as a difficult or disagreeable 
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temperament, have an effect on parent-child relations. In a test, they found that the 

Glueck' s data provide empirical support for their model. In discussing their findings, 

they report (Sampson and Laub, 1994:538): 

The data thus support the general theory of informal social control explicated at 
the outset. We believe that this theory has significance for future research by 
positing how it is that poverty and structural disadvantage influence delinquency 
in childhood and adolescence. A concern with only direct effects conceals 
mediating relations and may thus lead to misleading conclusions regarding the 
theoretical importance and policy relevance of more distal structural factors such 
as poverty. More generally, families do not exist in isolation ( or just "under the 
roof') but instead are systematically embedded in social-structural contexts
even taking into account parental predispositions toward deviance and impulsive 
temperament. 

Their conclusions are important, and they have informed the present study. That 

is, the integrated model to be presented in the next chapter heeds their advice to consider 

"distal structural factors." As this review has attempted to point out, there is a large body 

of evidence that suggests that social structure, social processes, and their connections all 

matter in terms of explaining delinquent behavior. Social structure appears to "set the 

stage'' for important processes that occur within family and peer group settings. 

Structural disadvantage weakens parental control, the social bond, and at the same time 

provides a rich source of deviant role models and opportunities. When all of these 

elements come together, delinquent behavior is often the result. 
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CHAPTER3 

Theoretical Orientation and Hypotheses 

The present study draws on a variety of theories or explanations of delinquent behavior as 

evidenced by the preceding chapter. To bring coherence or a sense of order to the vast 

theoretical territory that has been covered, I tum to a systems perspective. More 

specifically, the overarching theoretical orientation guiding the present undertaking is 

based, albeit loosely, on Urie Bronfenbrenner's (1977., 1979, 1986) ecological systems 

approach, as well as the writings of Scott Henggeler and his colleagues (Henggeler, 1982, 

1989; Henggeler and Bordui~ 1990) and others who adopt a systems or developmental 

contextualist approach to understanding youth and their development ( for example, 

Bartol and Bartol, 1989; Lerner, 1995). While this approach is most apparent in the 

family and child development literature, students of crime and delinquency are 

increasingly using a similar approach, often without invoking "systems'' terminology ( for 

example, interactional theory as developed by Terence Thornberry, 1987, 1996). In 

section 3.1, a systems approach is described and discussed in greater detail. This is 

followed by a presentation of the ASC paradigm (section 3.2) which is based on a systems 

perspective. Finally, the integrated model and the specific hypotheses that will be tested 

in this study are presented (section 3.3). 

3 .1 A Systems Approach to Delinquency 

One of the most prominent features of 20th century delinquency research and theorizing is 

that certain theories or explanations tend to be popular for a time only to be eventually 
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replaced by other explanations. Indeed, it is the nature of social science to move forward, 

modify theories as needed, and to discard explanations that can no longer be empirically 

supported. This should not result, however, in prematurely abandoning explanations 

simply because they are "old" or "dated.'' Theorists and researchers of the past may help 

us better understand delinquency today if we are willing to learn from them, as opposed 

to dismissing them as relics. As an example, some authors have called for the end of 

strain theory as an explanation of delinquency (for example, Hirschi, 1969; Kornhauser, 

1978). However, as demonstrated in the last chapter, strain theory still has something to 

offer the field of criminology, albeit in modified form. 

A major aspect of a "systems approach" is to consider history and its lessons. 

What has been the history of explanations of delinquent behavior over the past century? 

As I demonstrated in the previous chapter, the historical progression of explanations of 

delinquent behavior during this century has been one that started with (1) individualistic 

explanations (in effect, biological and psychological theories), (2) moved to social 

structural explanations, (3) shifted to social process theories, and ( 4) is currently 

attempting to combine or integrate various positions. The present undertaking is located 

in this fourth stage of delinquency theory development, as it can be argued that the time 

is right for consolidating our knowledge and creating more complete and complex models 

(see, Shoemaker, 1996 for a more complete discussion of this issue). 

In contrast to traditional theories of delinquency, which tend to focus on a fairly 

narrow range of social factors in attempting to account for delinquent behavior, a systems 

approach focuses on a much wider range of factors, including biological, psychological, 
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and sociocultural factors (Henggeler, 1989; Henggeler and Borduin, 1990; see also 

Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979, 1986). In addition, a systems or developmental 

contextualist approach, as some authors refer to it, also focuses attention on the 

interactions and reciprocal relations between various levels or systems, such as family, 

school, peers, and the larger community (see, for example, Lerner, 1995, especially 

chapter 2). Put another way, systems theorists believe that human social behavior is 

dynamic, complex, and strongly affected by context. As Henggeler and Borduin 

(1990: 12) point out, "The theoretical foundation of the multisystemic model reflects a 

major paradigmatic shift that is occurring in the scientific community. This shift is from 

an analytic and reductionistic epistemology to one that is systemic and wholistic." In 

Curt and Anne Bartol's book, Juvenile Delinquency: A Systems Approach (1989:xiv), 

they describe a systems approach this way: 

Social systems theory-the theoretical framework for this text-allows us to 
examine the vast amount of theoretical and empirical work in juvenile 
delinquency with some thematic orientation. Social systems theory facilitates a 
synthesis of what we know across disciplines and viewpoints. To understand 
delinquency, we must study not only delinquents themselves but also their 
families, peers, schools, neighborhoods, communities, and cultures. A social 
systems approach enables us to do this with organization. 

Bartol and Bartol (1989) draw heavily upon Bronfenbrenner, often acknowledged 

as a founder of systems theory, to discuss what is known about juvenile delinquency. 

Thus, it is reasonable to ask at this point, "What is a 'systems approach' according to 

Bronfenbrenner?" According to his scheme (1977, 1979, 1986), there are five basic 

systems that affect human development. They are: (1) the microsystem, (2) the 
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mesosystem, (3) the exosystem, (4) the macrosystem, and (5) the chronosystem. Each is 

briefly defined and discussed below. 

The most basic social system is the microsystem. Bronfenbrenner (1977:515) 

describes it as ''the complex of relations between the developing person and environment 

in an immediate setting containing the person." An example of a microsystem is the 

family as it involves interactions between the child and his/her parents and others in the 

family system (for example, siblings). Other microsystems are the school and peer 

groups. It should be noted here that this simplest or most basic system, the microsystem, 

contains more than just the developing individual. That is, individuals never exist in a 

vacuum; instead, they exist and develop, even at the simplest level, in relation with others 

and also with their environment. Even a hermit exists and develops in interaction with 

his environment. 

The next level or system, according to Bronfenbrenner, is the mesosystem or the 

interrelations between various microsystems. Bronfenbrenner ( 1977: 515) defines the 

mesosystem as ''the interrelations among major settings containing the developing person 

at a particular point in his or her life." Thus, what happens to a young person at school ( a 

microsystem) will affect what happens at home (another microsystem), and vice versa. 

As another example, family relations will likely affect what happens with the youngster's 

peer group. Perhaps, as some theorists argue, a weakened parent-child bond may lead to 

the formation of friendships with "bad" or delinquent peers. At the same time, though, it 

should be recognized that relations with delinquent peers may further undermine or 
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weaken the parent-child relationship. The nature of such a relationship is dynamic and 

reciprocal. 

Some social systems indirectly affect the developing person. For example, what 

goes on in the workplace of a parent can significantly impact a child, even though that 

child may never come into direct contact with the work setting or the people in it ( other 

than the parent, of course). If a parent has had a particularly bad day at work, for 

instance, this may influence the way in which that parent relates with his or her child 

once he/she returns home from work. One can imagine a parent acting more harshly 

toward a child than is usually the case because of events that have taken place at work 

that day. It is the exosystem that contains these connections and their indirect, yet 

important, effects. Bronfenbrenner (1977:515) defines the exosystem as ''an extension of 

the mesosystem embracing ... specific social structures, both formal and informal, that 

do not themselves contain the developing person but impinge upon or encompass the 

immediate setting in which the person is found, and thereby delimit, influence, or even 

determine what goes on there." 

The most encompassing system is the macrosystem. In Bronfenbrenner's (1977, 

1979) scheme, this is the system that contains and perpetuates belief and value systems. 

In sociological terminology, this system exists at the social structural level. The 

macrosystem contains social institutions such as religion, education, and the economy. 

While it is easy to conceptualize the macrosystem as existing "out there," Bronfenbrenner 

recognizes that the macrosystem affects all lower level systems. Therefore, it is 

important to consider this level when attempting to understand human behavior and 
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development. An example of how the macrosystem affects human development is taken 

from Lerner (1995:27) when he writes, "In turn, cultural values influence the developing 

child in many ways. For example, cultural beliefs about the appropriateness of 

breastfeeding and about when weaning from the breast should occur can affect not only 

the nutritional status of infants but also their health status because mother's milk may 

make some children less likely to develop allergies later in life." 

The final system in Bronfenbrenner's scheme is the chronosystem. This system 

refers to the impact that time has on human behavior and development. It can be thought 

of in at least two ways: (1) in terms of the life span, and (2) in terms of sociohistorical 

progression. With regard to the former, a systems perspective recognizes that 

development occurs over time. Thus, systems researchers often adopt longitudinal 

research designs to study human development and behavior. Regarding the latter, history 

matters. That is to say, one must have some awareness of how neighborhoods, laws, 

work patterns, technologies, etc. have evolved over time, and how these changes affect 

the current situation. For example, to understand the increase in youth violence that 

began in the mid- l 980s, one must know something about the economy, availability of 

firearms, the appearance of a new form of cocaine, etc. 

To summarize, there is currently a move toward more comprehensive, dynamic, 

and interdisciplinary explanations of human behavior that is often referred to as a systems 

approach. The key features of this approach include: (I) human behavior is affected by a 

variety of systems; (2) development is bi-directional or reciprocal in nature; (3) changes 

in one system (such as the economy) are likely to influence other systems (such as the 
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family); and ( 4) human development takes place over time, and one's behavior is 

influenced by the sociohistorical context. 

In the spirit of a systems approach, a heuristic device or conceptual framework-

referred to as the actor, situation, context, or ASC, paradigm-is proposed in this 

dissertation. Whereas Bronfenbrenner proposes five systems, the present undertaking 

proposes only three ( the actor system, social group or situational system, and the larger 

contextual system). The careful reader will notice that this study does not follow some of 

the key suggestions for conducting research that follow from a scheme such as 

Bronfenbrenner's. For example, this is a cross-sectional study, not a longitudinal one. 

The present study can be seen as a link or bridge between narrowly-focused, de

contextualized research and research that is fully informed by systems theory. 

The ASC paradigm holds that delinquent behavior can be more fully understood 

when an actor (an individual person) is situated in greater social context. Put another 

way, theories of delinquency that simultaneously attend to individual-level, social group

level, and larger structural-level factors will have greater explanatory power than theories 

that focus on only one level. The ASC paradigm is more fully described and discussed in 

the next section. 

3 .2 Actor, Situation. Context: The ASC Paradigm 

Based on a systems approach to understanding delinquent behavior, a conceptual 

framework, or theory-building roadmap, referred to as the ASC paradigm is proposed. 
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This acronym refers to three levels or systems of analysis: the actor, the situation, and the 

context. Each of these levels will be discussed in turn. 

The "a," or actor level, refers to individual or constitutional factors that influence 

delinquent behavior, such as autonomic nervous system (ANS) functioning, 

conditionability, personality configuration and other biological and psychological 

variables (for an interesting and thorough discussion of biocriminology, see Fishbein, 

1990). In the present study, the only actor level variable that is measured and analyzed is 

gender. While socialization experiences are critical for an understanding of the etiology 

of criminal/deviant behavior (Bowker, 1981 ), there is mounting evidence that differences 

in deviant behavior, particularly violent behavior, are also related to biology (Gove, 

1985; see also Booth and Dabbs, 1993; Dabbs, 1992; Dabbs and Morris, 1990 for 

research regarding the effects of testosterone on men's behavior). There is a school of 

thought that posits that differences between males and females in terms of violent 

behavior may have as much or more to do with basic biological differences than with 

cultural norms, expectations, and other socializing influences. 

As a representative of this school of thought, Walter Gove (1985) has 

hypothesized that differences in violent behavior between males and females are related 

to biological as well as social differences. In effect, he argues that violent behavior 

requires a certain amount of physical strength and resiliency, something that males 

typically have in greater supply than females. Other researchers have suggested that 

violence in particular may have a biological component (see, for example, Maccoby and 

Jacklin, 1974; Ellis, 1988; Fishbein, 1996). 

54 



While the evidence is compelling that social processes and social structure are key 

determinants of deviant behavior, it is important for criminologists and other students of 

human behavior to be open-minded regarding possible biological and psychological 

influences. While the focus of this study is almost exclusively on social processes such 

as parental control, social bonding, and peer associations, and also on social structure 

such as neighborhood disorganizatio~ the ASC paradigm clearly allows for, indeed calls 

for, the inclusion of individual or constitutional factors. 

The ''s," or situation level, of the paradigm refers to such systems as family, 

school, and peers. Such systems are generally considered to be situational, not fixed. 

That is, family structure (who is in the family) and family interaction (how family 

members relate) can change through divorce, remarriage, learning new ways to 

communicate, and so on. Similarly, school and peer systems can also change. Though 

these systems are often relatively stable, they can be modified (this is often the goal of 

intervention). Further, all of these systems represent social processes, as discussed in 

section 2.3 in the preceding chapter. As social processes, they help explain how 

individuals become involved in delinquent behavior. 

It is important to recognize that individual diff erences--such as learning 

disabilities, intelligence, biochemical imbalances-may certainly play a role in the 

etiology of deviance and delinquency, but these differences or constitutional factors do 

not exist in a vacuum. Rather, these individual-level factors are embedded in social 

situations. Thus, an attempt to understand deviance/delinquency must necessarily focus 

on both individual and situational factors. However, even individual differences can be 
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placed into a larger context, which takes this discussion to the third level of the ASC 

paradigm. 

The "c,"' or contextual, level refers to larger structural factors, such as 

neighborhood disorganization and opportunity structure. A great deal of social research 

focuses on these macro features of social life. Such factors are referred to as contextual 

as they ''set the stage," or context, in many ways for what occurs at a more micro level. 

That is to say that social structure, or the way a society is organized and patterned, affects 

the processes or social interactions of the people living within those structural conditions. 

As an example, neighborhood conditions-such as decaying and abandoned houses and 

buildings, a high unemployment rate, the presence of winos and drug addicts-will 

impact the citizens living there. Some parents in such high-risk neighborhoods will react 

by becoming strict and providing tight surveillance of their offspring. Others, however, 

will be overwhelmed, and they may provide little in the way of supervision and guidance 

in such circumstances. Based on this ASC paradigm, a specific example of an integrated 

theory is proposed in the next section. 

3. 3 The Integrated Model and Hypotheses 

In this section, the integrated model based on the ASC paradigm, as well as the related 

hypotheses, are presented and discussed. The causal model and its attendant hypotheses 

are derived from several sources, to include: (I) my experiences with juveniles in the 

detention center as well as from my time in neighborhoods and on the street; (2) the 
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review of the literature in Chapter 2; and (3) the systems perspective that provides the 

theoretical foundation of this study. 

The integrated model combines social structural theories with social process 

theories. More specifically, two social structural theories, social disorganization and 

strain/anomie, are predicted to affect several social processes: parental control and 

monitoring, the social bond, and delinquent peer associations. The outcome of interest, 

self-reported delinquent behavior, results from the relationships between these social 

structural variables and social process variables. More specifically, it is posited that the 

structural condition of neighborhood disorganization affects three social processes: 

parental control/monitoring, social bonding, and delinquent peer associations. Further, it 

is posited that strain, or perceived blocked legitimate opportunity, also affects the 

processes of parental control/monitoring, and social bonding. Parental 

control/monitoring and the social bond are both posited to affect delinquent peer 

associations, the proximate cause of delinquent behavior. Figure 3 .1, as shown on the 

next page, provides a graphic representation of the integrated theoretical model that is 

based on the actor, situation, and context framework or ASC paradigm. 
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This theoretical model demonstrates how the ASC paradigm can be used to 

construct a specific theory. Working back-wards from context to actor, the model 

contains two exogenous variables-neighborhood disorganization and blocked 

opportunity or strain. As previously discussed, these variables exist at the "c" or context 

level. That is, they are social structural or macro-level variables. Alone, such variables 

can help account for differences in group rates (in effect, why delinquency is higher in 

one neighborhood or among one class of people than another), but they fail to explain 

why some individuals and not others engage in delinquency. 

In order to understand and explain this question of individual motivation and 

behavior, situational or process theories must be invoked. In this modet three process 

variables are included at the "s" or social process level. The three social process 

variables are: ( 1) parental control and monitoring; (2) the social bond; and (3) delinquent 

peer associations. 

The only "a" or actor level variable that will be included in the analysis is gender. 

Although the ASC paradigm calls for the inclusion of individual-level or constitutional 

variables (for example, intelligence, temperament, and autonomic nervous system 

functioning), the scope of this dissertation precludes the measurement and analysis of 

such variables. 

The plus and minus signs in figure 3 .1 indicate the hypothesized relationship 

(positive or inverse, respectively) between two variables. For example, the plus sign 

between neighborhood disorganization and delinquent peer associations corresponds to 

the hypothesis that as the level of neighborhood disorganization increases, the level of 
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delinquent peer associations also increases. Single-headed straight lines between 

variables indicate hypothesized relationships, with the arrow pointing.from the 

independent variable to the dependent variable. For example, The arrow pointing from 

delinquent peer associations to delinquent behavior indicates that the former is 

hypothesized to be a causal influence on the latter. The double-headed curved line 

marked with a plus sign between neighborhood disorganization and blocked opportunity 

indicates that these variables are hypothesized to be positively correlated, but not causally 

related in this theoretical model. 

Regarding the basic hypotheses, then, there are ten to be tested as derived from 

the integrated model. They are divided into three basic categories as follows: 

1. Proximate Causes of Delinquency 

HI: The greater the level of delinquent peer associations, the greater the level of self-reported 
delinquency. 

H2: The stronger the social bond, the lower the level of self-reported delinquency. 

2. Process affecting other Processes 

3. 

H3: The stronger the social bond, the lower the level of delinquent peer associations 

H4: The greater the level of parental contro1/monitoring, the lower the level of delinquent 
peer associations. 

H5: The greater the level of parental contro1/monitoring, the stronger the social bond. 

Structure affecting Process 

H6: The greater the level of social disorganization, the greater the level of delinquent peer 
associations. 

H7: The greater the level of strain, the weaker the social bond. 

H8: The greater the level of social disorganization, the weaker the social bond. 
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H9: The greater the level of social disorganization. the lower the level of parental 
control/monitoring. 

HIO: The greater the level of strain, the lower the level of parental control/monitoring. 

Having presented and discussed a systems perspective, the ASC paradigm and a 

specific integrated model based upon it, and the ten hypotheses derived from the 

theoretical model, the discussion next shifts to the methods and procedures that will be 

used to test the model and its hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER4 

Research Methods 

4.1 The Study's Settings and Sample 

The present undertaking involves a voluntary, self-administered, and anonymous survey 

of incarcerated youths from two juvenile detention centers in southwestern Virginia (N = 

127). Detention centers are the juvenile equivalent of adult jails. Both are designed to be 

short-term, secure facilities. Generally, juveniles held in detention are awaiting a court 

hearing, although some are awaiting transfer to another facility, perhaps a training school 

(analogous to an adult prison), foster home, or group home. Occasionally, a juvenile 

judge will sentence a youth to some number of days or weeks in detention as a sanction 

for a delinquent act. 

One of the detention centers is located in the most urban area in the southwestern 

region of the state, while the other is in a somewhat more rural location. This situation 

allows for a comparison of juveniles based on (a) rural versus urban residence, and (b) on 

detention center placement. However, it should be noted at the outset that both of the 

detention centers hold juveniles from various regions of the state. Thus, the more rurally 

located detention center may be holding juveniles from urban areas, and vice versa. 

Although the chance for a rural-urban comparison is theoretically significant and 

interesting (see, for example, Lyerly and Skipper, 1981), selection of these two sites was 

based primarily on the assumption, supported by previous research, that detention centers 

are places likely to contain serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders (see, for 

example, Cernkovich et al., 1985; Edwards, 1992; Sheley and Wright, 1993; Wolfe, 
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1994). Of secondary importance in selecting these sites were two other points: (1) my 

position as a part-time or relief counselor at the urban detention center made it not only a 

convenient choice, but it has also given me access to the inner-city neighborhoods from 

which many of the detainees come; and (2) my familiarity and relationships with the staff 

and detainees at the more rurally-located detention center made this facility an attractive 

choice. Further discussion of each of these points is in order. 

Locating persistent and serious juvenile offenders is not easy. In an important 

paper, Stephen Cernkovich, Peggy Giordano, and Meredith Pugh (1985:705-706) argue 

that "Although criminologists have developed increasingly superior self-report scales and 

have implemented rather sophisticated sampling designs, the reliance on general youth 

samples has resulted in a serious under-representation in these studies of what we term 

serious chronic offenders.'' James Inciardi and his colleagues (Inciardi et al., 1993) make 

a similar argument when they discuss delinquency research in the 20th century. They 

note that the ethnographic street research of the early Chicago school, particularly of 

gang members, was eventually replaced with self-report surveys of the general youth 

population. This shift in methodology and study populations provided a great deal of 

information on "garden variety" delinquency (in effect, relatively minor acts that are 

quite common during adolescence). However, delinquency researchers started to know 

less about the most violent and chronic offenders--those youths least likely to be included 

in increasingly popular school-based samples of juveniles (Inciardi et al., 1993:18). 

There is a theoretical and methodological need then to study samples of young 

people that do contain serious, violent, and chronic offenders. Cernkovich, Giordano, 
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and Pugh (1985) compared a random sample of the general youth population (N = 942) 

with a sample of incarcerated juveniles (N = 254). They report (p. 706): 

Our data challenge the underlying assumption of much self-report research that 
there is no behavior difference between institutionalized offenders and those 
delinquents who manage to avoid contact with the official system. The data lead 
us to conclude that institutionalized youth are not only more delinquent than the 
"average kid" in the general youth population, but also considerably more 
delinquent than the most delinquent youth identified in the typical self-report 
survey. We contend that incarcerated youth are institutionalized not merely 
because they are victims of system bias and differential processing ( although 
these factors certainly are involved to some unknown extent), but primarily 
because they persist in committing serious offenses. (Emphasis in the original.) 

The detention centers are thus justified as research sites as they provide access to 

a group of juveniles that are often missed in self-report studies. As this group of 

juveniles may be responsible for a disproportionate share of the most serious and violent 

offenses committed in a community, it is important to study them. Furthermore, evidence 

suggests that there are multiple pathways into and out of delinquency. Research that 

focuses on the chronic offender population should help illuminate the factors that are 

involved in the pathway associated with serious, violent, and chronic offending. 

Although not as important as the need for locating serious, violent, and chronic 

juvenile offenders, my ties and connections to these two particular facilities provide 

additional advantages, too. As mentioned above and in earlier chapters, I was a part-time 

counselor or childcare staff at the urban detention center for seven years (from May, 1990 

to June, 1997). My primary responsibilities in this position were to supervise the 

detainees or "residents" and to provide them with support and encouragement. It is 

important to note that the staff at this facility (and the other, more rural facility as well) 

takes the following position with the juveniles: "We did not place you here, the Judge 
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did. And only the Judge can release you. We are not here to punish you nor to judge 

you, but to help make your time here safe, comfortable, and productive if you want it to 

be." This last phrase refers to such possibilities as earning a Graduate Equivalency 

Diploma (GED) while in detention, examining behavior patterns with an eye toward 

changing them, and working toward other "positive"" goals. 

The staff likes to say that the mission of the detention center is to provide the 

three Cs: care, control, and custody. Care refers to basic medical care ( all juveniles see a 

physician upon admission), educational care Guveniles are required to attend school 

while in the detention center), the provision of nutritious meals, exercise and recreation 

opportunities, and providing for the safety and protection of the detainees from 

themselves and other detainees. Control refers to managing the behavior of the juveniles 

through a system of rewards and punishments so that order and smooth operation are 

maintained in the facility. Custody simply refers to preventing escape and ensuring that 

juveniles appear for their court hearings. Thus, the mission is not one of rehabilitation, 

per se. However, as some juveniles are held for many months in the detention center--in 

some extraordinary cases, I have known youths to be held in detention for more than a 

year--the staff generally recognize that there is a need to provide counseling services, 

even if in a very informal manner. The key point here is that although the detention 

center is a place where the juveniles do not want to be, rapport can be, and often is, 

established between detained juveniles and staff members. I have been personally able to 

establish rapport, earn respect, and form meaningful relationships with many of the 

youths I have known from my work at the detention center (this is obviously my 
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perception, but it is consistent with my annual performance evaluations as well as 

feedback from staff and residents). 

Regarding the more rurally-situated detention center, I have important, though 

much less extensive, ties to this facility as well. For one, I know all of the full-time and 

part-time staff members as I have provided professional development training sessions 

for them at the request of the Superintendent. Further, the Assistant Superintendent of 

this facility is a former student of mine. Thirdly, I have spent a good bit of time in this 

facility as a "friend of detention" and also to monitor the progress of student-interns I 

have placed there in the past. In my many visits to this detention center, I have chatted, 

played cards, and eaten with the detainees. Though I am not as familiar with the youth 

that come into this facility as I am with the youth from the other center where I worked, I 

am by no means a stranger. 

Regarding the study sample, the youths held in the urban detention facility are 

typically male, about as likely to be African American as white, usually between the ages 

of 12 and 17, and generally from the "hood" or poor, inner-city neighborhoods. 

Increasingly, it appears that juveniles are being detained in this facility for drug dealing 

(crack cocaine in particular) and also for violent offenses (often involving guns). While 

this has not been documented to my knowledge ( the data are available, but no one at the 

detention center has, as far as I know, systematically tracked trends in population and 

offense changes), the observations that the juveniles are increasingly minority, being held 

for drug dealing and related violence are entirely consistent with national trends that have 

been documented. As one recent national study reports (Parent et al., 1994:42), "The 
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characteristics of the confined juvenile population have also changed in recent years: 

They are more likely to be male, to be minorities, and to be confined for a crime against 

persons or for distribution of drugs." One of the most striking insights that I have gained 

from my work at this detention center is that many of the detainees are "repeat 

customers,' or recidivists. I have watched juveniles grow up in the system, meaning that I 

first met them when they first entered the center at age 11 or 12, and then I watched them 

get sent back multiple times over the years until they finally "graduated" to the adult 

system. Staff members who have worked at this center for 20 or more years relate that 

they know two or more generations of some families. That is, they not only know the 

juvenile who is currently detained, but they know their siblings, parent(s), and their 

grandparents too in some cases. 

The juveniles in the more rural detention center are also typically male, most 

likely to be white (although there has been a steady increase in their minority population 

in recent years according to staff and the Superintendent), and are being held for a variety 

of offenses, ranging from minor property offenses to violent Index crimes. However, as 

has been the case at the more urban facility, the severity of offenses leading to 

incarceration has been escalating for the past 10 or 12 years, according to the 

Superintendent and staff of this detention center. Recidivism is also reported to be 

common. 

Regarding the sampling design, an attempt was made to survey as many detained 

juveniles as possible during the period of time set aside for data gathering. The sampling 

design is best described as purposive or judgmental ( see, for example, Maxfield and 
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Babbie, 1995:206). Over the course of three months (February, 1997 to April, 1997t I 

spent every Saturday morning in one or the other detention centers. In only a few cases 

did juveniles decline to participate--the response rate was over 90 percent. Life in 

detention can easily and quickly become boring, and an opportunity to do something 

different-provided that it is not too taxing-is usually attractive to the juveniles. The 

self-administered, anonymous survey (see Appendix A) was generally completed in 12 to 

15 minutes, although a few youths would take as long as 25 to 30 minutes. The 

administration of the survey was set up to maximize privacy. That is, the youths were 

instructed to sit far apart from one another and to not talk while the survey was being 

completed. These instructions and arrangements assured that the responses were 

anonymous. Before any youth could participate, he/she had to first sign an informed 

consent form. Child advocates, as required by federal law, were brought into the 

facilities during administration of the survey to further protect the rights of the juveniles. 

The Superintendent of each facility provided "in loco parentis" consent as well. 

The final sample is composed of 127 incarcerated youths. Of these, two were 

actually age 18 at the time of the survey (although they were both juveniles-less than 18 

years old-at the time they were court-ordered into detention). Table 4.1, as presented 

on the next page, provides basic demographic information on the final survey sample. 

The basic demographics are shown separately for each detention center. 

Table 4.1 reveals that 78 percent of the total sample is male and 22 percent is 

female. Of the 99 males in the sample, 46 percent are white, 46 percent black, and 7 

percent are ''other." Of the 28 females in the total sample, 50 percent are white, 25 
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percent are black, and 25 percent are "other" (mostly Latina). The reader will notice that 

the rural detention center has three times as many females as does the urban center (21 

versus 7). This gender disparity is actually by design; that is, the urban detention center 

has an arrangement with the rural center whereby the rural facility takes as many female 

detainees from the urban facility as possible. Of the 127 juveniles in the total sample, 68 

(54%) were in the urban detention center at the time of the survey and 59 (46%) were in 

the more rurally situated facility. Finally, of the total sample, 47 percent of the 

respondents are white, 42 percent are black, and 11 percent are "other" (mostly Latino). 

The sample will be furthered described and discussed in Chapter 5. 

Table 4.1 
Sample Demographics by Detention Center Placement 

Urban Detention Center Rural Detention Center Total Sample 
Males N = 61 Males N 38 Males= 99 

White= 20 White 26 White= 46 
Black= 37 Black= 9 Black= 46 
Other= 4 Other= 3 Other= 7 

Females N=7 Females N = 21 Females N=28 
White= 3 White= 11 White 14 
Black= 3 Black 4 Black= 7 
Other 1 Other= 6 Other= 7 

Total= 68 Total= 59 Total= 127 
54% of total sample 46% of total sample 100% of sample 
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4.2 Variables and their Indicators 

The self-administered questionnaire contains 89 items, thus representing 90 original 

variables (the 89 items plus detention home location). Various items were combined to 

form scales and indexes. Appendix A contains all of the original 89 items and their 

response codes exactly as worded on the questionnaires completed by the juvenile 

respondents. 
The main dependent variable, total self-reported delinquency, is a summated scale 

composed of 15 items that were taken from Elliott and Ageton's (1980) self-report 

delinquency scale. Specifically, the 15 delinquency items measure the following: (1) 

vandalism/destruction of property, (2) petit larceny, (3) grand larceny, (4) motor vehicle 

theft, (5) burglary, (6) selling marijuana or hash, (7) selling cocaine, (8) selling LSD, (9) 

carrying a knife, (10) carrying a handgun, (11) shooting a gun at someone, (12) simple 

assault, (13) aggravated assault, (14) sexual assault, and (15) robbery. This scale 

represents an ''overall" measure of serious delinquency. 

Three subscales are also fanned out of these 15 items; they are (1) a property 

offense scale, (2) violent offense scale, and (3) a drug dealing scale. The instructions on 

the questionnaire asked respondents to, "Please indicate how often in the past twelve 

months, before you came into detention, you did each act." The possible responses are 

never (coded as 0), once (code as I}, 2 to 5 times (coded as 2), 6 to 12 times (coded as 3), 

13 to 20 times (coded as 4), and 21-plus times (coded as 5). On the next page, table 4.2 

lists all of the delinquency subscales, the offenses that make-up each subscale, as well as 

the questionnaire item (operational defintion) for each delinquent offense. 
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A fourth area of delinquent behavior, drug use, is also measured. Eight items are 

used to form a summated scale. The substances include alcohol, marijuana, 

hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, amphetamines, barbiturates, and tobacco. The 

instructions on the questionnaire asked respondents to, "Please indicate how often in the 

past MONTH (30 days), before you came into the detention home, you used each of the 

following drugs.,, 

A Property Offense Scale 
1. Vandalism 
2. Petit Larceny 
3. Grand Larceny 

4. Motor Vehicle Theft 
5. Burglary 

B. Drug Dealing Scale 
1. Deal Marijuana or Hash 
2. Deal Cocaine 
3. Deal LSD 

C. Violent Offense Scale 
1. Carrying a knife 
2. Carrying a handgun 
3. Shot a gun at someone 
4. Simple Assault 
5. Aggravated Assault 
6. Sexual Assault 

7. Robbery 

Table 4.2 
Delinquency Measures* 

"purposely damaged or destroyed something not belonging to you?" 
"stolen (or tried to steal) things worth less than $100?" 
"stolen (or tried to steal) something worth more than $100 (not 
counting a car or motorcycle)?" 
"stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle, such as a car motorcycle?" 
"broken into a building or vehicle (or tried to break in) to steal 
something or just to look around?" 

"sold Marijuana or hash?" 
"sold cocaine (crack or powder)?" 
"sold LSD?" 

"carried a knife (not a plain pocket knife)?" 
"carried a handgun?" 
"shot a gun (handgun, rifle, or shotgun) at someone?" 
"hit ( or threatened to hit) somebody other than your brother or sister?" 
"attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting them?" 
"had ( or tried to have) sexual relations with someone against their 
will?" 
"used Force (strong-arm methods) to get money or things from 
somebody?" 

* Adding the three subscales provides a measure of total self-reported delinquency. 
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Whereas the questions concerning property offenses, violence, and drug dealing 

used a time frame of the past 12 months, drug use inquiries were framed in terms of the 

past month, as it was believed that drug use would be more common than the other 

offenses. Moreover, it was assumed that juveniles could provide more accurate recall 

regarding their drug use when framed within this shorter time span. The response 

categories for drug use are the same as those discussed above (never, once, 2-5 times, 6-

12 times, 13-20 times, and 21+ times). Table 4.3 lists the all of the dependent variable 

scales, the N of cases, the number of items in each scale, as well as their reliability 

coefficients (Cronbach's Alpha). 

Table 4.3 
Dependent Variable Scales, Cases, Number of Items, and Reliability Coefficients 

Scale N of Cases # of Items Cronbach's Alpha 

Total Delinquency 124 15 .90 
Property Offenses 126 5 .87 
Drug Dealing 125 3 .71 
Violent Offenses 126 7 .80 

Drug Use 126 8 .82 

Factor analysis, using a varimax rotation, was performed on all of the dependent 

variables. The five items that make-up the property offense scale loaded on one factor. 

The three items that make-up the drug dealing scale also loaded on one factor. The seven 

items that make-up the violent offense scale, however, loaded on two factors. 

Specifically, carrying a handgun, shooting a gun at someone, sexual assault, and robbery 
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loaded on one factor, while carrying a knife, simple assault, and aggravated assault 

loaded on a second factor. One interpretation of these results is that the violent offense 

scale actually represents ( 1) not quite so severe violence (knife, simple assault, and 

aggravated assault), and (2) more severe violence (handgun:, shooting at someone:, sexual 

assault, and robbery). The eight items that comprise the drug use scale loaded on two 

factors. Alcohol, marijuana, and tobacco loaded on one factor ( what might be called 

"soft drugs"), while hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, amphetamines, and barbiturates 

loaded on a second factor (this factor can be considered to represent "hard drug" usage). 

For this dissertation, analyses are performed on the delinquent sub-scales as originally 

conceptualized and formed. The finding that some of the sub-scales are multi

dimensional ( for example, drug use breaks down into soft and hard drug use) will be used 

in subsequent analyses. Given that this project was designed to provide an initial test of 

the ASC paradigm and a specific integrated model based upon it, the major variables will 

be tested as originally conceived and measured. 

The integrated model, as presented and discussed in Chapter 3 ~ has five main 

independent variables: (1) delinquent peer associations; (2) the social bond; (3) parental 

control and monitoring; (4) blocked opportunity or strain; and (5) neighborhood 

disorganization. Each of these independent variables has multiple indicators that were 

combined into scales or indexes. 

The delinquent peer associations measure is a summated scale consisting of five 

items. An example of one of the items in this scale is, "How many of your friends would 

you guess carry a gun?" The possible responses are: none (coded as 1), a few (coded as 
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2), some (coded as 3), most (coded as 4), and all (coded as 5). Thus, the higher the 

summed score on these five items, the higher the level of delinquent peer associations. 

Other items in this scale concern friends smoking marijuana, friends using cocaine, 

friends being arrested, and friends stealing something worth at least $100. 

The social bond measure is a sum mated scale consisting of twelve items ( four 

items concern school, three items concern church or religion, and five items concern 

parents). An example of one of the school bond items is, HI care what my teachers think 

of me." Response options are: disagree ( coded as 1 }. mostly disagree ( coded as 2), 

neither (coded as 3), mostly agree (coded as 4), and agree (coded as 5). The other items 

regarding school bonding include attendance is important, getting good grades is 

important, and disliking school (coding was switched on this last item). An example of 

an item concerning church bonding is, ''Religion is an important part of my life.'' The 

response options are precisely the same as those for school bond items. The other church 

bond items concern liking to attend religious services and the things that are taught in 

church seem meaningful. The final area of the social bond consists of five items that 

measure the parent-child bond. An example of an item from this section is, "One of the 

worst things that could happen to me would be letting my parents down." The other four 

it~lllS include being clos~rbtQ par
1
entsJhan other kid.s of the .same ag~ carin,g what parents 

thinK, Iovmg parenl:s, and e1:flg ove by parents. 1t should be noreu that tffe items on the 

questionnaire regarding "parents" were prefaced with this statement: 

In this next section, we ask about your parents. If you were raised mostly by 
foster parents, step-parents, grandparents, or others, answer for them. For 
example, if you have both a step-father and a natural father, answer for the one 

74 



that was most important in raising you. If you live with only one parent or 
guardian, answer for that person. 

Thus, these "parent bond" items tap into the youth's bond with a parent or parent.figure, 

and thereby avoid the problem of assuming that all youths live with both of their natural 

parents (an assumption that is clearly not supported by the data). The higher the score on 

this twelve-item scale, the stronger the social bond. 

Parental control and monitoring is measured by a four-item summated scale. An 

example of an item from this scale is, "In my free time away from home, my parents 

know who I'm with." The response options are the same as those used for the social 

bond scale items (ranging from disagree, coded as 1, to agree, coded as 5). Thus, the 

higher the score on this scale, the higher the level of parental control and monitoring. 

The other items in this scale include statements about parents wanting to know who a 

youth is going out with, parents knowing where a youth is when not home, and parents 

wanting to be told where a youth is if he/she does not come right home after school. 

Blocked opportunity or strain is measured with a five-item summated scale that 

taps into a youth's sense of future legitimate opportunities. An example of an item from 

this scale is, "What do you think your chances are for getting the kind of job you would 

like to have as an adult?" The response options are: excellent ( coded as I), good ( coded 

as 2), fair (coded as 3), and poor (coded as 4). Thus, the higher the score on this scale, 

the greater the level of strain or perceived blocked legitimate opportunity. The other 

items in this scale include questions concerning perceived chances for completing high 

school, completing college, living the kind of life the youth would like to live as an adult, 

and being accepted by society as a "successful" person. 
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The final main independent variable, neighborhood disorganization, is an index 

composed of nine items. The root of the question is, "Do you have any of these things 

within 3 blocks of your home?" The nine items include such things as "abandoned 

houses and run-down buildings," ''winos and drug addicts hanging around the street," and 

"lots of assaults and muggings." The other six items concerned groups of teenagers 

hanging around the street, litter/garbage/trash on the street, drug dealing on street corners, 

broken windows and street lights, grafitti on walls, and lots of burglaries and thefts. 

Response options for each of the nine items were no (coded as 0) and yes (coded as 1). 

Thus, the neighborhood disorganization score can range from O to 9. The higher the 

score, the greater the level of neighborhood disorganization. Table 4.4 lists all of these 

main independent variables, the N of cases, number of items in the scales or index, and 

their reliability coefficients. 

Table 4.4 
Independent Variable Scales, Cases, Number of Items, and Reliability Coefficients 

Name of Scale N of Cases # of Items Cronbach's Alpha 

Delinquent Peers 126 5 .69 
Social Bond 125 12 .84 
Parental Control 127 4 .73 
Strain 127 5 .75 
Social Disorganization 125 9 .83 

In addition to scale reliability, factor analysis was performed on each of the five 

major independent variables. The five items that comprise the delinquent peers scale 

loaded on one factor. The twelve items that make-up the social bond scale loaded on 
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three factors-school bond items, church bond items, and parent bond items. In the 

analyses that were performed, however, the social bond was treated as one broad variable 

rather than three separate variables. The four items that comprise the parental 

control/monitoring measure loaded on two factors. Two items that asked about parents 

"wanting" to know who the youth is with and where the youth is when not at home 

loaded on one factor, while the other two items that asked about parents actually 

"knowing" who the youth is with and where the youth is loaded on a second factor. 

However, it was decided to treat this four-item scale as a single concept that taps into 

parents' wanting to monitor and control and actually monitoring and controlling. The 

five items that comprise the strain scale all loaded on a single factor, whereas the nine 

items that make-up the social disorganization scale loaded on two factors--deviant 

behavior (for example, winos on the street, lots of burglaries, etc.) as one factor and 

physical deterioration (for example, abandoned houses, busted street lights, etc.) as a 

second factor. However, as social disorganization was conceptualized to consist of both 

of these dimensions, it was decided to treat this measure as a single construct. 

In addition to the five main independent variables discussed above ( delinquent 

peer associations, the social bond, parental control and monitoring, strain, and social 

disorganization), other independent variables were measured so that they could serve as 

controls during analysis. Among these controls are age, gender, and race. Age was 

measured with the item, "What is your age? (write it in) ____ ." Gender was 

measured with the item, ''What is your sex?" The responses were recoded to create a 

dummy variable (where female= 0 and male= 1). Race was measure with the item, 
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''How do you describe yourself?" There were nine response categories, including 

American Indian, Black or African American, Mexican American or Chicano/Chicana, 

Cuban American, Puerto Rican American, Other Latin American, Oriental or Asian 

American, White or Caucasian, and a residual "other" category. Subsequently, a dummy 

variable, BLACK, was created (where white= 0 and black= 1). Table 4.5 lists all of the 

major independent and dependent variables and their labels. 

Dependent Variables 

Violent Offenses 
Property Offenses 
Drug Dealing 
Drug Use 
Total Delinquency 

Table 4.5 
Major Variables and their Labels 

Label Independent Variables 

VIOLSRD Delinquent Peer Associations 
PROPSRD Social Bond 
DEALSRD Parental Control/Monitoring 
DRUGUSE Neighborhood Disorganization 
TOTALSRD Blocked Legitimate Opportunity 

4.3 Statistical Procedures and Plan of Analysis 

Label 

DELPEERS 
SOCBOND 
PARCONTR 
SODISORG 
STRAIN 

The self-report survey data are used to test key hypotheses derived from the 

multisystemic, integrated model. Toward that end, path analysis (based on OLS 

regression) is the main analytic procedure that is used. Path analysis is particularly useful 

for theory testing, and it has gained wide acceptance among social researchers 

(Bohrnstedt and Knoke, 1994: 414; see also, Duncan, 1985 for the classic statement on 

path analysis in sociological research). It can be used to examine direct, indirect, and 

total effects. Testing of causal path models can be fairly straightforward, or it can more 

complex and complicated. Saturated models can be tested whereby every possible path is 
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tested. Models can be "fine tuned" by re-running regressions and removing or adding 

variables. The relatively small sample size (N = 127) and the fact that this is an initial 

test of the causal model preclude extensive testing and evaluation of the model. Instead, 

only the most theoretically important controls will be used in regression analyses, and 

only hypothesized links will be tested and evaluated. Before the integrated model can be 

modified, it must be tested for basic validity. The results from this study will determine, 

in large part, how the integrated model is to be handled in the future. 

Causal path analysis is based on OLS regression, one of the most popular and 

robust statistical procedures used in the social sciences (Bohrnstedt and Knoke, 1994 ). 

Dependent variables ( delinquent behavior in the present case) are regressed on two or 

more independent variables (in this study it will be the five independent or predictor 

variables in the integrated and several different controls). Standardized regression 

coefficients represent the amount of change, in standard deviation terms, in the dependent 

variable for every one standard deviation in the independent variable while controlling 

for all of the other independent variables entered into the regression. For example,. a 

standardized regression coefficient, or beta weight, of .467 for delinquent peer 

associations means that for every one standard deviation increase in the level of 

delinquent peer associations, self-reported delinquent behavior (the dependent variable) is 

predicted to increase by .467 standard deviations, controlling for the effects of all other 

variables in the model. If the relationship is negative, such as between strength of the 

social bond and delinquency, the sign of the regression coefficient will be negative. A 

"path" between two variables in a causal model is simply their hypothesized relationship 
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in terms of direction (positive or negative) and the strength of association. In a causal 

model, a variable that is hypothesized to causally influence another variable will have an 

arrow pointing from the "cause,'' or independent variable, to the "effect," or dependent 

variable. Figure 3.1 (from Chapter 3), a causal model, shows the integrated model based 

on the ASC paradigm that is tested in this study. A series of regression analyses provide 

the path coefficients. For a hypothesis ( essentially a link in the model) to be supported 

by the survey data, the path coefficient must be (1) of the predicted sign (the relationship 

must be in the predicted direction), and (2) of sufficient strength to demonstrate 

significant covariation. In determining if two variables are "significantly.,, related in a 

study of this sort, judgment must be made. Statistical significance indicators, like p

values, can provide a rough guide for a purposive, non-random sample, but clear logic 

and theory as well as knowledge of the literature are more important factors in 

interpreting the statistical results in this kind of study. 

The analysis begins with basic descriptive statistics (for example, means, standard 

deviations, etc.), measures of association (in effect, zero-order correlations}, and various 

group comparisons regarding level of delinquent behavior (for example, males versus 

females, blacks versus whites, etc.). One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and f-tests 

are used to test for differences in group means. In addition to a presentation of the 

descriptive and inferential statistical analyses, the next chapter will also provide a 

discussion of the findings and their implications. All of this is to follow in the next 

chapter. Before moving on, however, a few words are in order regarding the limitations 

of the study design and plan of analysis. 
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The integrated model that is tested in this study is based on a systems perspective 

(see Chapter 3). A systems perspective emphasizes, among other things, the reciprocal 

nature of causal relationships and development over the life course. Systems theorists 

and researchers have pointed out the importance of utilizing longitudinal rather than 

cross-sectional designs, thinking in non-recursive rather than recursive terms, and 

gathering data from multiple sources. The present study, then, violates most of these key 

points. These are clear limitations. However, given the low level of resources available 

for the present study, the proposing of a new conceptual framework (the ASC paradigm), 

and the testing of a causal model based on this framework, the cross-sectional design and 

the recursive model provide a useful first test. That is, if this admittedly limited study 

design and causal model receives no support from the data analyzed in this study, it 

would not seem worthwhile to pursue the model in a more sophisticated way in future 

efforts. However, if the conceptual framework and integrated model do receive some 

support from the data, future efforts to refine the model, as well as to test it more 

rigorously, would seem to be in order. 
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CHAPTERS 

Findings and Discussion 

In this chapter, the study's findings are presented and discussed. This presentation and 

discussion will proceed in the following manner: ( 1) description of the survey data 

(sesction 5.1 ); (2) bivariate and multivariate analyses of the survey data, as well as 

empirical tests of the basic hypotheses and the integrated model (section 5.2); and (3) 

discussion of the findings (section 5.3). 

5 .1 Descriptive Statistics 

The data from the self-report survey of 127 incarcerated juveniles are described and 

briefly discussed in this section. Table 5.1 shows the number of cases, means, range, and 

standard deviations for all major variables. 

Table 5.1 
N, Mean, and Standard Deviation of all Mai or Variables 

Variable Valid N Mean Range SD 

Social Disorganization 125 4.47 0-9 2.89 
Blocked Opportunity/Strain 127 13.30 5-20 3.50 
Parental Control & Monitoring 127 12.87 4-20 4.44 
Social Bond 125 41.72 20-60 10.26 
Delinquent Peer Associations 126 16.43 5-25 4.13 
Age ( in years) 127 15.80 12-18 1.14 
Total Self-Reported Delinquency 124 26.61 0-75 16.38 
Property Offenses 126 8.66 0-25 6.21 
Violent Offenses 126 12.27 0-35 7.96 
Drug Dealing 125 5.91 0-15 4.63 
Drug Use 126 16.06 0-40 8.92 
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Table 5.2 provides frequency distributions for the 15 major offenses measured in 

this study. 

Table 5.2 
Frequency of Offenses 

Number & percentage reporting frequency of offense in past 12 months 

Response Options 
Variable Never Once 2-5 times 6-12 times 13-20 times 21+times 

1. Vandalism 24 (19°/o) 17 (13.5%) 44 (34.5%) 22 (17%) 9(7%) 11 (9%) 

2. Petit Larceny 29 (23%) 18 (14%) 33 (26%) 18 (14%) 7(6%) 22 (17%) 

3. Grand Larceny 40 (31%) 20 (15%) 38 (30%) 12 (10%) 6 (5%) 11 (9%) 

4. Motor Vehicle 58 (46%) 26 (21%) 20 (16%) 16 (13%) 2 (1.5%) 4 (3%) 
Theft 

5. Burglary 41 (32%) 25 (20%) 28 (22%) 16 (13%) 4 (3%) 13 (10%) 

6. Carried knife 39 (31%) 23 (18%) 27 (21%) 10 (8%) 6(5%) 22 (17%) 

7. Carried handgun 30 (24%) 27 (21%) 23 (18%) 13 (10%) 12 (9.5%) 22 (17%) 

8. Shot gun at 48 (38%) 15 (12%) 17 (13.5%) 15 (12%) 8(6%) 23 (18%) 
Someone 

9. Simple Assault 25 (20%) 17 (13%) 20 (16%) 19 (15%) 13 (10%) 33 (26%) 

10. Aggravated 30 (24%) 31 (25%) 35 (28%) 15 (12%) 3 (2%) 13 (10%) 
Assault 

11. Se'-."1131 Assault 101 (80%) 7(6%) 6 (5%) 5 (4%) 3 (2%) 5(4%) 

12. Robbery 49 (39°/o) 27 (21%) 23 (18%) 13 (10%) 5 (4%) 10 (8%) 

13. Sold Marijuana 30 (24%) 13 (10%) 16 (13%) 15 (12%) 12 (9°/o) 40 (32%) 

14. Sold Cocaine 48 (38%) 15 (12%) 10 (8%) 11 (9%) 6(5%) 36 (28%) 

15. Sold LSD 76 (60%} 12 (9%} 13 (10%) 8(6%) 6(5%) 11 (9%} 

Table 5 .2 reveals that this sample is indeed a "very delinquent" group. At the 

outset of the study, it was determined that "chronicity" (persistent offending) would be 
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operationally defined as the self-reporting of six or more commissions of a delinquent act 

in the past 12 months. Thus, a "chronic" robber would report having used force or the 

threat of force to get money or other items from people six or more times in the 12 

months. 

With regard to violent offenses, 36 percent of the sample report shooting a gun at 

someone six or more times in the past 12 months; 24 percent report attacking someone 

with the idea of seriously hurting them (aggravated assault) six or more times in the past 

12 months; 10 percent report having sex with someone against their will ( sexual assault) 

six or more times in the past 12 months; and 22 percent report using force (strong-arm 

methods) to get money or things from somebody (robbery) six or more times in the past 

12 months. Obviously, the percentage of chronic offenders would increase substantially 

if less frequent offending was taken into consideration ( for example, having committed 

an act between two and five times in the past 12 months). 

It is evident that the sample has committed a large number of property offenses, 

too. For example, 24 percent report stealing something worth more than $100 (grand 

larceny), not including cars or motorcycles, six or more times in the past 12 months; 3 7 

percent report stealing something worth less than $100 (petit larceny) six or more times 

in the past 12 months; 17. 5 percent report stealing a car or motorcycle ( motor vehicle 

theft) six or more times in the past 12 months; and 26 percent report breaking into a 

building or vehicle to steal something (burglary) six or more times in the past 12 months. 

With regard to drug dealing, the sample also contains many chronic drug dealers. 

Fifty-three percent of the sample report selling marijuana six or more times in the past 12 
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months; 42 percent report selling cocaine six or more times in the past 12 months~ and 20 

percent report selling LSD six or more times in the past 12 months. 

Another way to assess chronicity, or level of involvement in delinquency, is by 

offense category (for example, the property, violence, and drug dealing scales). For 

example, five offenses (vandalism, petit larceny, grand larceny, motor vehicle theft, and 

burglary) make-up the property offense scale. As a coded score of3 or higher on any one 

offense is considered chronic (in effect, a code of 3 or higher represents a response of six 

or more times), a scale score of 15 or higher represents chronic offending for this 5-item 

scale. A score of 21 or greater represents chronic offending on the 7-item violent offense 

scale, and a score of 9 or higher indicates chronic offending on the 3-item drug dealing 

scale. This is a very strict way to measure chronic offending as it essentially requires that 

a respondent average six or more commissions of an offense across all offenses making 

up the scale. Table 5.3 presents offense chronicity based on these criteria. 

Table 5.3 
Chronicity by Offense Category 

Scale # of Offenses in Scale Scale Score Needed to be "Chronic" % Sample Chronic 

Property Offenses 5 15 17 

Violent Offenses 7 21 15 

Drug Dealing 3 9 30 

Total Delinquency 15 45 15 
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The findings presented in table 5.3 are remarkable in the sense that this sample of 

juveniles contains a sizeable percentage of extremely persistent or chronic offenders. 

Consider, for example, that previous self-report studies of juveniles have used much 

lower levels of involvement in illegal behavior to define chronic offending. Cernkovich 

et al. ( 1985) defined serious chronic offenders as those juveniles who had committed five 

or more major offenses-motor vehicle theft, grand larceny, aggravated assault, selling 

hard drugs, rape, robbery, and breaking and entering--in a year's time. The National 

Youth Survey (NYS) (Elliott, 1994; Elliott et al., 1986) operationally defined violent 

chronic offenders as those who had committed, in the past year, three or more of the 

following offenses: aggravated assault, sexual assault, gang fights, and strong-arm 

robbery. By these sorts of standards, an even larger percentage of the current sample of 

juveniles would qualify as serious, violent, and chronic offenders. Even with the more 

restrictive definition employed in this study, however, 17 percent of respondents are 

chronic property offenders; 15 percent chronic violent offenders; 30 percent chronic drug 

dealers; and 15 percent chronic "overalr' serious offenders. These figures, then, 

represent very conservative prevalence estimates, and they clearly indicate that many of 

the incarcerated juveniles in this sample are deeply involved in serious offending. 

Still another way to gauge the level of off ending in the sample is to convert the 

ordinal response categories (for example, 2-5 times, 6-12 times, 13-20 times, etc.) into 

single point estimates by using the mid-point of the response category. That is, the 

response category ''2-5 times" is converted into an estimated response of 3.5; the 

response category "6-12 times" becomes 9, and the response category "13-20 times" 
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becomes a response of 16. 5 times. By making this conversion, it is possible to present 

the findings in a way that is perhaps more straight-forward and easy to digest. 

Table 5.4 presents the number of self-reported offenses using mid-point estimates rather 

than ordinal categories. 

Offense Type 

Property Offenses 

Violent Offenses 

Drug Dealing 
Offenses 

Table 5.4 
Mean Number of Self-Reported Offenses by Type 

(Property, Violent, Drug Dealing and Total) 

N Mean 

126 24.94 

126 39.36 

125 21.28 

Range 

0-125 

0-147 

0-63 

SD 

25.60 

33.23 

19.64 

Total Self-Reported 124 85.58 0-315 68.28 
Offenses 

Based on these mid-point estimates, it can be stated that the average respondent in 

the sample reports committing nearly 25 property offenses, 39 violent offenses, and 21 

drug dealing offenses, for a total of about 85 offenses in the last 12 months ( at least one 

respondent reports committing 315 offenses in a year's time!). Taken as a whole, the 

sample reports committing 3,142 property offenses, 4,960 violent offenses, and 2,660 

drug dealing offenses, for a total of 10,762 offenses in the span of a year. While samples 

of the general youth population may not contain many chronic and serious offenders 

(Cernkovich et al., 1985), it is clear from these data that serious, violent, and chronic 

juvenile offenders are to be found in juvenile detention centers and other juvenile 
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institutions (see Edwards, 1992; Sheley and Wright, 1993). It is also interesting to note 

that violent offending is the most common type of offending in this sample. 

As involvement in serious forms of delinquency has been shown to be associated 

with drug abuse ( Johnson et al., 1991; Inciardi et aL, 1993 ), it was anticipated that this 

sample of incarcerated juveniles would report heavy drug use. Using the same mid-point 

procedure to estimate average drug use in the 30 days previous to coming into the 

detention center, the data in table 5.5 were obtained. 

Table 5.5 
Mean Number of Times Used Drug in the 30 Days Prior to Entering Detention 

Drug N Mean Range SD 

Marijuana 126 15.25 0-21 8.52 

Tobacco 126 14.58 0-21 8.93 

Alcohol 126 12.21 0-21 8.84 

Hallucinogen 126 4.69 0-21 7.12 

Amphetamines 126 4.23 0-21 6.78 

Cocaine 126 3.35 0-21 5.91 

Barbiturates 126 2.97 0-21 6.18 

Heroin 126 1.39 0-21 4.23 

These data reveal that the sample is indeed heavily involved in substance use. 

Previous research has revealed that the level of drug use among incarcerated juveniles 

may be twice as high as in the general youth population (Cantor, 1995). The drugs of 
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choice for the study sample are marijuana, tobacco, and alcohol. This is consistent with 

much previous research (see Johnston et al., 1994). 

Having established prevalence and incidence rates for the total sample, it is now 

appropriate to compare various groups. The dichotomous groups that will be compared 

are (1) males versus females, (2) whites versus blacks, and (3) urban detention home 

detainees versus rural detention home detainees. Trichotomous groups to be compared 

include ( 1) mother-only versus mother and father versus "other" family structures, and 

(2) farm/small town versus medium-sized city versus large city dwellers. Table 5.6 

provides the results from a comparison of means for these various groupings. 

Table 5.6 
Comparison of Group Means• on Self-Reported Delinquency Measures 

Groug N Delinguency Scale Mean Score 
TOTALSRD VIOLSRD PROPSRD DEALSRD DRUGUSE 

white 60 27.39 12.33 9.58 5.53 19.27** 
black 53 26.85 12.% 7.92 6.27 11.98 

male 98 27.96 13.08* 9.03 6.11 16.09 
female 28 22.00 9.43 7.36 5.21 15.93 

urban detention 68 28.83 13.63* 8.79 6.75* 14.99 
rural detention 59 24.09 10.73 8.51 4.95 17.31 

mother & father 3 9 26.39 11.76 8.38 6.44 18.44 
mother only 50 26.82 12.18 8.92 5.72 14.90 
"other' 38 26.56 12.89 8.59 5.61 15.11 

farm/small town 51 21.92 9.59 7.88 4.45 12.65 
medium city 31 32.69*b 15.97*b 9.60 7.73*b 17.90*c 
large city 43 28.02 12.88 8.72 6.50 18.74*c 

8Means are based on ordinal data. 
bScheffe's post hoc test shows significant difference is between farm/small town and medium city. 
cscheffe's post hoc test shows significant differences between farm/small town and mt;:dium city, and 
farm/small town and large city. 
*Difference in means, as measured by F test for comparison of two groups or Scheffe's post hoc test for 
comparison of three groups, is significant at the .05 level. 
**Difference in means. as measured by F test for comparison of two groups or Scheffe's post hoc test for 
comparison of three groups, is significant at the . 0 I level. 
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The data in table 5.6 indicate that the only significance difference between black 

and white youth regarding self-reported delinquency involves drug use, with whites 

reporting higher levels of usage. This is consistent with the literature on race and 

substance use (Kessler et al., 1994; Warner et al., 1995). With regard to the other types 

of offending, there are no significant race differences. With regard to gender, males 

report significantly higher involvement in violent offending. This, too, is consistent with 

the literature on youth violence (Siegel and Senna, 1997:250). No other significant 

gender differences exist when comparing group means on overall, property, drug dealing, 

and drug use offenses. 

Detention home placement has a significant effect on two types of off ending

violence and drug dealing. In both cases, the urban detention center has higher levels of 

self-reported involvement in these two types of offending. The rural detention center has 

a higher mean for drug use, but the difference does not reach statistical significance. 

When rural/small town living is compared to medium-size and large cities and their 

suburbs, there are significant mean differences on four of the five types of offending. 

Only property offending is not significantly related to the size of hometown. 

While size of hometown is related to level of delinquency involvement, family 

structure is not according to these data. Comparing three types of family structure

mother and father, mother-only, and "other" (mostly grandparents)-reveals no 

significant group differences in any of the types of offending. Having briefly described 

some of the survey data results, the discussion now shifts to a test of the hypotheses and 

the integrated model from which they are derived. 

90 



5 .2 Test of Hypotheses and the Integrated Model 

Chapter 3 introduced the integrated model and ten hypotheses derived from it. In this 

section, the results from testing these hypotheses and the integrated model are presented. 

The ten key hypotheses fall into three groups: proximate causes of delinquency, social 

processes affecting other social processes, and social structure affecting social processes. 

The hypotheses are outlined below as follows: 

1. Proximate Causes of Delinquency 

Hl: The greater the level of delinquent peer associations, the greater the level of self-reported 
delinquency. 

H2: The stronger the social bond, the lower the level of self-reported delinquency. 

2. Process affecting other Processes 

3. 

H3: The stronger the social bond, the lower the level of delinquent peer associations. 

H4: The greater the level of parental control/monitoring, the lower the level of delinquent 
peer associations. 

H5: The greater the level of parental control/monitoring, the stronger the social bond 

Structure affecting Processes 

H6: The greater the level of social disorganization, the greater the level of delinquent peer 
associations. 

H7: The greater the level of strain, the weaker the social bond 

H8: The greater the level of social disorganization, the weaker the social bond. 

H9: The greater the level of social disorganization, the lower the level of parental 
control/monitoring. 

Hl 0: The greater the level of strain, the lower the level of parental control/monitoring. 
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The analysis begins by examining zero-order correlations as presented in Table 

5.7. 

Table 5.7 
Zero-Order Correlation Matrix for Maior Variables (Pearson's R) 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

l. SODISORG .115 -.282*' -.181* .516** .309** .292** .253** .260** .229* -.034 .l ll .005 

2. STRAIN 1.000 -.155 -.223* .081 .043 .101 -.001 -.016 .251 * .120 -.279** .138 

3. PARCONTR 1.000 .399** -.316** -.220* -.211 * -.174 -.185* .141 .067 -.067 .075 

4. SOCBOND 1.000 -.249** -.254** -.230* -.242** -.139 -.397** .105 .124 .201* 

5. DELPEERS 1.000 .653** .552** .587** .546** .506** -.047 -.040 .046 

6. TOTALSRD 1.000 .843** .928** .819** .501 ** -.027 -.016 .153 

7. PROPSRD 1.000 .651 ** .525** .424** .036 -.129 .112 

8. VIOLSRD 1.000 .700** .452** -.064 .039 .191 * 

9. DEALSRD 1.000 .424** .009 .079 .081 

10. DRUGUSE 1.000 .066 -.427**.008 

11. AGE 1.000 .101 .225* 

12. RACE (Black= 1; White= 0) 1.000 .130 

13. GENDER (Male 1; Female= 0) 1.000 

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the .0 I level (2-tailed). 

As the sample was not randomly drawn, it is technically improper to refer to p

values or significance levels. However, statistical significance levels are presented in 

tables and mentioned during discussions as "rough" indications of the strength of 

findings. Rather than relying heavily on statistical significance, though, the discussion of 

the empirical findings is couched in terms of direction and size of effects, as well as 

theoretical meaningfulness. The zero-order correlations in table 5. 7 reveal several 

theoretically important findings. For one, neighborhood disorganization is correlated in 
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theoretically predicted directions with (I) parental control and monitoring, (2) the social 

bond, (3) delinquent peer associations, and ( 4) all of the delinquency measures. More 

specifically, as neighborhood disorganization increases, parental control/monitoring 

decreases. This is consistent with Shaw and McKay, as well as later versions of social 

disorganization theory that hold that social disorganization weakens informal social 

control, particularly with regard to the family (see, for example, Sampson and Laub, 

1993, 1994). This inverse relationship between neighborhood disorganization and 

parental control supports one of the basic links in the integrated model that is proposed in 

this dissertation; namely social structure affects social process. Neighborhood 

disorganization is also inversely related to the social bond, but positively correlated with 

delinquent peer associations. These findings, too, are consistent with the proposed 

integrated model. 

A few other findings from table 5. 7 are worth mentioning at this point. The other 

exogenous variable in the integrated model, perceived blocked opportunity or strain, is 

also correlated with the endogenous variables in predicted fashion. That is, as perceived 

blocked legitimate opportunity increases, the social bond to conventional institutions 

(parents, school, and church) is weakened. However, the hypothesized association 

between strain and delinquent peers is not well supported by these data. On the other 

hand, parental control/monitoring is fairly strongly and positively associated with the 

social bond (r = .399) and inversely related to delinquent peer associations (r -.316). 

The two most endogenous variables-social bond and delinquent peer associations-are 

related to each other in the predicted fashion (r = -.249) and also with all of the 
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delinquency measures (in a negative direction for the social bond, but in a positive 

direction with delinquent peer associations). These preliminary results are generally 

consistent with the proposed model. Of course, more rigorous testing of the proposed 

model, in the form of path analysis, is in order before judgment as to its validity should 

be rendered. 

Table 5.8 lists the results from OLS regression analyses. All variables were 

standardized (put into Z-score form) before being analyzed in the regression models. The 

path coefficients in the integrated model are the standardized regression coefficients from 

the series of regression analyses. For example, total self-reported delinquency was 

regressed on all of the variables in the model (plus gender as a control). The next step 

was to regress delinquent peer associations on all of the remaining variables in the model 

( that is, all of the variables to the left of delinquent peer associations in the path model). 

Then, the social bond was regressed on all of the remaining variables. This was followed 

by regressing parental control and monitoring on the two exogenous variables, blocked 

opportunity and neighborhood disorganization. The results from these analyses are 

presented on the next page in Table 5.8. 
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Table 5.8 
OLS Regression Results for an Integrated Model of Self-Reported Delinquency 

Dependent Indenendent Variables Adjusted 
Variable MALE DELPEERS SOCBOND PARCONTR STRAIN SODISORG R-Square 

Standardized Regression Coefficients (Standard Errors in Parentheses) 

TOTALSRD .165* .646** -.182* .040 -.074 -.051 .44 
(.072) (.082) (.080) (.078) (.072) (.082) 

VIOLSRD .213* .596** -.213* .063 -.120 -.083 .39 
(.075) (.086) (.083) (.081) (.075) (.086) 

PROPSRD .097 .535** -.137 .012 .028 -.036 .30 
(.080) (.092) (.089) (.087) (.081) (.092) 

DEALSRD .086 .544** -.053 -.012 -.099 -.025 .27 
(.083) (.094) (.092) (.089) (.083) (.094) 

DRUGUSE .024 .508** -.316** .150 .140 -.048 .36 
(.076) (.086) (.085) (.082) (.076) (.086) 

DELPEERS .110 -.119 -.160 -.049 .449** .28 
(.080) (.089) (.086) (.082) (.082) 

SOCBOND .183* .337** -.197* -.065 .20 
(.081) (.084) (.082) (.084) 

PARCONTR .093 -.138 -.266* .08 
(.088) (.089) (.087) 

Note: All variables put in standardized, or Z score, form. If the reader cannot match variable labels ( e.g., TOT ALSRD) with variable 
names (e.g., total delinquency), see table 4.5 on page 75. 
*Significant at the .05 level 
**Significant at the .01 level 

On the next page, figure 5 .1 graphically displays the results of the path analysis 

for total self-reported delinquency. 
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As the regression results presented in table 5.8 and graphically displayed in figure 

5 .1 indicate, the data generally support the hypotheses and the integrated model when 

overall or total self-reported delinquency is the dependent variable. More specifically, 

total self-reported delinquency is strongly related to delinquent peer associations (~ 

.646; p = .000), when controlling for all other variables in the model (gender was also 

controlled for, though not shown in the path model). Thus, hypothesis 1 ( delinquent 

peers positively associated with delinquency) is supported by these data. The full model 

also indicates that the social bond is inversely related to self-reported delinquency(~= -

.182; p . 022), controlling for all other variables in the model. Thus, hypothesis 2 is also 

supported by these data. The only other independent variable to have a significant effect 

is gender(~= .165~ p = .024, with male coded as 1). Thus, being male has an effect 

above and beyond the effects of all the other independent variables in the model. It 

appears that the effect of gender on total self-reported delinquency is due to this overall 

measure's inclusion of violent acts. That is, the only other delinquency measure that is 

significantly related to gender is the violent offense scale ( this matter will be discussed 

more fully when the model predicting violent offenses is examined). The full model 

explains 44 percent of the variation in overall self-reported delinquency. Additional 

control variables (in effect, age and race) were used singly and in combination with the 

other independent variables in running various regression models, but they turned out to 

not be significant, and thus the results are not shown here. 

When delinquent peer associations is regressed on all of the remaining variables 

in the model, only parental control/monitoring and neighborhood disorganization show 
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moderate to strong effects. Parental control/monitoring is inversely related to delinquent 

peer associations as predicted (j3 = -.160; nearly significant at the .05 level asp= .067). 

Neighborhood disorganization is positively related to delinquent peers (j3 = .449), also as 

predicted. Thus, hypotheses 4 and 6 receive support from the data. However, hypothesis 

3 (the social bond is inversely related to delinquent peers) does not receive much support 

from these data. Although the relationship between the social bond and delinquent peers 

is in the predicted direction, the effect is quite weak ('3 = -.119; p = .178). Thus, 

according to these data, the social bond affects delinquent behavior directly, but it does 

not affect delinquent behavior indirectly through an effect on delinquent peer associations 

as predicted. Delinquent peers, a potent predictor of delinquency, is most strongly 

influenced by the structural condition of neighborhood disorganization, but it is also 

related to the process of parental control and monitoring. 

When the social bond is regressed on the three remaining variables in the model 

( and gender is controlled), two of these variables have a moderate influence-parental 

control/monitoring and strain. As parental control increases, the social bond is 

strengthened ('3 = .337; p = .000). Thus, hypothesis 5 is supported. Further, as the level 

of strain increases, the social bond is weakened ('3 = -.197; p = .020), also as predicted. 

Thus, hypothesis 7 is also supported. However, social disorganization does not have 

much of an effect on the social bond, so hypothesis 8 is not supported by these data. The 

data show that social structure-strain in this case-affects the process of social bonding. 

This is consistent with a major premise of this study. Also, social processes affect other 

98 



processes, again consistent with basic assumptions of the integrated model and ASC 

paradigm. 

When parental control/monitoring is regressed on the two exogenous variables in 

the model (neighborhood disorganization and strain), both of these variables impact 

parental control/monitoring in predicted fashion. That is, as neighborhood 

disorganization increases, parental control is weakened. This effect is fairly strong (~ = -

.266~ p = .003). Thus, hypothesis 9 receives support from the data. This is a key finding 

as one of the major arguments is that social disorganization sets off a chain of effects, 

beginning with lowering informal social control, that results in delinquent behavior. 

Strain, or perceived blocked legitimate opportunity, also influences parental 

control/monitoring in the predicted direction, but the effect is very slight(~ -.138; p 

.118). Thus, hypothesis 1 O is not supported by the data. Of the two structural variables 

(neighborhood disorganization and strain), neighborhood disorganization has the greatest 

impact on parental control and monitoring. 

All in all, these data are consistent with the integrated model. The social 

processes of social bonding and delinquent peer associations impact delinquent behavior 

directly. However, this is not the whole story, so to speak. These social processes are 

influenced by the social process of parental control/monitoring, as well as by social 

structure-namely, strain and social disorganization. While the data fail to support every 

linkage in the integrated model, when total self-reported delinquency is the dependent 

variable, 7 out of 10 links (hypotheses) do find support in these data. With regard to the 

three hypotheses or linkages in the model that did not find support in these data ( social 
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bond inversely related to delinquent peers, neighborhood disorganization inversely 

related to social bond, and strain inversely related to parental control/monitoring) all 

three hypotheses were in the predicted direction and statistical significance was 

approached but not reached. It appears, the~ that the ASC paradigm in general, and the 

integrated model in particular, are supported by logic and previous research (see Chapters 

2 and 3 ), as well as by empirical testing. The implications that follow from these findings 

will be taken up and discussed in section 5. 3, but first the model is examined as to its 

validity with four other dependent variables: (1) violent offenses; (2) property offenses; 

(3) drug dealing offenses; and (4) drug use. The results of these additional analyses are 

presented on the next four pages in figure 5 .2 in the form of four path models. 
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Using the integrated model to predict several types of delinquent behavior 

produces interesting results. While the integrated model works fairly well for each of the 

various types of delinquency-violence, property offenses, drug dealing, and drug use-

it is clear from the data that different variables in the model have stronger or weaker 

effects depending on the particular dependent variable being examined. For example, 

delinquent peer associations is consistently and strongly related to each type of offending. 

The social bond, however, is most strongly related to drug use and violent offending. 

One possible interpretation of the finding that the social bond is most significantly related 

to drug use and violence is that both of these types of offending involve destruction-to 

oneself in the case of drug use, and destruction toward others in the case of violence. To 

engage in such destructive behavior, one must be free from conventional social bonds. 

The social bond is not as strongly related to property off ending and drug dealing, both of 

which can be viewed as more rational types of offending that result in a "pay-off" 

An examination of the adjusted R-square values reveals that the full integrated 

model is capable of explaining 39 percent of the variance in violence, 30 percent of the 

variance in property offending, 27 percent of the variance in drug dealing, and 36 percent 

of the variance in drug use. In general, this particular integrated model has utility in 

accounting for several different types of delinquent behavior. More importantly, the ASC 

paradigm appears to be a useful framework or guide for constructing integrated 

theoretical models. 
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5.3 Discussion of Findings 

Having presented the key findings, the basic question remains, "What do these data really 

tell us about serious, violent, and persistent or chronic delinquency?"' The most basic 

answer to such a question is that these data indicate that serious delinquency is a complex 

phenomenon; it has multiple causes, ranging from delinquent peers to social structural 

conditions. 

The integrated model has support in these particular survey data. As predicted by 

the theoretical model and consistent with the literature, delinquent peer associations is a 

potent predictor of delinquent behavior. In every type of delinquency measured and 

analyzed in this study--violence, property offending, drug dealing, drug use, and overall 

offending-delinquent peer associations exerted a strong causal influence. The data 

further reveal that a broadly conceived social bond--composed of ties to school, church, 

and family- also has a significant and direct effect on delinquency, particularly 

regarding drug use and violence. Although the survey data provide only weak support 

for the hypothesized indirect effect of the social bond on delinquency, through its effect 

on delinquent peer associations, this is still a logical link. Thus, two social process 

variables, peer associations and social bonding, are capable of explaining a substantial 

proportion of delinquent behavior. 

However, there is more at work here. Social process and social structure impact 

delinquent peer associations and the social bond. Neighborhoods characterized by high 

levels of crime/deviance and physical decay are associated with delinquent peer 

formation. This is consistent with a social disorganization/informal control approach, 
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such as that put forward by Sampson and Laub (1993, 1994). The data analyzed in this 

study show that neighborhood disorganization leads to delinquent behavior via several 

routes. As mentioned just above, the data indicate that such neighborhoods are fertile 

ground for delinquent peer associations. In addition, such neighborhoods lead to lower 

levels of parental control/monitoring, which in tum leads to further delinquent peer 

associations, as well as a weakening of the social bond. 

In addition to the social bond being directly affected by the process of parental 

control/monitoring, and indirectly by neighborhood disorganization, the social bond is 

directly affected by blocked legitimate opportunity/strain and also indirectly via strain's 

effect on parental control/monitoring. In sum, the data support the basic tenet that social 

processes that are the proximate causes of delinquency, such as delinquent peers and a 

weakened social bond, are affected by the process of parental control and also affected by 

social strocture in the form of neighborhood disorganization and strain. 

At an even more abstract level, the results of this study support the ASC paradigm 

as a useful heuristic device. In particular, the data strongly suggest that one must 

examine and evaluate a variety of factors, ranging from the actor-level to the larger social 

context, if understanding and prediction are to be increased. The most variation in 

delinquent behavior that the integrated model was able to explain was forty-four percent. 

It is submitted that increased explanation would have resulted from the inclusion of more 

variables at the actor level of analysis. The data show that males are more violent, even 

when all other key variables (according to the logic employed in this study) are 

controlled. There is no significant gender difference, however, when other types of 
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offending are analyzed (for example, property offending, drug dealing, and drug use). 

This difference in violent behavior is consistent with such biological arguments as put 

forward by Goves (1985) and others (for example, Dabbs and Morris, 1990). However, 

the relatively small and nonrandom sampling of females should be kept in mind when 

evaluating and interpreting this finding. 

The data also lend support to the argument that narrowly focused explanations 

will not tell us as much as multifaceted and integrated explanations. There is a trade-off, 

of course. More complicated explanations and theoretical models usually require more 

complex research designs and analytic procedures. However, as this study demonstrates, 

relatively complex theory can be tested with a modest research design and basic 

multivariate analyses. The analyses carried out in this dissertation suggest that the ASC 

paradigm is a fruitful conceptual tool for developing and testing integrated theory. 
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CHAPTER6 

Summary and Conclusions 

6.1 Summary of the Study 

In this final chapter, a summary of the dissertation is provided (section 6.1 ), followed by 

a discussion of the possible implications that follow from these findings (section 6.2). As 

the opening chapter of this dissertation indicated, overall crime in the U.S. has been 

decreasing over the past twenty-five years. However, juvenile delinquency, or youth 

crime, has been on the rise. Of particular concern is the rise in youth violence that has 

been occurring since the mid-80s, although this may now be declining. It appears, as 

some have argued (for example, Blumstein, 1995; Blumstein and Heinz, 1995; Inciardi et 

al., 1993), that the combination of drugs (particularly crack), easy access to guns, and 

social disadvantage has resulted in a crisis situation for many of our nation's young (see, 

also, Wilson, 1987; Lerner, 1995). Furthermore, there is some evidence that matters may 

get worse in the near future. As a recent Department of Justice document reports 

(Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1996: 1 ): 

This nation must take immediate and decisive action to intervene in the problem 
of juvenile violence that threatens the safety and security of communities-and 
the future of our children-across the country. Demographic experts predict that 
juvenile arrests for violent crimes will more than double by the year 2010, given 
population growth projections and trends in juvenile arrests over the past several 
decades. 

Even if the future turns out not to be as bleak as some imagine it might, the 

current situation warrants our immediate and full attention. We now know that 

delinquent behavior is widespread, cutting across all social class, gender, and 

racial/ethnic lines. In effect, most youths have engaged in mild to moderate forms of 
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delinquency (Bynum and Thompson, 1996:73). Representative of such common 

delinquent acts are the use of tobacco, alcohol, and marijuana, as well as involvement in 

status offenses and some property crimes. Research has shown that most juveniles, 

however, will mature and age-out of such behavior (Siegel and Senna, 1997:62). There 

seems to be a route or pathway traveled by a large proportion of juveniles that is 

characterized by minor/moderate offending that declines as one enters into early 

adulthood. 

On the other hand, a growing body of evidence suggests that a relatively small 

percentage of youths may be responsible for a disproportionately large share of the most 

serious crimes in a community; crimes such as rape, aggravated assault, robbery, motor 

vehicle theft, and burglary (Wolfgang et al., 1972; Tracy et al., 1990; Howell et al., 

1995(a)). There is evidence that this relatively small but significant portion of juveniles 

follows a different pathway than the majority of youth. This second pathway is 

characterized by early onset of delinquency, escalating severity and frequency of 

offenses, and continuation of offending into adulthood (!vi olfgang et aL, 1972; Tracy et 

al., 1990; Loeber et al., 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1993; Howell et al., 1995(b); Bartollas, 

1997: 59). Some have referred to this second, smaller group as chronic delinquents or the 

chronic few (Wolfgang et al., 1972; Tracy et al., 1990). It is estimated that this group of 

juveniles may account for about 6 to 8 percent of the youth population (Farrington, 1981; 

Tracy et al., 1990; Howell et al., 1995(b)). This dissertation has attempted to focus on 

the chronic few by drawing a sample of youth (N = 127) from two juvenile detention 

centers. Previous research has indicated that detention centers and other juvenile 
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institutions are settings likely to contain serious and persistent offenders (Cernkovich et 

al., 1985; Edwards, 1992~ Sheley and Wright, 1993; Wolfe, 1994). 

There is an interesting paradox that has occurred in delinquency research over the 

past several decades. At the same time that juvenile delinquency has been growing more 

serious and violent in nature, delinquency researchers over the course of the past three 

decades have tended to focus on the larger group of minor or "garden variety" offenders. 

This body of research has taught us much about the general youth population; for 

example, delinquency is much more widespread than was previously believed, and minor 

to moderate forms of delinquency cut across gender, racial/ethnic, and social class 

divides as mentioned above. The reverse side, however, is that relatively few scientific 

studies have been conducted on the chronic minority (Inciardi et al., 1993; Cernkovich et 

al., 1985). The data from the present study add further support to the finding that 

detention centers are settings likely to contain juveniles who have committed serious (in 

effect, Index crime) offenses at a high rate. For example, the "average youth" surveyed 

for this dissertation has in the past year, according to his/her own report, committed 25 

serious property offenses (in effect, motor vehicle theft, grand larceny, burglary, 

destruction of property, and petit larceny), 39 violent offenses (in effect, carrying a knife, 

carrying a handgun, shooting a gun at someone, sexual assault, simple assault, aggravated 

assault, and robbery), and 21 drug deals, for a total of 85 serious and violent offenses in 

the past year. In addition, in the 30 days prior to coming into the detention center, the 

average youth in the sample used marijuana 15 times, alcohol 12 times, tobacco 14 times, 

cocaine 3 times, hallucinogens 4 times, amphetamines 4 times, barbiturates 3 times, and 
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heroin once. This sample obviously contains juveniles who are deeply involved in 

delinquent behavior, ranging from substance abuse to interpersonal violence. 

This dissertation has also focused on a variety of variables or factors that have 

been shown to be related to delinquent behavior. Specifically, a theoretical framework, 

in the form of the ASC paradigm, was put foiward. This framework requires that causal 

influences from three levels-the individual or actor level, the social process or group 

level, and the larger contextual or macro level-should be taken into consideration when 

constructing theoretical explanations of delinquency. The integrated model that was 

tested in this study combined social disorganization and strain theories ( structural 

explanations) with social bond and social learning theories (processual explanations). 

Gender was also included in the model as an actor-level variable. This model was 

generally supported by the survey data. When overall or total delinquency was the 

dependent variable, the full model was able to account for 44 percent of the variation in 

self-reported behavior. The model was also able to account for 39 percent of the 

variation in violent offenses, 30 percent of the variation in property offenses, 27 percent 

of the variation in drug dealing, and 36 percent of the variation in drug use, but, 

obviously, many other factors are also involved. 

The model seems valid and versatile enough to explain several different types of 

delinquency. In general terms, the integrated model demonstrates that structural factors, 

such as neighborhood disorganization and lack of legitimate opportunity, set into motion 

a series of events that ultimately lead to delinquent behavior. The intervening 

mechanisms between social structure and delinquency are parental control and 

112 



monitoring, social bonding, and delinquent peer associations. To the question, "What 

causes delinquency?" the answer emerging from this study is that several variables 

contribute to the problem. While parents and peers play important roles, so too do social 

structure and perceived legitimate opportunities. Put simply, delinquency is a complex 

and multifaceted social problem. 

In addition to an empirical test of the ASC paradigm and the integrated model 

derived from it, this study also gathered anecdotal data (see Appendix B) from within the 

confines of two juvenile detention centers, as well as from street interviews with youths 

living in inner-city neighborhoods. These additional sources of data indicate that 

involvement in serious delinquency (for example, drug dealing and violent crimes) 

provides meaning and opportunity for some youths. That is, a life of street crime is the 

life that some juveniles know best how to lead. Youths from disadvantaged and 

disorganized neighborhoods who perceive that they have little chance for success via 

conventional means ( education, job advancement, etc.), and who receive little parental 

control and monitoring, are likely to have a weakened bond or tie to society which frees 

them to form attachments with delinquent peers. A key assumption guiding this study, 

and supported by the data, is that juveniles who are deeply involved in serious forms of 

law breaking are not abnormal or inferior in some way to conforming juveniles. Instead, 

such youths are reacting to a set of circumstances that make conformity less likely and 

law breaking more likely. In essence, this study supports the position that serious, 

violent, and chronic juvenile off enders are products of social disadvantage and 

inadequate informal social control. To what extent constitutional factors, such as 
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temperament or learning disabilities, play a role is not directly addressed in this study. 

However, the ASC paradigm encourages us to consider such factors when developing a 

comprehensive explanatory model. Having briefly summarized the study and its basic 

findings, the discussion shifts to implications of the study's findings, as well as some 

final thoughts. 

6.2 Conclusions and Final Thoughts 

As previous research has indicated, juvenile delinquency has multiple causes. Theorists 

and researchers from different disciplines and from many different perspectives have 

contributed to our understanding of the complexity of delinquency. Thus, we will never 

find the answer to the cause of delinquency because there are many causes ( see 

Shoemaker, 1996, especially Chapter 12). What is needed is a tool or :framework that can 

aid in combining findings and insights in some coherent way. The ASC paradigm is 

offered as one such tool. 

This dissertation has added yet more support to the consistent finding that 

delinquent peer associations are key to understanding delinquent behavior. Indeed, the 

single most potent predictor of delinquent behavior found in this study was delinquent 

peer associations. However, it was also found that the social bond is significantly related 

to delinquent behavior, above and beyond the effect of delinquent peers. The finding that 

delinquent peer associations and a weakened social bond are key predictor variables adds 

support to such integrated theories as those put forward by Elliott et al. (1985) and 

Thornberry and colleagues (Thornberry, 1987, 1996; Thornberry et al., 1991, 1994). 
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In additio~ this dissertation adds support to the hypothesis that neighborhood 

disorganization weakens parental control. This finding is consistent with the theorizing 

and empirical validation recently reported by Sampson and Laub (1993, 1994). 

Furthermore, the data from the present undertaking demonstrate that disorganized 

neighborhoods exert a powerful influence on delinquent peer formation as well. This, 

too, is consistent with Sampson and Laub, as well as with other delinquency studies that 

have focused on neighborhood conditions (for example, Elliott et al., 1985; Bursik and 

Grasmick, 1993; and Elliott et al., 1996). 

In essence, the findings from the present undertaking support the growing body of 

literature that reveals that delinquency has multiple causes, and that theory integration is 

an important and fruitful approach to increasing our understanding of delinquency. The 

present study provides empirical support for the ASC paradigm generally, and for the 

particular integrated model based upon the ASC paradigm that was tested in this 

dissertation more specifically. The findings from this study demonstrate the utility and 

value ofBronfenbrenner's "systems approach" to understanding behavior. It has been 

shown that multiple systems (for example, the neighborhood system, the family system, 

and the peer system) all contribute significantly to delinquency. 

The implications that follow from this study are several. For one, intervention 

and prevention programs that have a very narrow focus (for example, increasing empathy 

in an offender) are not as likely to succeed as are programs that have a broader focus (for 

example, increasing empathy in the juvenile, improving family communication and 

patterns of interactio~ and reconnecting juvenile offenders with school). Second, since 
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social structure plays such an important role in the etiology of delinquency, it must be 

addressed. "Fixing" families and juveniles while failing to address the larger social 

context, such as neighborhood disorganization and lack of legitimate opportunity, will 

likely lead to failure and frustration as underlying problems are left untouched. Third, the 

current approach of just "getting tough" enough is not supported by a large body of 

evidence, to include this study. Incarceration is certainly a reasonable response for 

individuals who have shown that they are dangerous to the community, but this is a 

reactive measure that comes after there is already a problem. We know that juveniles and 

adults who spend time in correctional facilities do not usually come out rehabilitated, but 

instead enter a type of revolving door situation. That is not to say, however, that 

rehabilitation efforts can never succeed. There is mounting evidence that theoretically

informed, well-funded, well-staffed programs can work (see Krisberg et al., 1995). Each 

of these implications deserves fuller consideration and discussion. 

The idea that delinquency and related youth problems can be reduced through 

comprehensive measures is not particularly new or insightful. Some social scientists 

have long recognized that human social behavior is complex, and that efforts to shape it 

must acknowledge and address this complexity. With regard to delinquency prevention 

and intervention, a recent guide was developed and disseminated by the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. In the Guide for Implementing the 

Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders (Howell, 

1995(a): 18-19), several key points are made about designing and implementing 

successful delinquency prevention and treatment programs. One point that is entirely 
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consistent with the theory guiding this dissertation, as well as the findings generated from 

it, is that risk factors at several different levels or systems must be addressed. That is, a 

holistic or comprehensive approach is needed. Specifically, risk factors that need to be 

addressed are divided into (1) "community factors" ( example, availability of drugs and 

guns, neighborhood norms favorable toward drug use, firearms, and crime), (2) "family, 

school, and peer factors'' (for example, family management problems, lack of 

commitment to school, and having friends who engage in problem behavior), and (3) 

"individual factors'' (for example, early initiation into problem behavior, constitutional 

factors). This strategy fits almost perfectly with the ASC paradigm. 

The need to address social structural factors in an effort to reduce delinquency is 

well known (the Chicago Area Project, or CAP, for example, is based on the structural 

theory, social disorganization, of Shaw and McKay, 1942, 1969), but all too often the 

individual offender becomes the focus of treatment and rehabilitative efforts. This study 

supports the position that social structural disadvantage is a key element in the etiology of 

serious delinquent behavior (see, for example, the work of Sampson and Laub, 1993, 

1994; Elliott et al., 1996). Thus, reactive, individually-focused responses to youth crime 

fail, by definition, to deal with the matter of social structure. This situation is akin to 

treating your children for repeated bouts of poison ivy rather than going to the backyard 

to eliminate the source of the problem. Neighborhood disorganization, perceived lack of 

legitimate opportunity, to mention only two structural conditions, matter. Previous 

research indicates this, and the present study provides further support for this contention. 
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Obviously, political rhetoric, thirty-second sound bites, and "quick fix" measures fail to 

address this fundamental issue. 

Finally, the nation seems very receptive to the notion of simply cracking down or 

getting tough with juvenile off enders. Laws have been passed in many states that make it 

easier to try juveniles as adults (Fritsch and Hemmens, 1995). While this approach has 

some merit-that is, some juveniles should be tried and sentenced as adults if the juvenile 

system has done all that it can-it is not the best approach for making significant 

reductions in youth crime. Getting tough should be one prong of a three-pronged 

approach. The other two prongs that are needed are massive early intervention programs, 

the like of which we have never seen in this country, and graduated sanctions for those 

youths who violate the law (see Howell et al., 1995(a & b) and Howell, 1995(a & b) for 

detailed explications of this basic position). 

Massive early intervention efforts should be focused on three primary areas: ( 1) 

reorganizing disorganized neighborhoods and communities; (2) making legitimate 

opportunities more available to those who have been blocked from such opportunities; 

and (3) parent education and training programs that teach parents how to successfully 

rear children. All three of these areas have been suggested as important prevention and 

early intervention targets by others (see, for example, Henggeler and Borduin, 1990; 

Howell, 1995(a & b); Howell et al., 1995(a & b)). Obviously, such large scale efforts are 

expensive and potentially cumbersome. To put it into perspective, however, it should be 

recognized that it is expensive to house juveniles in detention centers and training 

schools. Some estimates are that the annual per-resident cost of long-tenn institutions is 
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$30,000. Bartollas (1997:501) reports that the cost of juvenile incarceration varies by 

state, ranging from a low of $16,500 to more than $78,000 per juvenile per year. Clearly, 

our current approach is expensive, both in terms of dollars and, more importantly, in 

terms of human suffering. 

The second prong concerns graduated sanctions. This idea refers to a series of 

increasingly stiff er penalties for those youth who are caught for delinquent acts. The 

general rule is to use only as much punishment as is absolutely necessary. According to 

Howell (l 995(a): 133), there needs to be a continuum that includes the following: 

*Immediate sanctions within the community for first-time, nonviolent offenders. 

*Intermediate sanctions within the community for more serious offenders. 

* Secure care programs for the most violent offenders. 

* Aftercare programs that provide high levels of social control and treatment 
services. 

Before concluding, it is important to reiterate the limitations and weaknesses 

inherent in the present undertaking, and to offer suggestions for future research efforts. A 

key limitation is the cross sectional design. For example, the theoretical model tested in 

this dissertation posits that neighborhood disorganization leads to lower levels of parental 

monitoring and control. It is possible that the relationship actually runs in the other 

direction. That is, perhaps "bad" parents are drawn or attracted to disorganized 

neighborhoods. Longitudinal research can obviously better address such an issue. 

In addition, not only is the sample size relatively small (N = 127), but it is also 

composed entirely of incarcerated youths. Thus, it is not possible to generalize from this 
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sample to the general population. However? it should be kept in mind that this population 

was intentionally selected as the general youth population contains relatively few serious, 

violent, and chronic offenders. Future research studies would do well to compare 

incarcerated populations with representative youth populations. 

Finally, although the ASC paradigm explicitly calls for the inclusion of actor-level 

variables in any comprehensive model, this study focused almost exclusively on social 

processes and social structure. Future research efforts should include more individual or 

constitutional variables and thereby focus more thoroughly on all three levels (actor, 

situatio0:, and context). 

With regard to developing and using theoretically-informed programs and policies 

to reduce juvenile delinquency, we must recognize that despite our best efforts there will 

always be some juveniles who pose a danger to the community. For the most recalcitrant 

youth, we already have a system in place for long-term incapacitation-the criminal 

justice system. Our goal should be to resort to this system as little as possible. As some 

delinquency experts have argued, we have the knowledge and tools already to prevent 

and reduce delinquency in our society. What we apparently do not have is the political 

will. As Leitenberg stated a decade ago (in Bartollas, 1997:525): 

My thoughts about primary prevention programs in delinquency tend to be 
pessimistic. Unless the larger political? organizational, economic, and social 
issues are addressed ... we will make small headway .... I think the most 
productive area is not within the realm of psychology, sociology, psychiatry, 
social work, or criminology-it is within the area of politics. 

In closing, this study adds to the growing body of evidence that delinquency is a 

complex, multifaceted social phenomenon. The etiology appears to consist of structural 
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components and social process components, not to mention the likelihood that individual 

or constitutional factors also play some role. As such, a social reaction that hopes to 

make a significant reduction in the problem of youth crime, particularly youth violence, 

must address multiple issues at multiple levels. We must focus our efforts on the actor, 

his/her life circumstances or situations, as well as the larger social context. Simple 

solutions will not do. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire Items ( exactly as worded) 

In this section, the self-administered questionnaire is presented exactly as it appeared to 

the juvenile respondents with three exceptions: (I) the questionnaire that the juveniles 

completed had a picture on the front cover showing two youths, one appearing to be 

black and the other white, smoking a cigarette and spray-painting grafitti on a wall; (2) 

the questionnaire was made into a booklet with uncluttered margins so that it would be 

easy to read and convenient to complete; and (3) the variable names-for example, 

"Schattd"- and some comments are provided for the reader's reference, and are placed 

within brackets at the end of each item or set of response codes. That is, variable names 

and other descriptive information did not appear in the original questionnaire. The front 

cover of the questionnaire booklet contained the picture described above with the 

following title, description of the study, and words of instruction placed underneath the 

picture: 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY SURVEY 

A study of the experiences, attitudes, and opinions of young people in juvenile detention. 

Please answer all of the questions. If you want to answer them in more detail than 
space allows, you may write in the margins or on the back page. Please do NOT 
sign or place your name anywhere on this survey. Your answers are completely 
ANONYMOUS, so no one will know how you answered our questions. 

Thank you very much for your help. 
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For each question or statement, please circle the number that best expresses your opinion 
or experience. The first set of questions involves your opinions about school and 
religious services. We use the word church in some questions, but if you attend a 
synagogue, mosque, or other place of worship, answer for that. 

Ql: School attendance is important to me. [Schattd] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q2: Getting good grades is important to me. [Goodgrad] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q3: I dislike school. [Dntliksc--Response codes were recoded in the opposite 
direction for this item.] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q4: I care what my teachers think of me. [Teachers] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

QS: I like to attend religious services (like church, synagogue, or mosque). [Likchurc] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q6: The things that are taught in church seem meaningful to me. [Churmean] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q7: Religion is an important part of my life. [Relimprt] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 
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Q8: When you are not in detention, about how often do you attend religious services? 
[Churattd] 

I. never 2. rarely 3. once or twice a month 4. al:x>ut once a week or more 

In this next section, we ask about your parents. If you were raised mostly by 
foster parents, step-parents, grandparents, or others, answer for them. For 
example, if you have both a step-father and a natural father, answer for the one 
that was most important in raising you. If you live with only one parent or 
guardian, answer for that person. 

Q9: One of the worst things that could happen to me would be letting my parents 
down. [Letdown] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

QlO: I'm closer to my parents than a lot of kids my age. [Closer] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Ql 1: I really care what my parents think of me. [Icare] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q12: My parents love me. [Parluvme] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q 13: I love my parents. [Iluvpar] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q 14: My parents want to know who I am going out with when I go out with other 
boys/ girs. [W antknow] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 
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QIS: In my free time away from home, my parents know who I'm with. [Knowwho] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q 16: In my free time away from home, my parents know where I am. [Knowhere] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

QI 7: My parents want me to tell them where I am ifl don't come home right after 
school. [Telwhere] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q 18: About how often do you and your parents eat dinner together? [Eatogthr] 

I. almost never 2. seldom 3. sometimes 4.often 

Q 19: About how often do you and your parents do something fun together, like playing 
cards, watching a movie, or shopping at the mall? [Funtgthr] 

1. almost never 2. seldom 3. sometimes 4.often 

Q20: My parents try to obey the law. [Pobeylaw] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q21: My parents are never in trouble with the law. [Pnotntrb] 

I.disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q22: It is okay to break the law if you can get away with it. [Breaklaw] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q23: Most things people call 'Juvenile delinquency" don't really hurt anyone. 
[Donthurt] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 
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Q24: Some people (like punks or suckers) deserve to be taken advantage of [Punks] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q25: It is not really wrong to deal drugs like crack cocaine since you are just giving 
people what they want. [Notwrong] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q26: IfI saw a wallet or purse just laying around, I would take it and keep any money 
in it for myself [Keepit] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. Agree 

In answering the next set of questions, think about the friends you spend time 
with when you are not in detention. 

Q27: How many of your friends would you guess smoke marijuana (pot, grass) or 
hashish? [Peerspot] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 

Q28: How many of your friends would you guess carry a gun? [Peersgun] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 

Q29: How many of your friends would you guess take cocaine (powder, in a woolly, 
crack)? [Peerscok] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 

Q30: How many of your friends would you guess have been arrested by the police? 
[Peersarr] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 
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Q3 I: How many of your friends would you guess have stolen something worth at least 
$100? [Peerstol] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 

Q32: How would your best friend react if he/she found out that you had sold drugs like 
crack cocaine? [Reactcok] 

I. negatively 2. somewhat negatively 3. unsure 4. somewhat positively 5. positively 

Q33: How would your best friend react if he/she found out that you had stolen a car? 
[Reactcar] 

1. negatively 2. somewhat negatively 3. unsure 4. somewhat positively 5. positively 

In the next section, we ask how you feel about yourself Circle the number that best 
expresses your opinion or attitude. 

Q34: On the whole, I am satisfied with myself [Satwself] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q35: At times I think I am no good at all. [Nogood--Response codes were recoded in 
the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q36: I wish I could have more respect for myself [Morespct-Response codes were 
recoded in the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q37: I feel that I have a number of good qualities. [Goodqual] 

I. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 
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Q31: How many of your friends would you guess have stolen something worth at least 
$100? [Peerstol] 

1. none 2. a few 3. some 4. most 5.all 

Q32: How would your best friend react if he/she found out that you had sold drugs like 
crack cocaine? [Reactcok] 

1. negatively 2. somewhat negatively 3. unsure 4. somewhat positively 5. positively 

Q33: How would your best friend react if he/she found out that you had stolen a car? 
[Reactcar] 

1. negatively 2. somewhat negatively 3. unsure 4. somewhat positively 5. positively 

In the next section, we ask how you feel about yourself Circle the number that best 
expresses your opinion or attitude. 

Q34: On the whole, I am satisfied with myself [Satwself] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q35: At times I think I am no good at all. [Nogood--Response codes were recoded in 
the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q36: I wish I could have more respect for myself [Morespct-Response codes were 
recoded in the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Q37: I feel that I have a number of good qualities. [Goodqual] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 
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Q38: I feel I do not have much to be proud of [Proudof.-Response codes were 
recoded in the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. disagree 2. mostly disagree 3. neither 4. mostly agree 5. agree 

Next, we would like to ask you some questions about your neighborhood. Circle 
either yes or no for each thing in the list below. 

Q39: Do you have any of these things within 3 blocks of your home? 

a. groups of teenagers hanging around the street? [Disteens] L NO 2. YES 

b. litter/garbage/trash on the street? [Distrash] 1. NO 2. YES 

C. abandoned houses and run-down buildings? [Disrundn] 1. NO 2. YES 

d. drug dealing on street comers? [Disdeals] I.NO 2. YES 
e. vandalism-like broken windows, busted street lights? 1. NO 2. YES 

[Disvandl] 
f grafitti/writing on walls? [Disgrafi] 1. NO 2. YES 

g. winos and drug addicts hanging around the street?[Diswino] I. NO 2. YES 

h. lots of burglaries and thefts? [Dis burgs] 1. NO 2. YES 
1. lots of assaults and muggings? [Disasslt] 1. NO 2. YES 

Next, we would like to ask you some questions about how satisfied you are with 
your life when you are not in detention, and what you think your chances are for 
having the kind of life that you want to have as an adult. Circle the number that 
best expresses your opinion. 

Q40: How satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days? [Lifesat-Response 
codes were recoded in the opposite direction for this item.] 

1. completely satisfied 
2. satisfied 
3. unsure 
4. dissatisfied 
5. completely dissatisfied 

Q41: What do you think your chances are for getting the kind of job you would like to 
have as an adult? [Jobchanc] 

I. excellent 2.good 3. fair 4.poor 
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Q42: What do you think your chances are for completing high school? [Hschanc] 

1. excellent 2. good 3. fair 4.poor 

Q43: What do you think your chances are for completing a college degree? [Colchanc] 

1. excellent 2.good 3. fair 4.poor 

Q44: What do you think your chances are for living the kind of life that you really want 
to live as an adult? [Lifchanc] 

1. excellent 2.good 3. fair 4. poor 

Q45: What do you think your chances are for being accepted by society as a successful 
person when you are an adult? [ Accchanc] 

1. excellent 2.good 3. fair 4.poor 

This next section deals with activities which may be against the rules or against 
the law. We hope you will answer all of these questions. Remember, your 
answers will NEVER be connected with your name. That is, your answers are 
COMPLETELY ANONYMOUS. 

Please indicate how often in the past twelve months, before you came into detention, you 
did each act. Circle the best answer. 

Q46: JUPOsely damaged or 
destroyed something not belonging 
to you? [Destroy] 

Q47: stolen (or tried to steal) a motor 
Vehicle, such as a car or motorcycle? [Cartheft] 

Q48: stolen (or tried to steal) something 
worth more than $100 (not counting a 
car or motorcycle)? [Grandlar] 

Q49: thrown objects (such as rocks, 
snowballs, or bottles) at cars or 
people? [Thrown] 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
times times times times 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
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Q50: run away from home? [Runaway] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q5 l: lied about your age to gain entrance Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
or to purchase something; for example, 
lying about your age to buy liquor or get 
into a movie? [Liedage] 

Q52: carried a knife (not a plain pocket Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
knife)? [Knife] 

QS 3: carried a handgun? [Handgun] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q54: shot a gun (handgun, rifle, or Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
shotgun) at someone? [Shotagun] 

Q55: stolen (or tried to steal) things Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
worth less than $100? [Pettylar] 

Q56: attacked someone with the idea Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
of seriously hurting them? [Aggasslt] 

Q57: sold marijuana or hash? [Soldpot] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q58: sold cocaine (crack or powder)? [Soldcoke] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q59: sold LSD? [Soldlsd.] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q60: made obscene phonecalls, such as calling Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
someone and saying dirty things? [Phoncall] 

Q61: hit (or threatened to hit) somebody other Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
than your brother or sister? [Simasslt] 

Q62: had (or tried to have) sexual relations Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
with someone against their will? [Sexasslt] 

Q63: skipped classes without an excuse? [Skipped] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q64: avoided paying for such things as movies, Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
bus or taxi rides, and food? [Avoidpay] 

Q65: taken a vehicle for a ride (drive) without Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
the owner's permission? [Joyride] 

Q66: used force (strong-arm methods) to get Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
money or things from somebody? [Robbery] 

Q67: been drunk in a public place? [Drunkpub] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q68: broken into a building or vehicle ( or tried Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
to break in) to steal something or just to look 
around? [Burglary] 
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In this next section, we want to know how often you have used different drugs. 
Please indicate how often in the past MONTH (30 days), before you came into the 
detention home, you used each of the following drugs. (Circle the best answer.) 

Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q69: alcoholic beverages (beer, wine, and Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
hard liquor)? [Alcohol] 

Q70: marijuana (grass, pot, weed, blunt, Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
reefer)? [Marijuan] 

Q71: hallucinogens (LSD, acid, mescaline, Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 
peyote)? [HallucinJ 

Q72: cocaine (coke, crack, wolly)? [Cocaine] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q73: heroin (horse, smack)? [Heroin] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q74: amphetamines (uppers, speed)? [Amphetam] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q75: barbiturates (downers)? [Barbitur] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-20 21+ 

Q76: tobacco (cigarettes, chew, dip)? [Tobacco] Never Once 2-5 6-12 13-2- 21+ 

Finally, we have just a few more questions to help us complete our study. 

Q77: What is your sex? [Gender] 

1. male 
2. female 

Q78: What is your age (write it in)? ___ [Age] 

Q79: How do you describe yourself? [Race] 

1. American Indian (Native American) 
2. Black or African American 
3. Mexican American or Chicano/Chicana 
4. Cuban American 
5. Puerto Rican American 
6. Other Latin American 
7. Oriental or Asian American 
8. White or Caucasian 
9. Other (please specify) ________ _ 
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Q80: What grade are you in now? [Grade] 

1. less than 7th 
2. 7th grade 
3. 8th grade 
4. 9th grade 
5. 10th grade 
6. 11th grade 
7. 12th grade 
8. GED 
9. rve dropped out of school 
10. Other (please specify) _______ _ 

Q81: How many OLDER brothers and sisters do you have? (Include step-brothers and 
sisters and half-brothers and sisters.) [ Oldersib] 

0. none 4. four 
1. one 5.five 
2. two 6. six or more 
3. three 

Q82: How many YOUNGER brothers and sisters do you have? (Include step-brothers 
and sisters and half-brothers and sisters.) [Y oungsib] 

0. none 4. four 
1. one 5. five 
2. two 6. six or more 
3. three 

Q83: Which of the following people live in the same household with you? (Circle ALL 
that apply.) [Livewith] 

a. I live alone 
b. Father (or male guardian) 
c. Mother ( or female guardian) 
d. Brother(s) and /or sister(s) 
e. Grandparent( s) 
f My husband/wife 
g. My girlfriend/boyfriend 
h. My children 
1. Other relative( s) 
J. Non-relative(s) 
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Q84: Where did you grow up mostly? [Whergrew] 

1. on a farm 
2. in the country, not on a farm 
3. in a small city or town (under 50,000 people) 
4. in a medium sized city (50,000 to 100,000 people) 
5. in a suburb of a medium sized city 
6. in a large city (I0f 000 to 500,000 people) 
7. in a suburb of a large city 
8. in a very large city (over 500,000 people) 
9. in a suburb of a very large city 

Q85: How many times have you been arrested by the police? [Numbrarr] 

1. once 
2. 2-3 times 
3. 4-6 times 
4. 7-10 times 
5. 11-15 times 
6. 16+ times 

Our final questions ask about your parents. If you were raised mostly by foster 
parents, step-parents, or others, answer for them. For example, if you have both a 
step-father and a natural father, answer for the one that was the most important in 
raising you. 

Q86: What is the highest level of schooling your father completed? [Fatheduc] 

I. completed grade school or less 
2. some high school 
3. completed high school 
4. some college 
5. completed college 
6. graduate or professional school after college 
7. don't know, or does not apply 

Q87: What is the highest level of schooling your mother completed? [Motheduc] 

1. completed grade school or less 
2. some high school 
3. completed high school 
4. some college 
5. completed college 
6. graduate or professional school after college 
7. don't know, or does not apply 

133 



Q88: Which of the following jobs comes closest to the kind of work your father does? 
[Fathjob] 

00. unemployed or currently laid off 
O 1. disable4 not able to work 
02. retired 
03. laborer (car washer, sanitary worker, farm laborer) 
04. service worker (cook, waiter, barber, janitor, beautician, practical nurse) 
05. operative or semi-skilled worker (garage worker, taxicab, bus, or truck driver, 

welder) 
06. sales clerk in a retail store (shoe salesperson, department store clerk) 
07. clerical or office worker (bank teller, bookkeeper, secretary, postal clerk, typist) 
08. protective service (police officer,~ detective) 
09. military service 
10. craftsman or skilled worker (carpenter, electrician, brick layer, mechanic) 
11. farm owner, farm manager 
12. owner of small business (shop owner, restaurant owner) 
13. sales representative (insurance agent, real estate broker) 
14. manager or administrator (office manager, government official, school administrator) 
15. professional without doctoral degree (registered nurse, engineer, architect, social 

worker, musician, actor, artist) 
16. professional with doctoral degree (lawyer, doctor, dentist, college professor) 
17. full-time homemaker, househusband 
18. don't know, or does not apply 

19. other (please specify) -------
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Q89: Which of the following jobs comes closest to the kind of work your mother does? 
[Mothjob] 

00. unemployed or currently laid off 
01. disabled, not able to work 
02. retired 
03. laborer (car washer, sanitary worker, farm laborer) 
04. service worker (cook, waiter, barber, janitor, beautician, practical nurse) 
05. operative or semi-skilled worker (garage worker, taxicab, bus, or truck driver, 

welder) 
06. sales clerk in a retail store (shoe salesperson, deputment store clerk) 
07. clerical or office worker (bank teller, bookkeeper, secretary, postal clerk, typist) 
08. protective service (police officer, fireman, detective) 
09. military service 
10. craftsman or skilled worker (carpenter, electrician, brick layer, mechanic) 
11. farm owner, farm manager 
12. owner of small business (shop owner, restaurant owner) 
13. sales representative (insurance agent, real estate broker) 
14. manager or administrator (office manager, government official, school administrator) 
15. professional without doctoral degree (registered nurse, engineer, architect, social 

worker. musician, actor, artist) 
16. professional with doctoral degree (lawyer, doctor, dentist, college professor) 
17. full-time homemaker, househusband 
18. don't know, or does not apply 
19. other (please specify) _____ _ 

This concludes our survey. Thank you so much for your help on this project. 
Please feel free to write any comments that you might have in the remaining blank 
space on the back of this page. Again, thank you! 
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APPENDIXB 

Playing the Dope Game: Some Impressions and Anecdotal Evidence Regarding 
Drugs, Guns, and Juveniles 

In this section I present and discuss my personal experiences with juveniles, both inside 

and outside of the two juvenile detention centers that served as the study sites for this 

study. The main purposes of this presentation and analysis are (1) to ''flesh out" the 

quantitative data analysis (that is, to discuss what variables like "neighborhood 

disorganization'' actually look like in the real world), and (2) to try to shed some light on 

what it is like to be a young person who is heavily involved in serious, violent, and 

chronic off ending. Put differently, quantitative data are good for revealing patterns and 

for testing theory, but they often fail to describe what something is really like, what it 

means, and how it feels. While juveniles engage in delinquent behavior for a variety of 

reasons (for example, because of delinquent peer associations, a weakened social bond, 

etc.), they do so, in part, because it means something to them. When a young person is 

asked to discuss why he carries a gun, for example, he will not say because he is 

experiencing strain, or because his bond to conventional society is weak. Instead, he will 

likely say something about what it does for him; that it provides protection, makes him 

feel powerful, and brings him respect and admiration from his friends. While the survey 

focused on several types of delinquency-violence, property offending, drug dealing, 

drug use, and overall delinquent behavior-the discussion in this section focuses largely 

on guns and crack dealing. 

In addition to the literally thousands of hours that I have spent in the two juvenile 

detention centers, I have spent scores of hours on the streets with juveniles, often with 
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some of the very same youths I have known from the urban detention center. Some of 

my favorite places to "hang" with young people are public housing projects. The housing 

projects that I have visited seem to be largely inhabited by poor, single-parent families. 

While they contain families of different racial/ethnic backgrounds, the residents appear to 

be mostly African American. During my visits to these neighborhoods, I am often the 

only white person on the street or on the playground. This has raised several problems or 

challenges for me as a researcher. 

One problem that I had to overcome initially was acceptance in the "hood." In 

contrast to my experiences at the detention centers, where I had years of experience and 

ample opportunity to establish rapport with many of the juveniles, my venture into poor, 

inner-city neighborhoods was more problematic. Here was I, an adult white male, 

wanting to hang around and ask a bunch of questions about criminal activity of 

adolescent black males, on their turf Rather than going into these neighborhoods by 

myself, I enlisted the aid of another detention center counselor, Tony. Tony has 

tremendous credibility, or "clout," with many of the young people in the inner-city 

neighborhoods. Besides being a physically impressive black man (he stands at 6'6", 

weighs approximately 250 lbs., and has an extremely athletic build), Tony has a 

reputation of being tough and street smart. Still, he has a reputation as being willing to 

help young people stay out of trouble or, if they are already in trouble, turn their lives 

around. He grew up in one of the roughest housing projects himself, in a single-parent 

family. Thus, Tony knows the inner-city neighborhoods, the young people who live in 
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the~ and street life quite well. He is an ideal guide and informant for someone wanting 

to talk with street kids and wanting to observe life on the streets. 

Tony would introduce me as his "partner," and would tell the young people that I 

could be trusted. When the juveniles found out that I was conducting a study, many of 

them were eager to share their stories with Tony and me. I have come to believe that 

many youths rarely get the opportunity to share their experiences and impressions with 

non-judgmental adults. Some youths even stated that they really enjoyed talking about 

their experiences and opinions. One young man said to me, ''Nobody ever asks me what 

I think about problems in my neighborhood. People should listen to me and other 

teenagers, too. We know what's really going on 'round here." 

When in these neighborhoods, Tony and I liked to spend time on outdoor 

basketball courts, playing ball and "talking junk." Talking junk is an important part of 

competitive sports and games. It involves verbal jabs and challenges with the goal of 

"psyching-ouf' your opponent, so that they do not play well. When one has been 

successful at junk talking, they can say that they have taken their opponent out of their 

game. Additional goals of junk talking are to outwit and frustrate your opponent, as well 

as to increase your status or image with peers. If your opponent hits you with a good 

verbal jab (for example, "Your Daddy drinks lunch from a brown paper bag!'), you want 

to come back with an even better jab (for example, ''Oh yeah, well your Daddy gets his 

lunch from the dumpster."). While I have seen fights result from such talk and verbal 

duels, more often than not it is taken in stride. 
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At the same time that I was playing basketball and engaging in junk talk I was 

also observing and learning something about what it is like to live in impoverished, high

crime neighborhoods. For example, when a group of fellows in a car drove past the court 

and said hello to the guys playing ball, I asked about the people in the car, who they 

were, and what they were into. One time, I was told that the car that had just passed had 

its trunk full of guns that were for sale if the driver knew you. Various "players" ( crack 

dealers) have been pointed out to me ranging from the small timers ( occasional dealers) 

to "fat cats'" (people who have others working for them). Anyway, observation and 

conversation within the confines of a detention center, as well as on the street have 

provided me with some insight into serious delinquency. Next, I share some of these 

insights regarding guns and crack cocaine dealing. 

As the survey data indicate, a sizeable percentage of the juveniles in this study 

report that they have carried a handgun. For example, 36 percent of the respondents 

report that they have carried a handgun six or more times in the past year. More 

alarming, 36 percent report that they have shot a gun at someone six or more times in the 

past year. My experiences with juveniles inside and outside of the detention center 

suggest that guns, particularly handguns, are extremely popular. When I have ventured 

into the "hood," I have had young people show me their handguns. They may carry a 

small handgun such as a .22, or they may carry something with greater firepower ( for 

example, a 9-mm). Within the confines of the detention center, I have observed that 

many male juveniles, both white and black, are utterly fascinated with guns. Boys in 

detention will sometime fashion a gun replica out of soap or toilet paper and water. For a 
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time, I had a collection of such gun replicas that I would show to students in the 

classroom or to colleagues at professional meetings. (Eventually, the gun replicas 

deteriorated to such a point that they could not be used anymore in ''show and tell.") The 

question remains, though, what makes guns so attractive to some young people. Another 

way to consider the matter is to ask, "What do guns do for young people?" 

I have found that guns provide what I like to call the "four Ps"-protection, profit, 

power, and prestige. I have been told often by young people that they carry handguns 

because they need to protect themselves from "fools" on the street. Representative of this 

idea is a statement from one young male who said, "There are so many fools and crazies 

out there with guns, f eemers who will do anything, that you gotta pack if you want to 

survive." This idea that one must carry a gun for protection can obviously lead to an 

escalation of violence in a community. The more that people perceive that they need to 

carry a gun, the more armed people there will obviously be. In tum, as more and more 

people walk around with guns, the greater the likelihood of violent altercation. This logic 

is consistent with research findings (see, for example, Blumstein and Heinz, 1995). From 

this point of view, it becomes evident that carrying a gun, while perhaps affording some 

level of personal protection, actually leads to less security in a community over time. 

In addition to protection, guns also provide some young people with a tool for 

profit. That is, handguns have become a key tool in the crack trade. Nearly every crack 

dealer that I have interviewed has said something to the effect that, "You gotta carry a 

gun if you 're in the dope game . .,, In fact, an increasingly popular activity among some 

young crack dealers is to rob other crack dealers as they are likely to have cash, dope, or 
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both on them. Crack dealers are also attractive targets for robbery as they are unlikely to 

report their victimization to the police. 

Another activity that some dealers engage in is robbing their own customers. 

That is, a crack dealer may sell his dope to a feemer, and then pull his gun out and 

demand that his crack be handed back to him. In this situation, the same piece of crack 

( either the real thing or a fake or dummy) can bring in a great deal of money, at least for a 

time. It is likely that this tactic will eventually backfire as a ripped-off customer will 

retaliate. 

In addition to protection and profit, guns can also provide some young people 

with a sense of power. I have been told by a variety of youths that having a gun makes 

them feel powerful. Some have described an almost euphoric sensation that accompanies 

the carrying of a gun. What is particularly frightening is that some youth have reported 

to me that shooting a gun at someone provides an even greater sense of power and a 

higher "high." One young man told me that he loves to pull a gun on someone just to see 

them get scared, and that he really "gets off' when he shoots at them. He reported, "I 

love to see motherfuckers get so scared that they almost shit their pants." More 

commonly, I have heard juveniles say that they "feel like nothin' and nobody in the world 

can fuck me when I'm packin'." Some youth have told me that they actually look 

forward to someone harrassing them when they are carrying a gun so that they can "put 

the motherfucker in his place." 

Finally, guns seem to also provide some young people with a way to increase 

their status or prestige among peers. During my work in the detention center, I have 
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often listened to conversations among a group of juveniles in which they compare their 

armament. One person may speak of his "glock" (a type of powerfiil, 9-mm handgun), 

and this will elicit responses from others about the virtues and pitfalls of a glock versus a 

. 3 5 7 or a . 3 80. What brings even greater prestige than the caliber of one's gun is their 

willingness to actually use it. For example, one young man who has been in and out of 

the detention center a number of times during my years there has a tremendous reputation 

for being fearless. Though he is physically small in statue compared to many of his 

same-age peers, he is quite feared. Many juveniles have told me that they dare not "mess 

with him, because everybody knows he will bust-a-cap in a heartbeat," not only at 

another juvenile, but also into their homes and at their family members. 

In addition to guns, dealing cocaine is also popular among the juveniles in the 

sample. For example" 42 percent of the respondents admit to selling cocaine six or more 

times in the past year. Thirty-three percent report that they have sold cocaine thirteen or 

more times in the past year. Indeed, my discussions with many juveniles in and out of 

the detention center indicate that selling cocaine, especially in the form of crack, is a 

popular activity. Why? 

One obvious reason is cash. A young person can more than double his money by 

purchasing a block of crack. For an initial investment of perhaps $80 to $100, he can 

buy a chunk of crack weighing about 2. 4 grams. He can then break this down into $20 

and $10 pieces and sell them for as much as $250, thus realizing a $150 to $170 profit. 

Sometimes, juveniles will refer to this "buy wholesale, sell retail" process as Oippin' 

money. Indeed" a common way for some youths to "get back on their feet" once they are 
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released from the detention center is to find someone who will "front" them a block. 

Once the crack has been sold, the youth will go to his supplier and pay the $100 that he 

owes. 

Some older youths have told me that the way to really make cheese (money) is to 

have a number of other people working for you. A common tactic is to recruit kids as 

young as 10 or 11 to sell in open air markets as "the police are looking for older guys, not 

the little kids. Plus, if they do get caught, the judge ain't gonna really do nothin' to 'em. 

You just gotta find a kid who ain't gonna rat on you if he gets caught" Sometimes, crack 

dealing can become a family business. A recent large scale drug bust in the community 

where the urban detention center is located, and where I have done my street work or 

research, revealed what many ofus at the detention center already knew. According to a 

newspaper article, crack dealing spanned three generations, from a 63-year-old man 

down to his teenage grandson. I can recall a time when a mother came to the detention 

center to get her son's pager. She did not ask how he was doing, but only requested that I 

give her the pager as her other son needed it. When I asked the detained youth about this, 

he told me that his crack-addicted mother knew that the pager was critical to keeping the 

business going. 

Even when crack is not a family business, some parents will tum a blind eye 

towards their teenager's suspicious activities. When I have asked some young people 

what their parents say when they come home with new clothing, expensive sneakers, and 

jewelry, they will respond that their parents will say something to the effect, "I don't 

know what you're up to, but don't bring anything home that's gonna get me in trouble 
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with the law." Sometimes, a parent may say something like, "I don't like what you're 

doing, and I don't want you to get killed out there." However, the parent often does not 

demand that the youth stop dealing. Perhaps, some parents do not feel that there is much 

that they can do to combat the lure of the street. 

Crack provides more than money. It also provides power and prestige, very much 

like guns do for some juveniles. I have heard more than a few youths tell me that when 

you are "living large," (in effect, making money, having fun, doing whatever you want to 

do) nothing feels better. Young men have told me that they are "addicted to the game" 

( crack trade). I have heard them say that the money is good, but that the power of having 

"something that everybody wants, being important to people 'cause you got what they 

need" is even better. For some young dealers, making feemers beg for crack, or trade sex 

for it, makes them feel good. They like to belittle the crack addict by demanding oral 

sex, including having the addict suck their toes and lick their anus. I have often heard 

comments such as, "I like to make a crack 'ho beg for a hit of dope, and then make her 

suck my toes before she gives me head." 

Being successful at the crack trade can lead to benefits beyond the cash. Younger 

youths have often told me that they want to be somebody, and that selling crack will help 

them realize their goal. When asked what it means to "be somebody," I have often 

received such responses as, "Being someone people look up to. Being someone that 

people respect." Thus, while crack provides income, it also provides power and prestige, 

social commodities that appear to be in short supply in some of the neighborhoods I have 

frequented. 
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Living the life of a player is more than selling crack and carrying a gun. Many 

young people I have interviewed have talked about the party lifestyle that accompanies 

the dope game. For example, crack profits can be used to rent a motel room for a night or 

perhaps an entire weekend. Inside the motel room or rooms, parties are held where 

people are blazin' by smoking woollies and blunts. Loud music, lots of alcohol, and 

casual sex add to the party atmosphere. 

In sum, guns and crack provide many rewards, both tangible and symbolic. The 

young people involved in the crack trade that I have known are trying to be successful. 

Some are ruthless and violent, others are not. Some are very bright, others are rather dull 

witted. The point is that they are not, according to my appraisal of the situation, inferior 

or abnormal relative to non-delinquents. Instead, they are reacting and adapting to social 

disorganization, strain, and lack of parental control. It is my belief that many, many 

people (regardless of their race/ethnicity) would react in similar fashion if they were 

placed in those same social conditions. 
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GLOSSARY 

Blazin': an expression that refers to getting high on marijuana. Marijuana users will also 
speak of holding a "blaze session" or getting ''blazed-up." 

Block: a term that refers to a large piece of crack cocaine, about 2.4 grams, that dealers 
buy for about $80 to $100. A block can be broken into $20 and $10 pieces. A dealer can 
tum his $100 investment into $250 by selling these small pieces, thus earning $150 in 
profit. 

Blunt: a marijuana cigarette or joint that is rolled in a cigar leaf, particularly from a cheap 
cigar, ''Phillies Blunt," that can be purchased at many convenience stores. Blunt smokers 
claim that the cigar leaf adds to their high. 

Bumpin': an expression that refers to something of high quality (e.g., "Michael Jordan 
has a bumpin' jump shot"). Synonymous with boomin',phat,pumpin', slammin ', and 
bomb. 

Bust-a-cap: an expression that refers to shooting someone with a gun (e.g., "lfhe tries to 
mess with me~ I'll bust a cap in his ass"). 

Cheese: street term for money. Synonymous with cream, cheddar, and dough. 

Crack: an inexpensive (per dose) and highly addictive form of cocaine processed with 
water and baking soda so that it can be easily smoked. It has an appearance of chips of 
white to beige colored body soap and it makes a crackling sound while being smoked, 
hence its name. While it is cheap per dose-a user can purchase as little as a $1 O piece
the habit can become very expensive, easily as much as $600 or more a day. 

Dope Game: an expression that refers to the crack trade. Sometimes crack dealers will 
say that they are "in the game" or that they are "players." Some juveniles state that they 
will die or go to jail before they will ever quit the game as it is so rewarding for them. 

Fat Cat refers to a crack dealer who is making a lot of money by having others work for 
him. Often, fat cats have younger juveniles working street comers and other open-air 
drug markets. 

Feemer: an extremely derogatory term for a crack addict. Feemers are known to do 
almost anything to support their habit, to include trading sex for crack, stealing, allowing 
crack dealers to borrow their cars, use their homes, etc. Young dealers will sometimes 
trade crack for handguns. 
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Flippin' money: an expression that refers to buying some amount of cocaine (before or 
after it has been processed into crack) and reselling it for a profit. It is analogous to 
buying wholesale and selling retail. 

Ho: a derogatory term for a female who is promiscuous (short for whore). A "crack ho" 
will trade sex for crack. 

Packin': a term that refers to carrying a handgun on your person (e.g., "I never run the 
streets unless I'm packin"'). 

Woolly: a marijuana cigarette or joint containing small pieces of crack (shake). 
Interestingly, many youths who say that they would never smoke crack in its "pure" 
form, will admit to smoking it in a woolly. 
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