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(ABSTRACT) 

This paper critiques the state of knowledge concerning the relationship between broken 

homes and delinquency. It applies a socialist-feminist theoretical framework to the 

analysis of the study of juvenile delinquency and broken homes. The aim of this paper is 

to look closely at the possibility of differential law enforcement in perpetuating the 

flawed perception that juveniles from “broken” homes are more delinquent than juveniles 

from “intact” homes. Elements include: comparisons of rates of delinquency for 

juveniles from single-parent and traditional homes as well as comparison of numbers of 

interactions with the police, judicial system and correctional facilities for juveniles from 

different family structures. 

Analysis reveals that while there is no difference in rates of delinquency for juveniles 

from single-parent homes and traditional homes, there are some differences when family 

structure is broken down into categories based on reason for father’s absence. Policy 

implications and areas for future research are explored.
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Chapter I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Since the “invention” of juvenile delinquency, or the designation of 

certain behaviors among juveniles as deviant in the United States in the late 

1800s, scholars have posited a myriad of causes and cures for juvenile crime. 

Explanations for juvenile crime, like explanations for adult crime, are varied. 

For example, there are biological theories (Fink 1938; Lombroso 1911) and 

psychological theories (Freud 1927; Friedlander 1947). Some sociological 

theories focus on social disorganization and anomie (Thomas and Znaniecki 

1927; Sellin 1938; Merton 1957; Shaw and McKay 1969). Other examples include 

explanations which focus on social processes such as differential association 

(Sutherland and Cressey 1978) ‘control theories (Reckless 1961; Hirschi and 

Start 1969) and labeling theories (Lemert 1951; Becker 1973). 

Most sociological theorists consider the institution of the family as crucial 

if not central to causing or inhibiting juvenile delinquency. For example 

Dugdale tried to associate family lineage and crime as early as 1888 and much 

later Dembo (1986) and Jensen (1972) looked at family relationships as an



attachment that could encourage or inhibit criminal behavior. In looking at 

the connection between family and delinquency, many researchers focus on 

family structure as an important concept. There is much debate about 

whether or not a traditional nuclear family is a deterrent to juvenile 

delinquency. t 

Indeed, there is some evidence to support the hypothesis that children 

from single-parent homes are more likely to be delinquent. Federal crime 

statistics show that 7 out of 10 youth under 18 years of age in long term, state- 

operated juvenile institutions grew up in a household without both parents. 

Forty-five percent of incarcerated youth lived with both parents, whereas 

seventy-four percent of umnincarcerated youth live with both parents (Bureau 

of Justice Statistics Special Report, 1992). 

Because of data like these, it is easy for the popular press and government 

agencies to conclude that delinquency is a result of a particular family 

structure. President Clinton’s assistants have blamed teen motherhood for 

many maladies, including poverty, crime, drugs and educational failure (Pollit, 

1994). 

However, deriving causal significance from these data alone is inaccurate. 

Most of the literature on this subject has methodological weaknesses. For 

example, many studies use institutionalized youth as their sample of juvenile 

delinquents, which does not take into account factors that may affect the 

outcome of delinquency in terms of who ends up in an institution for their 

delinquent acts and who does not. Problems such as this have led to 

inconsistent results on this subject. In short, the effect of family structure on 

juvenile delinquency is one of those relationships which many take for



granted, without realizing that a consistent body of research does not exist to 

document this connection. 

This study will explore further the relationship between family structure 

and juvenile delinquency. But it will do so in a way that is theoretically guided 

and avoids the methodological weaknesses of much of the earlier research in 

this field. 

A socialist-feminist theoretical orientation is used to guide this analysis. 

Socialist feminism argues that within a capitalist patriarchy an "intact" 

(traditional nuclear) home is the only home considered to be acceptable and 

capable of raising children (Gittins 1986). And although alternative family 

Structures may not be any less functional (i.e. just as able to socialize new 

members of society) than the traditional nuclear family structure, the 

ideology of the capitalist patriarchy views deviations from this norm as 

pathological. The criminal justice system and accordingly the police and the 

courts act as agents of social control for the capitalist patriarchal structure 

and as such, they accept the view that a non-traditional family structure is 

inferior to a traditional nuclear family. This view is played out when police 

officers encounter juveniles and exercise their judgment in sending them 

home or taking them in. For the courts it can mean institutionalizing 

juveniles from non-traditional or single-parent homes and _ returning 

juveniles from traditional homes to their families, families that are viewed as 

more capable of controlling the individual and providing the proper moral 

guidance. 

Consequently, the socialist-feminist explanation for the large number of 

institutionalized juveniles from single parent homes is that ideology 

regarding family structure is related to differential law enforcement, and _ this 
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results in more children from single-parent homes being sent to criminal 

justice institutions. This is in contrast to the assumption that the juveniles 

from these families actually commit more crime than juveniles from 

traditional families. 

Socialist-feminists have argued that the family is key in gender-role 

socialization and thus its structure is important to agents of social control 

within a capitalist-patriarchy (Eisenstein 1979; Gittins 1986). It would follow 

from this theory that the reason for father's absence in a single-parent home 

would have an impact on differential law enforcement. Mothers who raise 

their children alone due to unavoidable circumstances like death of the father 

may be viewed less negatively than mothers who chose to raise their children 

alone to begin with. Therefore the reason for father's absence is an important 

theoretical concept. 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the two competing explanations 

mentioned previously. Specifically, using data from a Philadelphia Cohort 

Study (1986) I will determine if rates of delinquency are similar for juveniles 

from different family structures. In addition to comparing rates of 

delinquency for juveniles from traditional and non-traditional homes, I will 

look at differences and similarities by further sub-dividing non-traditional 

homes by the reason for the father's absence (for example divorce, separation, 

death and other). Then I will explore the effects of family structure on 

interactions with agents of social control, specifically the police, the courts 

and correctional institutions. Finally, I will include economic status, race, and 

gender as controls. Analysis will be done for a series of non-serious crimes, 

and then repeated for a series of serious crimes.



Chapter II 

THEORY AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

"When investigators focus only on family structure they assume, at 
least implicitly that intact nuclear families are either emotionally more 
stable or better able to exert discipline and control over the behavior of 
their adolescent offspring." 

Johnstone 1978:301 

2.1 Theory 

Families have long been considered an important factor in juvenile 

delinquency. The family is seen as being able to serve as a deterrent to 

juvenile delinquency, and accordingly when not able to do this, to allow 

juvenile delinquency to develop. There are several ways commonly noted as 

connections between the family and juvenile delinquency. One of the oldest 

controversies along these lines is family structure and its relationship to 

delinquency. Following are brief reviews of two examples of the theoretical 

perspectives that have made this connection.



Many theorists use a functionalist argument that the family serves to 

socialize the individual into society, and part of the family's job is to ensure 

that a child knows what is unacceptable to the society he or she has been born 

into. A “proper” family sees that the conforms to those actions deemed 

acceptable and particularly those encoded as legal by society (Toby 1957). 

Functionalists look to the home as a source for the social problem of juvenile 

delinquency. According to many functionalist theorists, the family fulfills a 

certain social purpose and fits a certain definition. “It includes adults of both 

sexes, at least two of whom maintain a socially approved sexual relationship, 

and one or more children, own or adopted, of the sexually co-habitating 

adults” ( Gittins 1986; 138). The ideological implications are that when a family 

does not fit this definition, it cannot adequately fulfill its function of child- 

rearing. 

2.2 Socialist Feminism 

The best way to define what socialist feminism is, is to talk about how it 

differs from other strands of feminist theory. I will discuss radical and 

Marxist feminism in the context of its relationship to socialist feminism, what 

it has in common with radical and Marxist feminist schools of thought, and 

where it diverges. 

Radical feminism focuses on masculine dominance in the form of 

patriarchy. For radical feminists, women's oppression is the most serious 

oppression that exists, as it is widespread, cross cultural and deep seated



(Messerschmidt 1993). The market economy and the oppression of the 

working class are secondary to the oppression of women. Women's oppression 

is "sturdier than any form of segregation, and more rigorous than class 

stratification, more uniform, certainly more enduring" (Millet 1970). All 

inequality of power, indeed, all power relationships are based on male 

dominance, patriarchy. The main division within society is between men and 

women, not working class and ruling class, not black and white 

(Messerschmidt 1986). 

Radical feminists focus on men's power and how it is used to control 

women's bodies via rape, violence, restrictive contraception, abortion laws, 

and pornography. It also focuses on men's control over women's sexuality. 

Women's sexual desires and needs are defined by and through men and _ their 

interaction with men (Tong 1989). Radical feminism challenges the structure 

of society, unlike liberal feminists, who believe that ancillary changes can 

accomplish goals of social equality. It is the structure of work, paid and 

unpaid, ancl how it is allocated and valued that is defined by the patriarchy. In 

this sense mothering and the role of women in mothering is a central issue. 

It is also essential to recognize through radical feminist thought that 

restriction on women as single parents can also be seen as a restriction of 

women's sexuality, when a woman decides to have a child without getting 

married. Radical feminism has been criticized for being reductionist in 

nature and for its exclusion of issues like class and race (Tong 1989). However, 

it is useful in pointing out the importance of focusing on the structure of 

patriarchy and the resistance of the structure to the kind of change that would 

bring about equality for women.



Whereas radical feminists focus on male power and privilege as a means of 

controlling women, Marxists feminists focus on the capitalist economy. They 

try to explain the oppression of women within the structure previously 

defined by Marxism. Early on, Marxist feminists focused on the separation of 

the public sphere of paid work and the private sphere of domestic work in 

their analysis. As men were engaged in the means of production, women were 

engaged in the means of reproduction (Glenn 1992). Marxist feminists see the 

division of labor as beneficial to men, as men receive the fruits of their own 

labor, as well as the benefits of the domestic labor done in their homes by 

women (Glenn 1992). Men work in the paid sector and they receive monetary 

compensation for their labor. But it is essential to this labor within the paid 

sector that there is someone at home to provide for their domestic needs. In 

other words, the two spheres are not separate or equal. The paid sphere of 

production in a capitalist society is not possible without the unpaid and 

undervalued work done in the unpaid domestic sphere, the work of 

childrearing, food preparation, and all else that provides for the physical and 

emotional needs of the worker. It is important to realize that these two sectors 

do not operate independently of each other, but are mutually reinforcing, to 

the disadvantage of the woman (Ammot and Matthaei 1991). 

Marxist feminists encourage women to work in the public sphere and 

argue that housework and child care should be socialized so that women are 

not solely responsible for these tasks since women constitute largely unpaid 

work. In addition, they argue that since the family is essential to the capitalist 

system, it must be destroyed as an economic entity for gender inequality to be 

possible (Tong 1986).



The primary difference between radical feminism and Marxist feminism is 

the way in which power imbalances are seen. For radical feminists this power 

distinction rests on patriarchy and the male/female distinction. For Marxists 

feminists, it stems from capitalism and the bourgeoisie/proletariat distinction 

(Eisenstein 1979). 

Socialist feminism is a synthesis of these two theories in many ways. It 

provides a less simplistic and more comprehensive description of gender 

inequality. Socialist feminism focuses on power and its manifestation in a 

capitalist patriarchy. Socialist feminists see women's oppression as existing 

within a “mutually reinforcing dialectical relationship between capitalist 

class structure and hierarchical sexual structuring" (Eisenstein 1979). 

Like Marxists, they analyze the oppression of women through class 

conflict, and the interaction of the productive and reproductive spheres in a 

capitalist society. Like radical feminists, they analyze women's oppression 

through patriarchy and the power imbalance between genders. The 

difference lies in the fact that socialist-feminism does not emphasize one 

system of power relations. Neither patriarchy nor capitalism hold primacy 

over other systems of power, but these two systems operate as mutually 

reinforcing entities within a society. 

I chose a socialist feminist framework within which to look at the 

relationship between family structure and juvenile delinquency because I see 

both patriarchy and capitalism as having separate but equally important roles 

in the formulation of the problem of the high rate of institutionalization of 

juveniles from single-parent homes. The social construction of the family and 

the workings of the criminal justice system are bounded by the ideology of 

capitalist patriarchy. In the following section I will discuss the construction



of the family and its implications for women's position and relationship to the 

power structure and how this is related to the valuation of juveniles in 

different types families. I will also describe what differential law 

enforcement is, how it happens, and how it affects the experiences of 

juveniles from single-parent homes when they come in contact with the 

criminal justice system. 

We need first to examine the role of the family within capitalist patriarchy. 

In the United States, women are given the role of raising children and taking 

care of the daily activities within the domestic sphere. It is within this sphere 

that gender role socialization takes place. In many ways it is the family and 

women in the family that recreate the relations of patriarchy. This happens 

in several ways. First, gender roles and norms are taught and reinforced in 

the home. Children are taught what is characteristically "male" and "female" 

and they are sanctioned when they do not adhere to their roles (Sedney in 

Carlson 1990). Second, the power relationships that exist outside the home are 

reproduced within the home. The new member of society learns that a man's 

home is his castle, that the father (male) controls the money, that the money is 

the most important thing to control, and that the mother (female) is 

subordinate to the father. Men's activities are valued more than women's, 

men's work is seen as more valuable than women's work. This difference is 

exemplified by the fact that men's labor in the market economy is paid and 

women's in the home is not (Chodorow in Eisenstein 1979). The patriarchal 

household, therefore, ensures that individuals in that household are trained to 

defer to patriarchal authority. As Diana Gittins says in The Family in Question, 

“acknowledging and accepting authority and hierarchy have been regarded 
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as essential to the maintenance of the authority of the state at both the local 

and national level" (1986:139). 

Traditionally, the nuclear family has been central to this construction. 

Historically, the nuclear family contains a sexual division of labor in which 

men's work is valued more than women's work, and the husband retains most 

of the power in the family, including power over his wife and children. In 

this way the family acts as "the locus of any society's sex-gender system" 

(Eisenstein 1979:85). 

It would appear that although women's position in the home is devalued, it 

is actually a very important sphere to be in control of. Certain patriarchal 

relations are present within the nuclear family that are less prevalent in a 

single-parent home. In addition, the separation of this domestic sphere from 

the public paid work sphere is essential to the production and reproduction of 

capitalism. Without the support of women's labor to socialize and reproduce 

new workers and to provide for the men in the public work sphere, capitalism 

would have to provide for structural changes to provide for these basic needs. 

A problem with the conceptualization of families in the literature on 

juvenile delinquency and single-parent homes is the implication and often 

explicitly stated belief that any home that differs from the “intact” home is 

inferior. This concept leads to the conclusion that a parent who is male is 

inherently superior to a parent that is female, since most of the single-parent 

homes are headed by women. 

Socialist feminism challenges the nuclear family as the only acceptable 

family structure by negating the notion perpetuated by the patriarchal 

ideology that if a family does not contain a man, i.e. a father, than there must 

be something intrinsically wrong with it. It is this belief that leads to 
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differential law enforcement. This belief becomes reified through the 

vilification of children who come from broken homes by agents of social 

control. Differential law enforcement leads to higher numbers of children 

from single-parent homes being institutionalized which can lead to the belief 

that these children actually commit more crime, which may not be the case. 

So we see that socialist feminism argues that differential law enforcement 

is a factor which complicates any clear linear relationship between juvenile 

delinquency and _ single-parent homes. 

Another key weakness in the literature on juvenile delinquency and 

broken homes is the conceptualization of families, especially by  structural- 

functionalists, into primarily two types: intact homes and “broken” homes. 

There are many different family structures, such as families separated by 

death, divorce, families where the parents were never married and “intact” 

families, or nuclear families. The distribution of all homes into only two 

categories is overly simplistic. 

Socialist feminism has been useful in challenging the notion that non- 

nuclear families are "broken" and pathological, by pointing out the structural 

aspects of mothering and the reproductive sphere and de-emphasizing the 

biological role of mothering. Because of the higher value of a nuclear family 

structure within a capitalist patriarchy, single-parent homes would 

experience different social consequences depending on the reason for the 

absence of the missing parent. Most of the studies on “broken homes” and 

juvenile delinquency do not distinguish between a home that was "broken" by 

death, divorce, desertion, or institutionalization of one of the parents. All four 

of these possibilities have very different social consequences. When a parent 

dies, the family is often provided with some sort of financial support and any 
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stigma that still exists is generally not associated with families "broken" by 

death as opposed to divorce or desertion. Desertion does not allow the 

remaining parent to collect child-support or other financial assistance from 

the absent parent. 

There is some empirical evidence that indeed differential law enforcement 

is at work in many ways, in determining the presence of juveniles within the 

criminal justice system. 
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2.3 Review of the Literature 

Up until 1960, almost all studies found a clear connection between juvenile 

delinquency and single-parent households. Many researchers begin as 

Ashley Weeks does, confident of the consensus opinion of his readership that 

“{s]ince 1912, when Breckenridge and Abbott published The Delinquent Child 

and the Home virtually all studies of delinquents or adult criminals have found | 

a high percentage of cases from broken homes” (Weeks 1940:601). For a long 

time, this was the prevailing belief about broken homes and their connection 

to juvenile delinquency. 

Burt found in 1929 that there was a correlation between "broken" homes 

and delinquency, although he included dysfunctional homes along with 

"broken" ones in his study. Included in his classification of dysfunctional 

homes were families with only children (Burt 1929). Later, Slawson (1926) also 

found an association between single-parent homes and juvenile delinquency. 

In the late 1950s Monahan asserted that the “broken" or dysfunctional (which 

he considered synonymous with broken) family was the most important causal 

factor in determining delinquency and should be given more practical 

attention (Monahan 1957; Monahan 1960). Toby (1957) found that the 

integrated family served as a barrier to anti-social forces that might 

negatively affect the children, especially for pre-adolescents and girls. 

Findings among social bond theorists were more diverse. Wilkinson (1980) 

found that the connection between "broken" homes and delinquency was quite 

complex, affecting different cultural groups in different ways. In her study of 

six Arizona high schools, using a self-report measure of delinquency, she 
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found that the association between "broken" homes and juvenile delinquency 

varies greatly depending on the group membership of the juvenile. A 

juvenile from a single-parent family is more likely to be delinquent if he or 

she is in a social context that views non-traditional families with more 

disapproval. In rural homes, but not in urban ones, a “broken” home is more 

likely to result in delinquency. In Catholic and Protestant homes, as well as in 

Chicano and Anglo homes, different offenses correlated with "broken" homes 

but no group had a correlation that was any stronger than the other. 

Similarly different offenses for girls and boys were effected by father- 

absence. Boys from catholic homes were more likely to consume alcohol and 

smoke marijuana. Protestant boys were more likely to engage in truancy and 

vandalism. Father-absence was related to running away for catholic girls but 

not for Protestant ones. Overall, she found the association between "broken" 

homes and delinquency to be a weak one. 

Among studies that take into account the difference in social impact of 

homes broken by death over divorce, the findings are mixed. Glueck and 

Glueck (1950), Rankin (1983), and Slawson (1926), found that there was no 

difference in the effects of divorce or death on rates of juvenile delinquency. 

Juveniles from homes separated by death and those in homes separated by 

divorce had similar rates of delinquency. Gregory (1991), Nye (1973) and 

Wadsworth (1991) found that the effects of divorce on delinquency rates were 

greater than those of death. And Morris (1965) found that the effects of death 

of a parent were greater than of divorce. 
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2.4 Methodological Problems of Research on Juvenile 

Delinquency and Family Structure 

Methodological Issues with Studies of Institutionalized 

Delinquents 

There are many methodological issues in the literature concerning 

juvenile delinquency and broken homes. Many of these studies employed a 

sample drawn from juvenile delinquents who had already come before the 

courts or were institutionalized. As Fenwick (1982) and Thomas and Sieverdes 

(1975) showed, this could complicate the results due to the possibility of 

differential law enforcement. I will discuss a few such studies and their 

results. All of these studies reviewed used institutionalized delinquents as 

their sample population. 

For example, Monahan (1957) drew his sample from the records of the 

Philadelphia Municipal Court. Toby (1957) used Shaw and McKay’s data, but 

concluded that there was a correlation between "broken" homes and 

delinquency based on the fact that Shaw and McKay had not taken into 

account juveniles who were pre-adolescent. The relevance of this is 

questionable, since most juveniles do not become delinquent until adolescence. 

Weeks (1946) obtained his data from the juvenile court of Spokane, 

Washington. Slawson’s (1926) juveniles were 1,649 delinquent boys confined 

in four correctional institutions in New York state. Burt (1929) used 

delinquent children in the juvenile court of London. Chilton and Markle 
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(1972) and Johnstone (1978) also used institutionalized youth or youth who had 

already come before the court, although they found only a weak correlation 

between juvenile delinquency and "broken" homes. 

Shaw and McKay's 1932 study found no relationship between "broken" 

homes and juvenile delinquency, although they too used institutionalized 

juveniles. They compared 7,278 school boys in Chicago and the rate of “broken 

homes" for this group to the rate of a group of juvenile delinquents of similar 

age. They found that there was a high correlation between economic status 

and delinquency, but they did not find a correlation between socioeconomic 

status and broken homes. Shaw and McKay attributed variation in the 

percentages of broken homes among the school groups to differences in 

composition of racial and national groups in the schools. 

These findings are problematic because there is not always a one-to-one 

correspondence between who commits a particular crime or deviant act and 

who is institutionalized for it. Factors affecting this ratio include differential 

law enforcement, the ability of some individuals to mask deviant or criminal 

behaviors, and variation of law enforcement policies by region. Therefore we 

need to look at self-reported delinquency studies to eliminate the possibility of 

differential law enforcement. 

Methodological Problems with Self-Report Measures 

One of the few researchers to use the self-report study as an alternative to 

the study of institutionalized youth with its problematic aspects was Karen 
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Wilkinson. Self-report studies use the subject's own account of their 

delinquency activity to access the amount of delinquency committed. 

Wilkinson (1980) used a self-report study and found a weak correlation 

between delinquency and family structure. Farnworth (1984) looked at low 

income black children in a general sample and found as Nye (1974) did in his 

study of institutionalized youth that the quality of the home life was more 

important than its composition. 

Although the self-report is a less biased measurement of juvenile 

delinquency than court records or status of an individual as institutionalized 

or not, many of the studies that utilized it still have methodological problems. 

Some studies, like Hennesey, Richards, and Berk (1978) and Austin (1978) 

measured delinquency that by today’s standards would be inadequate. The 

worst offense listed is stealing a car. Personal injury is not included. 

Another problem that many of the self-report studies had was a lack of 

attention to gender differences. Most of the studies I have mentioned use only 

boys in their sample. Race was also a factor which was seldom considered. 

Indeed, race, class, and gender are all salient factors in the examination of 

juvenile delinquency, and their inclusion as control variables is vital. 
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Control Variables 

RACE 

Some researchers argue that because of the social, political, and economic 

marginalization of groups extraneous to the power structure and that 

combined with bias in the criminal justice system, there are a larger 

percentage of non whites who commit crime (Petersilia 1985; Alan 1978). 

Studies showed that white juveniles had less of a chance of being referred 

to court as opposed to being issued a warning or being sent home, although 

severity of offense was the best predictor of this (Fenwick 1982; Thomas and 

Sieverdes 1975). 

SES 

Sociologists have been looking at the connection between poverty and 

crime since 1827 when Guerry published the first work that looked at the 

statistics comparing different crime rates in relation to the social factors of 

that area (Vold and Bernhard 1986). Since then a series of structural theories 

have been posited which suggest a relationship between poverty and crime. 

Marxist theories argue that lower class position will increase property 

crimes as people try to get what they need to live. Strain theorists (Merton, 

1968; Cloward and Ohlin, 1955) argue that when a system is unjust, and the 

means for achieving a highly emphasized goal are not present, an individual 
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will resort to other means (illegal, usually) of attaining the desired goal. 

Sutherland's (1978) differential association theory explains a connection 

between crime and poverty in terms of environment. If an individual lives in 

poorer areas, which tend to have higher crime rates then one will come into 

contact with more criminals, through which one learns criminal behavior. 

The relationship between SES and crime is particularly salient for this 

study because of the strong connection between female headed households and 

poverty. These households have increased from 36 to 53 percent of all poor 

families. At the same time the average income of a female headed family has 

gone from 51 percent to 46 percent of what the income is for an average male- 

headed family (Pearce in Gordon 1990). Poverty can complicate relationships 

between family structure and juvenile delinquency. 

A review of the empirical literature which explores the relationships 

between SES and juvenile delinquency does not lead to the conclusion that 

there is a definitive relationship between these factors. However, it is 

sufficient to include SES as a control variable. 

GENDER 

It has long been established that boys commit different types of crime than 

girls. There is some evidence that theories of delinquency do not explain this 

difference. Particularly relevant is the literature that indicated that the 

relationship between family structure and delinquency may vary by gender. 

For example, Datesman and Scarpitti (1975) used a sample of juveniles 

appearing before the Family Court in New Castle, Delaware and found that 

white girls from "broken" homes were more likely to commit offenses against 
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the person than white boys from "broken" homes, and black males who 

commit property crimes come from “broken” homes more often than black 

girls who commit property crimes. They found that overall girls are more 

likely to commit status offenses. They take for granted that the relationship 

between broken homes and juvenile delinquency exists, trying to discover 

how the relationship breaks down by race and gender. When Austin (1978) 

replicated that study, using a general population of students in Western Cosa 

County California, he refuted three of the four hypotheses established by 

Datesman and Scarpitti. The only hypothesis he substantiated was that the 

relationship between father absence and juvenile delinquency is stronger for 

white girls than for white boys. Austin did support the findings of Datesman 

and Scarpitti that black girls in a father absent home were actually less likely 

to be involved in delinquency. Although the intersection of race, class, and 

gender is beyond the scope of this research, these variables will be included as 

controls. 

This study will look at the relationship between family structure and self- 

reported delinquency. In addition, I will compare rates of formal involvement 

with the criminal justice system for different family structures. My 

hypothesis is that differential law enforcement is partly responsible for the 

large percentage of juveniles from single-parent families in institutions and 

also that poverty, race and gender affect the relationship between family 

Structure and institutionalization of the juvenile. 
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In light of the theoretical issues discussed earlier, and the literature 

review, the hypotheses that will be tested are as follows: 

HI: ‘Juveniles from single-parent homes will have similar rates of 

self-reported delinquency when compared to juveniles from homes with both 

parents. 

H2: Juveniles from single-parent homes will have a higher rate of 

formal involvement within the criminal justice system than juveniles from 

homes with both parents. 

H3: HI and H2 will still be supported when controlling for race, SES 

and gender. 

Because the review of the literature indicates some differences according 

to the severity of the crime, these hypotheses will be tested using two crime 

indexes, one for serious crimes, on for less serious crimes. 
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Chapter III 

DATA AND METHODS 

3.1 Description of Sample 

The sample used for this study was collected by Marvin Wolfgang, and 

Robert Figlio of the Sellin Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law 

(1986). Data for this study was gathered in 1982. The survey population 

includes both males and females. The sample was drawn from a birth cohort of 

individuals in Philadelphia born in 1958. 

The data consists of four files. The first file contains demographic data. 

Information about socioeconomic status, race, gender etc. are in this file. The 

second file contains juvenile offense data. This file contains information on 

the juvenile's court and police records. The third file contains adult offense 

data for that cohort. The fourth file contains the results of a survey conducted 

by the investigators. The survey includes data about the composition of the 

childhood household of the respondent, information regarding delinquency at 

various ages, involvement with the police and the court system, job history, 

etc. Data for this study will be obtained from the fourth file, namely measures 
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of delinquericy, gender, race, and from a fifth file provided by the principal 

investigator which supplies the data for socioeconomic status. 

3.2 Dependent Variable: 

Self-reported Delinquency 

Self-reported delinquency for the first hypothesis will be measured using a 

series of questions asked in part four of these data, for example, "Have you 

hurt someone in any way, like knocking him or her down". Answers to these 

questions range from 0 meaning never done the act to a high of 97 and are 

relevant to delinquency committed when the respondent was between 12 and 

18 years old. A total of forty questions were available to use in the creation of 

the two crirne indexes. For a complete listing of which questions measured 

self-reported delinquency, see appendix A. Each type of crime will be 

correlated with family structure, because of the varied findings in the 

literature that indicate that specific crimes or status offenses are related to 

family structure, while others are not. 

Some of the studies done previously on juvenile delinquency and single- 

parent homes used inadequate measures of seriousness. This study takes this 

into account by measuring two levels of delinquency, the more serious and the 

less serious of crimes. 

The items for the crime indexes were derived using correlations and factor 

analysis. All crime variables correlated with each other except for the 

variables measuring the use of amphetamines. A factor analysis indicated two 
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factors with eigenvalues of 2.40 and 1.75. The first factor was composed of 

disturbing the peace, possession of a gun, destruction of property, attempting 

to kill someone, stealing money. The second factor was composed of hurting 

someone, joyriding, stealing property, and hurting someone so severely they 

needed medical treatment. The two indexes are theoretically coherent in that 

items in inclex one excepting disturbing the peace are more serious offenses, 

and items in index two are less serious. Given this theoretical problem with 

the item in index one, disturbing the peace, it was removed from the index. 

Separate analysis concluded that two crimes, heroin and paying some one for 

sex, were so infrequent that they were deleted from the scale. This left two 

indexes, measuring more and less serious offenses. 

3.3 Dependent Variable: 

Formal Involvement with the Criminal Justice System 

The dependent variable for hypothesis two is formal involvement with the 

criminal justice system. For each of the self-reported crimes mentioned above, 

there are three questions which indicate the extent to which the juvenile was 

involved with the criminal justice system in regard to these crimes, 1) the 

number of time the respondent was stopped by the police for that activity 2) 

the number of times the respondent appeared before a judge for this activity 

3) the number of times the respondent was institutionalized for the activity. 
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3.4 Independent Variable: 

Family Structure 

The family structure variables are used in this analysis. The first is a 

dichotomous variable which consists of traditional and non-traditional homes. 

The second variable will further subdivide the non-traditional families by the 

reason for the father's absence. 

Data for the two family structure variables will be derived from answers to 

the question "you said that you did not have your father living with you when 

you were growing up. Was your father not living with you because: 1) Your 

parents were divorced 2) Your parents were separated 3) Your father was not 

alive 8) Don't know 0) Some other reason. All those answering the question 

will be classified as living in non-traditional homes on the dichotomous family 

Structure variable. Those not answering the question will be classified as 

being from a traditional home. The second family variable, DETAIL will consist 

of six categories, 1) traditional home 2) father absent-divorce 3) father absent- 

separation 4) father absent-death 5) father absent-unknown and 6) father 

absent-other. Although the option of never-married is not included in these 

categories, we will assume that the category "other" contains this answer. This 

variable will make it possible to look for differences in delinquency by reason 

for single-parent home. 
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3.6 Control Variable 

The question on race and delinquency will be measured as one of five 

answers, white, non-Hispanic; black, non-Hispanic; Hispanic; American 

Indian or Alaskan Native, and Asian or Pacific Islander. 

The variable SES will be measured as the income for the respondents 

childhood household. SES was developed by Paul Tracy, a principal 

investigator who was part of the team that gathered the original data from the 

Philadelphia cohort study. SES was derived using vector analysis. Information 

was obtained from U.S. Census data and a value for SES was given to each 

respondent based on the location of the respondent's childhood household and 

the socioeconomic status of households within that area. It is a continuous 

variable. 

The variable GENDER will be measured as male or female. If the respondent 

was male, this variables will be 0, if female, it will be 1. 

3.7 Analysis 

First, descriptive statistics will be run for the items in this study. Then a 

bivariate analysis will be run between the independent and dependent 

variables. Finally, a multivariate analysis will be run to explore the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables, including the 

appropriate control variables. 
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Chapter IV 

Results 

4.1 Univariate Statistics 

In order to understand and test the relationship between family structure 

and delinquent behavior, a series of statistical analysis were done on a sample 

of 782 juveniles from Philadelphia gathered in 1986. Of these, 74 percent were 

male (N=580) and 26 percent were female (N=201). Fifty-two percent (N=407) 

were white, non-Hispanic, 46 percent (N=356) were black, non-Hispanic, 1 

percent (N=8) were Hispanic, .003 percent (N=2) were American Indian or 

Alaskan Native, and .003 percent (N=2) were Asian or pacific Islander. 

When looking at family structure, we find that 81 percent (n= 633) of the 

juveniles came from traditional two-parent homes, while 19 percent (n=149) 

were from single-parent homes headed by the mother. Of those in single- 

parent homes the most common reason, 43 percent (n=64), for father’s absence 

was death. This was followed by 21 percent (n=31) who selected “other” as the 

reason for the father's absence. Nineteen percent (n=29) were in homes where 

divorce was the reason for the father's absence, and 17 percent (n=25) were in 

homes where separation was the reason for father's absence. There was no 

incidence in which the respondent reported that he or she did not know the 

reason for the father's absence. 
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TABLE 1. Means and Ranges of variables 

  

  

Variable Mean Range 

Dependent Variables 
Crimes in Index I 1.80 0-150 

Crimes in Index II 2.82 0-111 

Police Interaction for Index .09 Q-11 

I 

Police Interaction for Index 42 0-43 

II 

Judicial appearances for .07 0-11 
Index I 

Judicial appearances for 17 0-18 
Index II 

Institutionalization for .02 0-3 

Index I 

Institutionalization for .03 0-10 

Index II 
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The means, standard deviations. and ranges of the dependent, independent, 

and control variables are presented in Table 1. The items for Crime Index I, or 

the more serious crimes, were possession of a gun, destruction of property, 

attempting to kill someone, and stealing money. For Crime Index II the items 

included were hurting someone, hurting someone so severely that they needed 

medical treatment, joyriding, and stealing property. 

Among the items in Crime Index I, the most frequent were destruction of 

property. Seven percent of juveniles admitted to having committed this act. 

The next most frequently reported act was stealing money (7 percent), trying 

to kill someone (4 percent), and possession of a gun was the least frequently 

reported, (4 percent). Respondents reported an average of 1.8 crimes in Index 

I. 

Among the items in Crime Index II, having hurt another individual was 

the most frequently reported act; 22 percent of the juveniles admitted to 

having committed this act. The next most frequent crime was stealing 

property 13 percent, joyriding 13 percent, and hurting someone so that they 

needed medical treatment 8 percent. Respondents reported an average of 2.82 

crimes in Index II. 
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Table 2 Results of T-tests for Crime Index [ and Crime Index II 

  

  

Family Structure Traditional Single-Parent 

Family Structure Traditional Single-Parent 
Crime in Index I 1.75 2.04 

N=633 N=149 
Crimes in Index II 2.71 3.25 

N=633 N=149 
Police Interaction .80* .04* 

for Index I N=90 N=26 

Police Interaction 1.36 1.38 

for Index II N=195 N=45 

Judicial Appearances 47 42 
for Index I N=90 N=26 

Judicial Appearances 41 .84 
for Index II N=45 N=45 

Institutionalization .18 .04 

for Index I N=90 N=26 

Institutionalization .07 .09 

for Index II N=195 N=45 
  

*p<.001 
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4.2 Bivariate Analysis 

In order to see if there was a significant difference in the amount of 

delinquency reported between juveniles form single-parent homes and 

juveniles from traditional homes, t-tests were run. The results of t-tests 

performed for the crime indexes using the dichotomous categories of 

traditional and single-parent homes are shown in Table 2. The mean number 

of items on Crime Index I was 2.04, for juveniles from single parent homes, and 

1.75 for juveniles from traditional homes. The difference between the two 

groups was not statistically significant (p=.74). Similarly the mean number of 

items on Crime Index II was 3.25, for juveniles from single parent homes, and 

2.71 for juveniles from traditional homes. The difference between the two 

groups was not statistically significant (p=.49). 

In an additional analysis not shown, t-tests were run for each of the 5 

activities included in Crime Index I and each of the 4 items included in Crime 

Index II to see if any specific crime might be related to family structure. 

There was no significant difference between the amount of delinquent acts 

committed by juveniles from single-parent homes and juveniles from 

traditional homes for any individual item in Crime Index I. There was also no 

difference found between traditional and single-parent homes for individual 

items in Crime Index IL. 

To explore the relationship between family structure and interactions with 

agents of social control additional t-tests were run. Only those juveniles who 
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Table 3 
Analysis of Variance for Crime Index I and Crime Index II 

  

Family Structure 

Family Structure 

Serious Crimes 

N=782 

Serious Crimes 

Less Serious Crimes 

N=782 

Less Serious Crimes 

  

  

  

        

  

  

  

N=782 N=782 
Traditional 1.75 2.71 

N=633 N=633 
Divorce .68 2.28 

N=25 N=25 
Separation 3.77* 2.58 

N=64 N=64 
Death .26 7.23* 

N=31 N=13 

Other 1.31 1.35 
N=29 N=29 

*p<.05 

Table 4 
Analysis of Variance for Crime Index I 

Family Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
Structure for Index I for Index I for Index I 

Traditional .8000 2.75* .2500 
N=90 N=90 N=90 

Divorce .0909 .4667 .1778 
N=4 N=4 N=4 

Separation .0000 .0000 .0000 
N=11 N=11 N=11 

Death .0000 .0000 .0000 
N=4 N=4 N=4 

Other 3.000 .0000 .0000 
N=7 N=7 N=7 

*n<.05 

Table 5 

Analysis of Variance for Crime Index II 

Family Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
Structure for Index II for Index II for Index II 

Traditional 2.923 1.9231 .2308 
N=195 N=195 N=195 

Divorce 1.359 0.875 1429 
N=8 N=8 N=8 

Separation 1.000 .7143 .0564 
N=17 N=17 N=17 

Death .765 .4103 .0000 
N=13 N=13 N=13 

Other 0.500 .0588 .0000 
N=7 N=7 N=7 

*p<.05 
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admitted to having committed crimes were included in this analysis (N=116, 

for Crime Index I, and N=240 for Crime Index IJ). These two samples of 

juveniles 

were used for the analysis of the relationship between family structure, 

police courts and corrections. 

Among those who admitted to having committed crimes from Crime Index I, 

the mean number of times stopped by the police for juveniles from traditional 

homes is .&0, and the mean number for juveniles from single-parent homes is 

.04. This is a statistically significant difference (p=.0275). Juveniles from 

traditional homes were more likely to be stopped by the police for committing 

items in Crime Index I than juveniles from single-parent homes. 

For the 116 juveniles who reported committing crimes from Crime Index II, 

the mean number that juveniles from traditional homes were stopped by the 

police was 1.36, while those from single-parent homes had a mean of 1.38. This 

was not a Statistically significant difference (p=.98). 

For Crime Index I, the mean number for those from traditional homes who 

appeared before a judge was .47, while the mean for those from single-parent 

homes was .42. This difference was not statistically significant (p=.89). 

For Crime Index II, the mean number for those from traditional homes who 

appeared before a judge was .41, while the mean for those from single-parent 

homes was .84. This was not a statistically significant difference (p=.11). 

For Crime Index I the mean number for those from traditional homes who 

were institutionalized was .18, while for those from single-parent homes the 

mean was .04. This was not a statistically significant difference (p=.74). 
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Those from traditional homes were institutionalized a mean of .07 times for 

acts in Crime Index II, while the mean for those from single-parent homes for 

the same index was .09. This was not a statistically significant difference 

(p=.52). 

In the next series of analysis, I use the more detailed measure of family 

structure that supplies the reasons for the father’s absence. This variable has 

four levels, traditional family structure, other reason for absence, death, 

divorce, and separation. To determine if delinquency differs by detailed 

family structure, an analysis of variance was done. The results of this 

procedure are shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5. 

When looking at Crime Index I, we see that those whose parents are 

separated have significantly higher level of committing these crimes 

(X2=3.77). The groups based on the reason for the father's absence did not 

differ from each other on encounters with the police or being 

institutionalized. However, those from traditional families had a significantly 

higher level of encounters with a judge for Crime Index I (X2=2.75). 

Juveniles from single-parent homes separated by death were more likely to 

self-report committing crimes from the less serious Crime Index II than 

juveniles from traditional homes or juveniles from homes separated by 

divorce separation or other. There was no significant relationship between 

family structure and being stopped by the police, appearing before a judge or 

institutionalization for items in Crime Index II (See tables 3, 4, and 5). 
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TABLE 6: Regression coefficients and significance, 
Crime Index I and Crime Index II 
  

  

  

Crime Index I* Crime Index II** 

R2=.0162 R2=.0198 

Family -1.42 2.30 
Structure 

RACE .023 1.06 
SES -2.93 56 
GENDER -4.19 -5.09 

*N=116 
**N=240 

TABLE 7: Regression coefficients and significance, 
Crime Index I 
  

  

  

  

  

  

Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
for Index I for Index I for Index I 
R2=.0648 R2=.0264 R2=.0357 

Family 16 -.10 -.16 
Structure 
RACE -.53 35 -.04 
SES -.19 OS -.05 
GENDER -1.43 -.56 -.16 

N=116 
*p<.05 
**D<.01 

TABLE 8: Regression coefficients and significance, 
Crime Index II 

Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
for Index I for Index II for Index IL 
R2=.01 . R2=.02 R2=.02 

FSTRUC -.83* 49 02 
RACE -.20 -.17 .04 
SES -.27 -.04 -.02 
GENDER -.46 -.51 -.08 

N=240 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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4.3 Multivariate Relationships 

In Tables 6, 7, and 8 the results of the regression analysis for Crime Index I 

and Crime Index II are presented. None of the independent variables or the 

control variables (race, class, and gender) had a significant effect on Crime 

Index I or Crime Index II. Only 2 percent of the variance for Crime Index I 

and 2 percent of the variance for Crime Index II was explained by this 

configuration of variables. 

When looking at the regression done on those who have committed crimes, 

and interactions with agent of social control, we find some differences in the 

models. For police interactions for Crime Index II family structure has a 

significant effect (b=-.83, p<.02). Not consistent with the bivariate analysis, 

those juveniles from traditional homes had more frequent police interactions 

than those from single parent homes. One percent of the variance in police 

interactions is explained by the variables. 

In contrast to the effect on family structure and police interaction, family 

structure did not have a statistically significant effect on judicial appearances 

or institutionalization for either Crime Index I or Crime Index II once the 

appropriate control values were taken into account. Nor were any of the 

control variables significantly related to judicial appearances or 

institutionalization for either Crime Index I or Crime Index II. The explained 

variance ranges from a low of 1 percent for the model of police interaction on 

Crime Index II, to 6 percent for the model of police interaction for Crime Index 

I. 
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In the next series of regressions (see Tables 9, 10, and 11) the detailed 

measure of family structure was used. For these regressions, the traditional 

family structure was not included in the model, and dummy variables were 

added for father absent due to death, father absent due to divorce, father 

absent due to separation ,and other reasons for father absence. 

As seen in Table 9, for Crime Index I none of the independent variables 

served as significant predictors of delinquency. Nor did any of the control 

variables have any effect on Crime Index I. Results are different for Crime 

Index II, also shows in Table 9, where juveniles from single-parent homes 

separated by death were more likely to engage in the less serious crimes than 

juveniles from traditional homes. This is consistent with the analysis of 

variance, and the results remain significant even when the appropriate 

control variables are taken into account. 

As seen in Tables 10 and i1, none of the reasons for family separation had 

an effect on police interactions for either index that was significantly 

different than the traditional family. Nor did any of the control variables 

have a significant effect on police interactions. However, this is not the same 

for the model for judicial appearances for Crime Index I. In this model, single- 

parent families separated by divorce were significantly different than 

traditional families in the effect on judicially appearances (beta=3.10, p<.0002). 

However none of the other variables had any effect on judicial appearances 

for Crime Index I. The model for institutionalization for Crime Index I showed 

no significant effect for any of the variables. 

When looking at police interaction and institutionalization for Crime Index 

II, (see Table 11) none of the variables were significant for any of the models. 

In contrast, judicial appearances for Crime Index II were significantly 
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TABLE 9: 
Crime Index I and Crime Index II 

Regression coefficients and significance for 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Crime Index I Crime Index II 
R2=.06 R2= 

Divorce -9.55 -.96 
Separation 9.27 1.03 
Death -13.94 8.60** 
Other -9.93 -3.31 
SEX -1.54 -5.07 
RACE -.96 1.21 
SES -4.46 43 

N=116 N=220 

**n<.05 
*REDKO] 

TABLE 10: Regression coefficients and_significance for Crime Index I 

Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
for Index I for Index I for Index I 
R2=.07 R2=..18 R2=.05 

Divorce -.96 3.11** 11 

Separation -.74 -.61 -.20 
Death -.95 ~.44 -.21 
Other -.88 -.47 -.19 

SEX -.44 -.48 -.15 
RACE -.21 .40 -.04 
SES -.28 .07 -.05 

N=116 
*p<.05 
**n<.01 

TABLE 11: Regression coefficients and_significance for Crime Index II 

Police Interaction Judicial Appearances Institutionalization 
for Index II for Index I for Index II 
R2=.02 R2=.06 R2=.04 

Divorce -.61 55 -.07 
Separation ~.58 -.35 -.08 
Death 1.71 1.56** AT 
Other -.17 37 .06 

SEX -1.44 -.55 -.08 
RACE -.52 -.18 .04 
SES -.24 -.07 -.03 

N=240 
*p<.05 
**D<.01 
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effected by homes separated by death (b=1.56, p=.0009). Juveniles from 

single-parent homes separated by death were more likely to appear before a 

judge for the less serious crimes in Crime Index II. 

In summary, a multiple regression was run for each of the levels 

mentioned and for both crime indexes. Among the independent variables, 

only the dichotomous family structure was significantly related to police 

interaction for respondents who committed acts in Crime Index II. It is a 

significant negative relationship, that is, juveniles from single-parent homes 

were less likely to be stopped by the police for acts in Crime Index II than 

juveniles from traditional families. There was no significant relationship 

between family structure and being stopped by the police, or being 

institutionalized for acts in Crime Index I. However, there was a significant 

relationship between homes separated by death and judicial appearances for 

Crime Index II. This indicates that for Crime Index I, or for the more serious 

crimes such as trying to kill someone, possession of a gun, destruction of 

property and stealing money, juveniles from traditional homes were more 

likely to be stopped by the police, although there was no difference in actual 

self-reported delinquency for the two groups. This difference, however does 

not play out in juveniles from traditional homes being more likely to | 

appearing before a judge or being institutionalized. For Crime Index II, 

juveniles from single-parent homes separated by death are more likely to 

appear before a judge for the less serious crimes of hurting someone, hurting 

someone so they needed medical treatment, joyriding and stealing property. 

This does not result in these juveniles being more likely to be institutionalized. 
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Chapter V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the relationship between family 

structure and juvenile delinquency. Using data from a cohort study of 

juveniles in Philadelphia, I tested two primary hypotheses. The first was that 

when using self-reported delinquency as a measure as opposed to official 

crime statistics, there would be no difference in delinquency of juveniles from 

single-parent homes and juveniles from traditional homes. The second 

hypothesis was that among those juveniles who reported being delinquent, 

juveniles from single-parent homes would experience higher rates of 

institutionalization. It was argued that differential law enforcement, and not 

the rate of delinquency was responsible for the higher number of juveniles 

from single-parent homes being institutionalized. 

The arguments posited here were based primarily on _ socialist-feminist 

theory, and the contributions of labeling theory to socialist feminism. 

Socialist-feminism argues that in a capitalist patriarchy, both the family and 

the criminal justice system are ideology bound by these two hierarchies. The 

family is constructed as women's primarily or only sphere of importance. 

Gender role socialization takes place here and it is here that new members of 

society learn the ways of the current system. Gender roles are passed on from 
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mother to child and from father to child through the interactions between the 

parent and the examples they set (Gittins 1986; Chodorow in Eisenstein 1979). 

In a single-parent home headed by a woman, these relations are not 

apparent as they are in a nuclear family. Agents of social control reflect this 

belief and reify it. The criminal justice system is no exception and it is 

through differential law enforcement that this takes place. Single mothers 

are seen as head of inferior homes and as less capable of proper supervision of 

their children, hence when juveniles from these homes come into contact 

with the criminal justice system they are more likely to be institutionalized. 

In order to test these theories, particularly socialist-feminism, self- 

reported delinquency rates were compared for juveniles from single-parent 

and traditional homes. In addition, rates of interaction with agents of social 

control, namely police, judicial, and institutionalization were compared for 

juveniles from different family structures. 

Self-reported delinquency was not significantly different for either 

juveniles from single-parent homes, and juveniles from traditional homes. 

This negates common stereotypes that juveniles from single parent homes are 

more delinquent and more prone to criminal activity than juveniles from 

traditional homes. This would imply that the patriarchal notion that a man 

must be present in the home in order for it to be sufficient in its socialization 

of children is subject to question. 

So what are the reasons that the agents of social control within a capitalist 

patriarchy might be so disturbed by the notion of a fatherless household and 

what are the social implications of the absence of the father within the 

family? This family structure threatens the power structure. But if the power 

structure iS so important to those in power, why do they continue to walk out 
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on it in their own homes, while the media, the government and others are 

simultaneously getting up in arms about mothers raising children on_ their 

own? 

Ruth Sidel, in her article “But Where are the Men?" (Sidel 1989) addresses 

some social changes during this century that might lead to men being less and 

less involved in the family. Urbanization is one factor in this phenomenon. 

As the United States became more urbanized, primary groups became more 

mobile, and smaller. Without an extended primary group or kinship to 

censure one’s behavior, family (and other) responsibilities could be left out 

with penalties that were not as harsh or non-existent. Consumerism and the 

division of labor in the post-industrial era led to a disjointedness from other 

people and a desire to strive to obtain more and more goods. Combined, these 

forces led to the individualistic and self-gratifying tendencies. Women, due to 

their primary role as caregiver and their socialization as communicators were 

not affected in the same way as men. 

Another factor that makes it advantageous for men to leave their families is 

the economic strain. Raising children is an expensive venture, and in 

traditional families the male may feel he has to support his wife as well. Most 

men pay no or very little alimony or child-support (Sidel 1989) and this makes 

it much easier for them to have a better standard of living that they desire. By 

the same token, however, due to the harsh conditions of the working class, 

some men are actually unable to support their families on the wage they make. 

Men's socialization discourages them from being father, from nurturing 

and doing housework. As much as women's gender socialization brings them 

to the position of primary caretaker after her children are born, so do these 

roles effect men's ability or willingness to father (Lindsey 1994). 
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The literature does not have a conclusive answer as to whether the reason 

for father's absence would make a significant difference in juveniles 

delinquency. This study shows that it did not make a difference in the amount 

of delinquency committed, but that it did make a difference in differential law 

enforcement. Juveniles from homes separated by divorce were more likely to 

appear before a judge for more serious crimes than juveniles from any other 

group. Divorced women would be one of the more stigmatized groups, along 

with other which would conceivably include never married women. 

Juveniles from homes separated by death of the father were more likely to 

appear before a judge for less serious crimes. This might be because of 

paternalism. Death of a father is not seen as the woman's fault, but it may be 

likely that criminal justice officials feel more compelled to intervene in order 

to take care of the woman and her child who is fatherless. 

Interestingly enough, family structure had no predictive value for which 

juveniles would be institutionalized. This is in direct contradiction to the 

statistics of the Bureau of Justice cited earlier. Some aspects peculiar to this 

particular study might be considered in explaining conflicting outcome. 

These data were gathered from an urban, northern location. Future 

research may want to compare these results with similar results for cities of 

different sizes, as well as for rural areas. Geographic region of the country 

may have an impact on similar studies as well, due to cultural and contextual 

backgrounds. 

There are significant implications that this study could have on social 

policies. It points out that federal crime statistics can be misleading and 

should not be used as an absolute measure of actual crime occurrences, and 

particularly not for indicating which populations are more likely to commit 
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crime. Differential law enforcement is a powerful force in influencing these 

statistics and this should be considered when writing policy. 

Commonly held beliefs, such as that single-parent homes are inferior, lead 

to policy regarding crime that may not be useful, or may even be harmful. As 

this study shows, the actual rate of crime for the two groups was not 

Statistically significant. The labeling effects of such differential law 

enforcement can have lasting effects on the behavior of individual, and 

increasing the difficulty of raising a family for single-women. 

Instead of being more strict with juveniles from single-parent homes, 

social support systems need to be developed to provide the financial and social 

resources to assist single women in raising children in an environment that is 

currently hostile to their situation. 
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DETAIL 
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HURT 

HURTP 
HURTJ 
HURTI 

JOYR 
JOYRP 
JOYRJ 
JOYRI 

SPROP 

SPROPP 
SPROPJ 
SPROPI 

BLADE 

BLADEP 
BLADEJ 
BLADEI 

UPOT 
UPOTP 
UPOTJ 
UPOTI 

HMED 

HMEDP 

APPENDIX A 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Family Structure 
Father Present 

Father Absent 

Reason for Father's Absence 

NA 
Divorce 

Separation 
Death 

Some other reason 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Have you hurt someone in any way‘ 
like knocking him or her down? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Stolen a Car for Joyriding? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Bought or Accepted Property which 
you Knew was Stolen? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

# Carried a Switchblade or other large 
Blade? 
# of Times Stopped by the Police 
# of Time Appeared Before a Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Smoked Pot? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Hurt Someone bad enough for him or her to 
Require Medical Treatment 
# of Times Stopped by the Police 
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HMEDJ 
HMEDI 

DISTURB 

DISTURBP 
DISTURBJ 
DISTURBI 

PGUN 
PGUNP 
PGUNJ 
PGUNI 

DPROP 

DPROPP 
DPROPJ 
DPROPI 

SEXPAY 
SEXPAYP 
SEXPAYJ 
SEXPAYI 

SMONEY 

SMONEYP 
SMONEYJ 
SMONEYI 

USMACK 
USMACKP 
USMACK]J 
USMACKI 

KILL2 

KILL2P 
KILL2J 
KILL2I 

UUPPER 
UUPERP 
UUPPERJ 
UPPERI 

GAMBLE 

# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Time Institutionalized 

Disturbed the Neighborhood with Loud, Noisy 
Behavior? 

# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Carried a Handgun? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 

# of Times Institutionalized 

Purposely Damaged or Destroyed 
Property? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before a Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Paid Someone for Sex? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Taken some money from someone 
without his or her knowing it? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Time Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Used Heroin? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Attacked Someone with the Purpose of 
Killing Him or Her? 

# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Used "“uppers" or amphetamines? 
# of Time Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Gambled Illegally? 
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GAMBLEP 
GAMBLEJ 
GAMBLEI 

LIQ 
LIQP 
LIQJ 
LIQI 

SEMP 

SEMPP 
SEMPJ 
SEMPI 

# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Bought Liquor for A Minor? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 

Stole Money or Property from your 
employer? 
# of Times Stopped by Police 
# of Times Appeared Before Judge 
# of Times Institutionalized 
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