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Gold & Reimer: Changing Patterns of Delinquent Behavior Among amer:cxng

13 through 16 Years 0ld 1967-1972
ABSTRACT

Comparisons are made between the delinquent behavior reportes ¥ som-
parable representative samples of American boys and girls inm 1$67 ame 2370,
They demonstrate no increasa in the rate of delinquent lLehavior curing
those two years, excepting an increase in the 11licit use of Grugs. Intees,
the delinquent behavior of boys otherwise declined.

Exploration of correlative changes in the perceptions and attitudes of
adolescents in that period suggest that the shift to drug use was ai leass
in par: a function of growing tolerance of parents for soolescents” use of
marijuana and their concommitant granting of greater sutonomy o Thelr
adolescent sons and daughters. It is suggested that marijuana use, 17 ooz
the use of other illicit drugs, had shifted from 1967 to 1972 to thar move
attractive part of the spectrum of deviant acts which, while gp4l: CLeETLY
deviant, was not perceived by adolescents as horrifying to their importaz:

parental and peer reference groups.




Changing Patterns of Delinguent Behavior Among Americans

13 through 16 Years 0ld: 1967-1972

Students of delinquency and crime have generally become so wary of
inzerpreting official figures such as those of the FBI Uniform Crime
Reports as indicative of the levels or nature of criminal behavior that
we have found ourselves unable to state how much crime there really is
or whether there is now more or less than there was at some previous
time. Reliable data collected on comparable populations at two points

o time have simply not been available to us,

This article reports findings based on such data that have recently
become available, the self-reported delinquency of comparable and
representative samples of American boys and girls in 1967 and 1972.

The figures document the differences in levels and kinds of delinquent
behavior reported in the two years. Further, an attempt is made to
understand changes in the patterns of delinquent behavior by examining
correlative changes in the perceptions and attitudes of American adoles-

cents.

Method

Samples

The sources of the data are the first and second National Survey of
Youth, in 1967 and 1972, respectively.l The sampling procedure of the
1967 survey has been described in detail elaewherfji; Briefly, it con-
sisted of revisiting households that had previOuniy been selected for an
adult interview in several national survevs and where at least one per-
son 13 through 16 years old was known to live at the time of original
selection. This method of sampling, while not altogether satisfactory

from the point of view of efficiency, did yield a satisfactory national
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sample of the age cohort,

Sample selection for the 1972 National Survey of Youth differed
from the 1967 procedure, but it also ylelded a satisfactory national
sample comparable to the earlier omne. The multistage area sample design
provided for interviewing adolescents in 40 geographical areas (counties
or county groups) called Primary Sampling Units (PSUs), throughout the
coterminous 48 United States, with an expected yield of 1600 interviews
of boys and girls 11 through 18 years old. The 40 PSUs, a subset of the
Survey Research Center's 74-PSU national household sample,3 consist of
the New York and the Chicago Standard Consolidated Areas, seven of the
ten largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), an additional
16 SMSAs (ranging in size from around 125,000 to 1,900,000), and 15 non-
SMSAs (whose populations range from 5,000 to 200,000). As many as 20
neighborhoods (or clusters) were selected at random in the largest PSUs
and as few as five in the smallest PSUs. Then housing units (HUs) were
randomly chosen within each cluster.

Only one ad¢lescent from each HU was interviewed;‘in dUs with more
than one eligible respondent, selection of the respondent wae made on
a random basis. The reason for interviewing only one boy or girl per HU
rather than all eligible adolescents, which would be a much more econom-
ical procedure, was to obtain a more heterogeneous sample in terms of
family background and parent-child relationships.

Approximately 1,960 of the occupied HUs had one or more adolescents
11 through 18 years of age. (The exact number of HUs with eligible re-
spondents is unknown because interviewers were not able to determine the
composition of the household when inhabitants refused to give information

on household composition or when the interviewers never found anyone home.)
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The total aumber of eligible reapondents interviewed is 1,395, The
response rate was thus 71 percent. The reasons for nouresponse are
varied. The most common reasons and their proportion of the total non-

responses are as follows: refusal by selected respondent (36 percent);
refusal by pa~ent or both respondent and parent (33 percent); selected

respondent absent or not available--e.g., respondent willing to be in-
terviewed but did not have time, often because of Job or school activ-
ities (20 percent). Other reasons (1l percent) include, for example,
adolescents who could not be interviewed because they did not speak
English or because of a physical or psychological disability,

In order to document the representativeness of the sample, we compared
the sex, age, and race composition of the sample of 1,395 with the 1970
Census data on the population of approximately 32 million 11 through 18

year olds (see Table 1).

A

It 1is apparent that females are slightly underrepresented in the
sample; however, the difference between the sample and population propor-
tions is less than one percent. While this is a very small difference,
we wondered whether the undersampling of females might have been due to a
lower response rate among females. For most of the HUs that yielded no
response (i.e., 468 of the estimated 565 HUs with an eligible respondent
who was not interviewed), the age and sex of the selected respondent was
ascertained. Examination of these data.reveals no differenc: in the non-
response rates of male and female respondents.

Looking now at the racial composition of the sample, we note that

vhite females are underrepresented, compared to white males, but among
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blacks the proportion of females is slightly larger relative to males.
These data, along with the fact that the number »f males sanpled is one
percent lower than the population figure, suggest an appreciadbly higher
nonresponse rate among black males, It should be pointed out that the
interviewers did not record the race of nonrespondents {only age and
sex); however, we are able to identify a limited number of clusters in
which nonrespondents were very likely to be black, based on the racial
composition of adolescents in the cluster who were interviewed. In these
"black clusters,” the male nonresponse rate was indeed about 25 percent
higher than the female nonresponse rate.

It is also apparent in Table 1 that the proportions for “other” (race)
are quite a bit higher in the sample than in the population, especially
apong females. We believe that this discrepancy may be due largely to a
difference in the methods of collecting racial information in NSY compared
to the Census, a difference that would primarily affect the racial identi-
fication of Spanish-Americans. The Census uses a self-report method, the
respondent choosing among white, black and several other designations in-
cluding American Indian, Chinese, Japanese, etc., but there is no Spanish-
American designation; however, the respondent can check "Other" and write
in any designation he or she wishes (e.g., Puerto Rican, Mexican). The
NSY '72 interviewers, on the other hand, designated the respondent's race
themselves and were instructed to distinguish Spanish-Americans (encountered
most often in Miami and Los Angeles) on the basis of surname and native
language. Thus, a number of NSY respondents identified as Spanish-Americans
would probably be identified by the Census as white or blacx.

Finally, we have compared the composition of the sample to the popula-
tion with respect to age. The differences between sample and population

percentages at the eight age levels present a rather mixed pattern. Al~
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tnough in five of the eight age groups the sample proportion differs by
more than one percent from the population proportion (in only one group,
age 18, does the difference exceed two percent), the only evident trend
is the oversampling tendency at ages 1l and 12, We were curious whether
these departures might be related to response rate, such that undersampling
At a given age level would te linked t low response rate at that age level
and oversampling, to a high response rate., At first glance this seemed to De
a valid explanation, for it was noted that the response rate was lowest anc
undersampling most pronounced at age 18: however, the correlation between
sampling discrepancies and response rates, while in the expected direction, is
not statistically significant. That 1s, we ordered the age groups by how much
their proportions in our sample deviated from their proportion in the popula-
tion, and by their response rates; and we found no reliadble relarionship be~
tween the two orders, Thus, the over- and undersampling tendencies related to
age cannot be accounted for by differential response rates.

To summarize, the sex, race, and age composition of the ssxple has
been compared with the composition of the parent population. There are
slight differences in the sample and the population, but overall they
appear to be quite similar. We conclude, therefore, that the sample of
adolescents interviewed in the 1972 National Survey of Youth adequately

represents boys and girls 11 through 18 years old in the United States.

Comparability of the 1972 and 1967 Samples

As our primary substantive interest here is to compare the delinquent
behavior and other characteristics of adolescents in the 1972 National
Survey of Youth with those of adolescents in tha 1967 National Survey of
Youth, it 1is necessary to ensure the similarity of these two samples with

respect to basic demographic variables. The sample drawn in 1967 consisted
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Measures of delinguent behavior

The primary dependent variable in this report is delinquent behavior.
it was measured well on into the interview, after questions about family,
school, friends, health, politics and other topics had been discussed.
Respondents were presented a packet of 17 pre-punched Hollerith cards on
which were printed brief descriptions of delinquent acts. (See Figure 1
for the list of items and the abbreviated titles of the acts that we will
use hereafter.) They were asked to sort items into three piles, indicat-
ing whether they had committed each act ''never,” "once," or "more than
once" in the previous three years, and they were told that they would be
asked some further questions about those offenses they had committed.
They were at this point reminded of the anonymity and confidentiality of
the interview and urged not to respond at all if they felt that they could

not be completely open and honest,

interviewers followed up the card sort by asking questions designed to
obtain full descriptions of the three most recent incidents of each of the
17 items to which respondents confessed. A major reason for recording these
details is to assess the seriousness of each act, which is one component in
guaging the dexree of an individual's delinquency. For example, 22 percent
of the "offenses'' described by respondents were later judged too trivial
to be considered actually delinquent.

Whether respondents are truthful in reporting their delinquent behavior
under the conditions of this method has been the object of validation
acudics.7 These suggest that as many as 15 percent may conceal some or all

of their delinquent behavior, but that the rest respond positively to the
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interviewers' instructions to be completely open and honest,

Several indices of delinQuent\behavior were constructed for each re-
spondent from the descriptions he or she gave of :'.e delinquent acts com-
mitted in the three years prior to the 1nterview. Actually, 81 percent of
the reported acts had been committed within the previous year. Four of the
indices are used in the analyses reported here, so they will be described.

Total frequency of significant incidants. This is a simple count of

those incidents which content analysts jJudged to be chargeable rather than
trivial. Interviewers had already made this Judgment as well, based on
guidelines provided to them. Th. :ontent analysts and the interviewers
agreed in 91 percent of the cases.

We also checked inter-coder agreement; that is, we figured the per-
centage of offenses i{n which two independent content analysts agreed as to
their triviality. The 131 check-coded interviews included 826 offenses,
Independent check-coders agreed with the primary coders' judgments on 97
percent of the offenses,

Total seriousness index, This index weights each act reported by a

respondent by its seriousness, then sums the wveighted scores for a total
seriousness score for each responde-.t.
The weights assigned are based on the work of T. Sellin and M, E.

wolfgang.e

with but two modifications. First, Sellin and Wolfgang do not
include in the total scores those acts which are assigned the minimum weight
of one, while we have included these. Sellin and Wolfgang excluded such
offenses to rule out trivia. This is an important consideration, but we
have taken a different approach to it--the two judgments of trivality by

interviewers and content analysts described earlier. We included only

acts which the content analysts judged significant.
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The other modification we have made hax to do with minor differences
in the cut-points in the amount of money a stolen item is worth or the
extent of injury done to a victim, These were modified according to our
experience with the kinds of distinctions our youngest respondents could
make,

Figure 2 describes the weights given to each delinquent act and the
characteristics of the act which qualified it for irs weight. The reader
should note that o?iy eight of the 17 offenses about which we inquired are
included in the computation of this seriousness index. These comprise the
subset of the 17 which are included in Sellin and Wolfgang's index. Other
offenses, such as running away, drinking, using illicit drugs, and truancy

are not counted into an individual's score on the total seriousness index.

They are included however, in the score of total frequency of significant
offenses described above. These two indices are highly correlated with a
gamma of .79 for boys and .74 for girls. Nevertheless, they are different

encugh to warrant using both in analyses of the data.

Tctal frequency of significant incidents, omitting drinking and drug

use. ("Tot Freq-DD") Because of the special 1ight it throws on the data

to follow, a simple count was mede of those significant incidents each re-
spondent reported exclusive of drinking alcoholic beverages, and using
marijuana and i{llicit use of other drugs.

Frequency of use of marijuana and illicit use of other drugs (not

including alcohol). This score counts up to three incidents of the illicit
use of drugs. As the note to Figure 1 indicates, only three such incidents
could be recorded in 1967 while six could be recorded in 1972 because mari-

juana was separated in our questioning in the last survey. But the 1972
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score was also restricted to the three mogt recent incidents in order to
make all the indices comparable between the two surveys.

Many other indices of adolescent attitudes and perceptions were also
constructed. Those relevant to this report will be introduced when they

are discussed in relationship to indices of delinquent behavior.
Changes in Delinquent Behavior 1967-1972

The most important result emerging from our comparison of delinquent
behavior among 13 to 16 year olds from 1967 to 1972 is not that the amount
of delinquency had changed, but that the style had changed. Boys in that
age cohort in 1972 reported less delinquent behavior than their peers in
the 1967 survey did; but they admitted to markedly different frequencies
of certain offenses. Specifically, more of the '72 male respondents re-

" ported more frequent use of illicit drugs--mostly marijuana--than the 1967
respondents did, and less larceny, threatened assault, trespassing, forcible
and non-forcible entry, and gang fighting. The girls in '72 also reported
greater use of drugs--mostly marijuana but including alcohol--than girls
did in '67, while reporting less larceny, property destruction, and breaking
and entering. But the decline of the latter kinds of offenses among the
8irls in 1972 does not balance their greater use of drugs, so the girls in
'72 reported more delinquent behavior overall.

Comparisons between the 1967 and 1972 cohorts are reported below,
alwvays separately for males and females. After all males and all females
in the two years are compared, then comparisons are reported for sub~-sets
of the cohorts defined by race, age, socioeconomic status, and place of

residence (urban/suburban/rural). Mean scores are reported fcr all com-
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parisons, but percentage scores are provided only for the '67 ang 7T
comparisons of all males and of all females. The Mann-Whitney L tes: has
been used throughout to determine the statistical reiiabllity of the cii-
ferences between '67-'72 subgroups; formally stated, the null hypothesis
tested by the Mann-Whitney U test is that the distribution of scocres o= &
given index of delinquent behavior are alike in the '67 and '72 SETPLES
being compared. The probability levels for the Mann-Whitney U's are e~
ported with the means.

Males., The graphs of the total fregquency and total seriousness of ce-

linquency scores in Figures 3 and 4 demoastrate that the level of delin-
quency among boys had declined from 1967 to 1972 on both measures. &z zhe
same time, there is a general similarity in the shapes of the '67 zmz 7>

distributions of scores, lower scores being much more frequent than hLigher

ones. Translating the declines into percentage terms, we finé that the
number of incidents per capita decreased by a little more than nine percem:
and that seriousness scores decreased by almost 14 percent. Boys iz 1%7C
were committing most of the specific offenses less frequently or at adout
the same frequency as in 1967; six offenses and sub-offenses show 8 maTkes
decrease (p = .001)-~larceny, threat, trespass, enter, break and enter, &0
gang fighting. Declines in reporting major categories of offenses TELEE
from 28 percent for trespassing to 49 percent for incidents of threatening

assault. Only two acts, fraud to obtain alcohol and use of nmarijuane and

drugs, were engaged in more frequently (at a statistically reliadle _evel:
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by males in '72, The tenfold increase in marijuana and drug use represents
by far the greatest change in the commission of specific offenses. Males
in the tuo years were also cbmpared on the index of total frequency of
d2linquency which does hot include incidents of drinking or marijuana and
drug use (see Figure 5)., This measure reveals a 20 percent decline (p =

-301) in the number of incidents per capita from '67 to '72.

Females. The results for females, presented inFigures 6~8, are both
similar and dissimilar to the males' results., The mean number of incidents

of all offenses committed by girls in '72 is 22 percent higher than in '67

(see Figure 6), but the comparison of scores on the total seriousness index

(see Figure 7) reveals no difference between the two years. There are only
a few offenses which show marked changes, the most significant being in-
creases in the frequency of drinking and marijuana and drug use; the fre-
quency of drinking 1s nearly doubled, and per capita use of marijuana and
“rugs is nine times greater among females in '72 than in '67. It is clear
that the sharp increases in the frequencies of these two offenses are
completely responsible for the higher total frequency scores in '72. When
drinxing and marijuana and drug use are excluded, we find no change over
the five years in per capita frequency of offenses anong girls (see Figure

g).



16

5o the use of drugs (including girls' use of alcohol) is the only de-
linquent behavior that has increased sharply among 13 to 16 year old boys
and girls from 1967 to 1972. There are two things we wish to point out in
order to give the reader a clearer understanding of this change. First,
the reason that the increase in marijuana and drug use is so dramatic--nine
times greater in '72 than in '67, far exceeding any other increase or de-
crease in delinquent behavior--lies largely in the extremely low incidence
of drug use in the '67 sample. Only 2.1 percent of boys (ten respondents)
and 2.4 percent of girls (nine respondents) admitted to using drugs in
1967. Consequently, even though less than 20 percent of boys and girls in
the '72 sample admit to using marijuana and/or drugs, the increase rela-
tive to the '67 levels is marked. Second, it is important we believe to
document the frequency of marijuana use compared with the frequency of use
of other drugs. The data reported on the frequency of marijuana and other
drug use of males and female reflect mostly marijuana use. The proportion
of NSY '72 respondents (male and female results are highly similar) who re-
port ever using marijuana is close to two and one-third times greater than
the proportion reporting other drug use. Almost 17 percent of '72 respon-
dents have used marijuana, but only 7.2 percent have used other drugs; the
total number of incidents of each is 106 and 45, respectively. Thus, the
reader should keep in mind that when "marijuana and drug use" is referred

to, this means mostly marijuana use.

We turn to the '67-'72 comparisons of various subgroups of males and
females, defined by major variables such as age, race and socioeconomic

status. These comparisons identify more precisely among whom changes in

1
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delinquent behavior have taken place., We consider below the mean levels
of delinquent behavior in a number of relatively small subgroups., The
reader should bear in mind that these subgroup means do not provide as re-
liable estimates of the true level of delinquent behavior in the subpopu-
lations they represent as do the total sample means (for all males and fe-
males in '67 and '72) which are based on much larger numbers of respondents.
Their smaller numbers are taken into account in the statistical tests,
however,

Race, We report here comparisons of the delinquent behavior of whites
and of blacks in 1967 and 1972, separately for boys and girls; respondents
belonging to other racial groups were excluded from this analysis., These

reqults are presented in Tables 3 and 4. There was not a great deal of

Jdifference in the changes from '67 to '72 among blacks and whites on the

indices of total frequency and total seriousness of delinquency, nor at

the level of specific offenses. The decline in total frequency is about
the same for blacks and whites although total seriousness has declined only
among whites. It seems that the latter result is at least pPartly due to
the decrease in the number of assault and threat incidents among white
males, while among black males assault was reported more frequently in '72,
and the frequency of threat remained about the same. Looking at the reports
of girls, we note that the increase in total frequency was greater among
whites, due largely to the sharper rise in drinking and use of marijuana
and drugs among white girls; but the total seriousness results for black
and vhite females are almost the same: neither racial group changed

markedly from '67 to '72.

«{)
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Changes in the commission of specific offenses occur differentially
in the black and white samples, but these differential shifts do not seex
to follow any clear pattern. Changes in the frequency of carrying a con-
cealed weapon among blacks~-males showing a statistically reliadble decrease
and females a reliable increase~-are especially curious (note that azong
white males and females there was virtually no change from '67 to '72);
but we are unable to suggest any explanation for these contrasting shifts,
Age. In order to compare age~specific changes in delinquent behavior
from '67 to '72, the samples were stratified into four yearly cohorts: 13,

14, 15, and 16. These results appear in Tables 5 and 6. The larger dif-

ferences in the frequencies of delinquent behavior between '67 and '72
occur among the 15 and 16 year old girls. This trend is due painly to the
greater increase in the use of alcohol, marijuana and other drugs by 15
and 16 year old girls. On the other hand, the seriousness of delinquent
behavior and Tot Freq-DD change little from age 13 to 16 in the female
samples. Among males, the '67-'72 changes across age groups shovw a some-
what different pattern. At ages 13, 14, and 16 the differences in total
frequency and total seriousness at each age level are very similar to the
differences in the total sample~-i.e., delinquency levels are lower in '72;
however, at age 15 we have found that '72 males were slightly more delin-

quent. While the rise in delinquency at age 15 is not statisticsally reli-

able, this result still constitutes an important exception to the dominant

[
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trend among males. Again we have found that the picture changes somewhat
when drinking and marijuana and other drug incidents are deleted from the
total frequency score: the difference between '67 and '72 fifteen yvear
old males disappears, but at age 13, 14, and 16, the decline in delinguency
becomes more striking.

At the level of gpecific offenses, there is one trend that stands out
in both the male and female comparisons. This is the association between
" age and the increase in the use of alcohol, marijuana and other drugs be-
tween 1967 and 1972; these increases are much more pronounced at ages 15
and 16,

Sociceconomic status. Tables 7 and 8 show the comparison between

'67 and '72 males and females at three levels of family sociceconomic status
(SES). Socioeconomic status derives from a rating of the respondent’s
father's or mother’'s (if data for father were not available) occupation.

The Duncan Socioeconomic Index was used to establish SES level. For a com-
plete discussion of the index see Reias.g The three SES groups are defineé
as follow: Low SES, 0 to 29; Medium SES, 30 to 59; High SES, 60 to 96,
Examples of some occupations represented in each group are: Low SES, truck
drivers and mechanics; Medium SES, policemen and sales clerks; High SES,
dentists and teachers. Although the pattern of results observed for all
males and females remain substantially unchanged when controlled fcr SES,
some variations are evident within the male sample. Among males there is

4 drop in overall delinquency from '67 to '72 (as measured by the total

frequency, total seriousness and Tot Freg~DD indices) at all SES levels,

but the declines tend to be greatest in the lowest SES stratum and smallest
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either 1967 or 1972 to their use of drugs Qammas of .03 and .0l1), What
then accounts for the sharp increase in drug use among the 15 and 16 year

old girls from 1967 to 19727

Girls' use of drugs

First of all, we note that these girlc may have been dating more fre-
quently in 1972 than their counterparts did in 1967 (Table 11). It should
also be pointed out that girls' use of drugs was much more depéndent on
their association with boys than boys' use was on their association with
girls (see Table 13). Relatively few girls used drugs when there were no
boys with them: the majority of boys' drug use was in the absence of girls.
Furthermore, girls usually got their drugs from boys (see Table 14). It
seems the case that more freguent drug use among girls was in part on
account of what the boys they went with ware doing more often; so the girls

went slo-g.

It is likely that the behavior of the 15 and 16 year old boys that we
have described was not so relevant to the behavior of the 15 and 16 year
old girls, because these girls were probably mixing socially with older

boys. That possibility does not weaken our argument that the dependency
of girls' use of marijuana and other drugs on the behavior of boys can

account for giris' greazer use of drugs in 1972. For older boys, 17 and
18 year olds, almost undoubtedly used drugs more in 1972 than they did in
1967. Since no boys over 16 were questioned in the National Survey of
Youth '67, all our data can demonstrate directly is that in 1972, 17 and

18 year olds were heavier drug users than younger boys were--52 percent of

t o
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these boys used drugs compared to 27 percent of the 15 and 16 year olds.
More direct evidence of increasing drug use among older boys in the years up
to 1672 comes from the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abusell and
from the Institute for Social Research project, Youth in Tranaition.lz The
former study documented an increase of 15 percent more drug users among 18
to 21 year olds (boys and girls) from 1971 to 1972; the latter study found
only 21 percent of male high school seniors (most 18 years old) interviewed
in 1967 had ever used drugs, compared to the 52 percentof the 17 and 18

year old males in the National Survey of Youth '72. It seems reasonable to
conclude then that more of the boys dating the 15 and 16 year old girls were

into drugs in 1972 than in 1967.

Perceptions of what other teens were doing

But that is not the whole picture. Among girls as well as among boys,
the use of drugs--and again we should remind the reader that we are dis-
cussing mostly the use of marijuana--came to be perceived as a more normal
adolescent activity. Adolescents' perceptions of how many teenagers used
drugs shifted with the change in behavior from 1967 to 1972, so that the
later sample rerorted more drug use among other teenagers (see Table 15).13
Furthermore, the implications of those perceptions for boys who were dating
a great deal shifted from 1967 to 1972: 4n the earlier sample drug use bore
no reliable relationship to perceptions of what teenagers generally were doing,
although users and non-users all tended in 1967 to perceive themselves as out-
side the typical adolescent pattern. By 1972 this relationship had changed
markedly; frequency of drug use by socially active teenagers had become con-
sonant with their perceptions of what other teenagers were doing. The signifi-

cant indication here is that by 1972, social active American adolescents who
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used drugs more heavily believed that to be typical teenage behavior; they

did not seem to perceive themselves as outsiders.

A Check on the Data: The Rural-Urban Case

We have identified gome background conditions and some changes among
American adolescents that help to explain why there had been so marked an
increase in their use of drugs from 1967 to 1972. The data indicate that
the increase in the use of drugs is largely accountable to the behavior of
boys and especially girls whose frequent dating demonstrates that they were
heavily involved in adolescent social life. Furthermore, the greater drug
use among boys in 1972 is reliably correlated with the greater autonomy that
they report their parents were granting them, compared to boys in 1967; and
with their perception that drug use is more frequent among~--typical of--
American teenagers.

We may check the importance to drug use of variables such as autonomy
from parents, dating behavior, and the perceptions of drug use among teen-
agers generally by taking another approach to our data. So far we have
concerned ourselves only with age and sex difference when comparing respon-
dents in 1967 with those in 1972, We have tested the strength of our
analysis partly by determining what variables account for greater change
among the older than the younger boys and girls, Having identified certain
variables that seem to help us to understand not only the overall changes
from 1967 to 1972 but also the differential change by age groups, we may now
see if these variables can help account for the fact that adolescents living
in rural areas apparently did not participate in the increased use of drugs
(see Tables 9 and 10). We find that indeed certain variables that seem

24
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crucial in the previous analysis took a different course among rural adoles-
cents between 1967 and 1972,

To begin with, we have suggested that dating boys is especially impor-
tant to girls' use of drugs, and that greater use of drugs by girls in 19872
may be a function not only of their dates' heavier use but also more fre-
quent dating by the 15 and 16 year old girls. Now we find that rural 15
and 16 year old girls showed less than half the increase of the others in

that time between 1967 and 1972 (see Table 16).

We have pointed to a greater autonomy among 15 to 16 year old boys in
1972 than in 1967 as a factor in boys' Breater usguof drugs. Now we find
that rural boys in the more recent survey did not experience greater auton-
omy; while their counterparts in nonrural areas reported significantly more,
among the rural boys there was essentially no difference in the levels of

autonomy granted boys in 1967 and in 1972 (see Table 17).

Furthermore, boys' perceptions of more frequent drug use by teenagers
in 1972 suggest that drug use had become more normative since 1967 and
that that had encouraged their indulgence. Among rural boys, however, that
perception had not increascd so markedly (see Table 18)., It might be
argued that this pattern of data is merely a reflection of the facts rather
than a cause. That may be so, of course, but the vording of the question
Put to our respondents referred to "all teenagers,” not the ones they knew
personally. We were trying here to guage adolescents' perceptions of delin-
quent norms as they were shaped not only by their direct observation but

also by hearsay among their peers and by the mass media. It seems plaus-

S0
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ible that rural boys compared to their urban peers had not come by 1873 o

believe that using drugs was the teenage thing to do.

This examination of rural-urban differences together with some corre~
lates of drug use help to confirm our interpretation of the shift to éru;
use from 1967 to 1972, For just those variables which help to account fer
the shift among the 15 and 16 year old boys and Rirls, among whom the
shift 1is mouﬁ-narked. also show no relevant change among the rurai acoles-

cents whose drug use was not markedly greater in 1972.
Discussion

What happened to the teenage crime wave?

There is no surprise, we are certain, in the finding that more Americes
adolescents vere illegally using drugs in 1972 than were in 1967. wra: EF
be surprising to many resders however is that the overall rate of el inguency
did not skyrocket during that time. Newspapers and magazines continuously
reported that delinquency was rising during those years, and zince. 3But
ve have seen that, according to the reports of the adolescents thexselves,
the frequency and seriousness of delinquent behavior did not rise. More
precisely, delinquent behavior declined among boys, who were responsidle
for most of the delinquent behavior, and rose only slightly anong the
girls,

The difference of course lies in the sources of the data. Jourra.:s-
tic accounts of the rise in youthful crime reflected official dara sucek &8
the F,B.I. Uniform Crime Keports and the records of metropolitar lav exforce-

ment agencies. Changes in rates might be accounted for by changes in reccri-
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keeping procedures, changes in definitions or policies relating to juvenile
offenders, and other reasons, including even deliberate distortion of the
dars for political purposes, Official data on delinquency are tied so
iocsely to the actual behavior of youth that they are more sensitive to the
changes in the measurement procedures than they are to the object of measure-
mnent.,

Self-reported delinquent behavior is not by any means a perfect guage
of delinquency among adolescents, We know that some respondents conceal
or minimize their delinquent behavior, and we know that some distortion is
introduced in the recording of youngsters' confessions and in translating
them into terms with which computers can deal. But we have taken great
care to keep our samples and our measuring procedures as nearly identical
from one time period to the next so that these sources of error would be
constants in the data. And we have no reason to believe that youth be-
came any more or less likely to report what they had done in the interven-
ing years. It seems to us that the data we have reported here approximate
as closely as any available the real levels and nature of delinquent be-
havior in the years under consideration. And they simply do not testify to

rapidly rising rates of juvenile delinquency.

what of the "dope leads to crime' theory?

For =any, another surprise in these data resides in the fact that while
the illicit use of drugs increased among American adolescents, there was not
a corresponding increase in other types of juvenile crimes. What we have
found rather is a shift from other offenses to the use of drugs, at least
among the boys.

It has been plausible to believe that an increase in the use of drugs

would cause more delinquency. For example, young people need money in order
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came any more or less likely to report what they had done in the interven-
ing years. It gseems to us that the data we have reported here approximate
as closely as any available the real levels and nature of delinquent be-
havior in the years under consideration. And they simply do not testify to

rapidly rising rates of juvenile delinquency.

What of the 'dope leads to crime" theory?

For many, another surprise in these data resides in the fact that while
the 1llicit use of drugs increased among American adolescents, there was not
a corresponding increase in other types of juvenile crimes. What we have
found rather is a shift from other offenses to the use of drugs, at least
among the boys.

It has been plausible to believe that an increase in the use of drugs

would cause more delinquency. For example, young people need money in order
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to purchase drugs and so they might be supposed to steal for the purpose,

For another example, one might suppose that youngsters would be more irrespon-
sible while high and would run avay, destroy property, fight and commit

other crimes when they were out of control. Apparently, however, thig 1is

not the case.

What seems ﬁore Plausible in light of these data is that some youngsters
aAre more motivated than others to Participate in deviant acts and which kind
of act does not seem to matter s0 much as its deviant stamp, the opportunity
to participate, and the likely consequ;ncea, positive and negative. The
111icit use of drugs serves the purpose as well as other offenses and is
substitutable for them.

Indeed, the rise in drug use and concomitant decline in some other
of fenses among boys suggests that from 1967 to 1972 the use of drugs be-
came more satisfying to the deviant adolescent appetite than other offenses
were. This 1is an interesting phenomenon and deserves some attention for
what it might tell us about the nature of deviancy generally,

It would be well to remind ourselves of the point underlying Suthgrland'sla
concept of differential association--that even deviancy has gocial support.
We may usefully posit a certain range in the spectrum of deviant acts within
vhich lie those acts that are clearly deviant but not so deviant as to
make their perpetrators pariahs. An individual who is motivated to adopt
the deviant role will find behaviors in this range most attractive because
their commission will create the desired reputation for him without
threatening him with extremely punishing consequences. We suggest ihat the
illicit use of drugs, most particularly marijuana, moved into that range of
deviant acts between 1967 and 1972 and was therefore adopted by more adoles-

cents.
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We have already presented some data which suggest that, at least from
adolescents' perceptions, parents and peers were not so horrified by their
use of drugs. There are the data which demonstrate that, in contrast to the
situation in 1967, adolescents who reported in 1972 that their parents granted
them more peer-oriented autonomy were more likely to use drugs. The negative
correlation in 1967 seems wmuch more like rebellion against parental restric-
tions in comparison. There are also the data that relate perception of
teenagers' use of drugs negatively to a youngster's own use in 1967 and posi-~
tively in 1972,

Another set of data point to the same hypothesis. Whereas in 1967,
poor relationships with their pltlntlls was more strongly related to using
drugs than other delinquent acts were, by 1972 this was no longer the

case (see Table 19). The correlations between drug use and relationships

with parents, while still statistically reliable, had declined to the level
of other offenses. The horror that marijuana use had been, had come to seex
more tame, not unlike other kinds of delinquent behavior. It no longer

required such extreme alienation from parents before it was, in a sense,

&

-~

permitted.
In short, Science and experience had eroded the marijuana stereotype.

We believe that this had occurred among American adults and most pertinent

here, among American parents. If it had not, we doubt that adolescents

would have taken up drug use to the degree that they had by 1972,

The function of parents in delinquent behavior

There may be in this analysis of the situation some indications of the

3eneral function parents play in the etiology of delinquent behavior. Gen-

[
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erally speaking, relationships with parents, like many other variables, may
serve either to provoke delinquent behavior or to restrain it, The increase
in drug use while the incidence of other kinds of delinquency declined
(among boys) or remained stabdle (among girls), suggests that it figures
more strongly as a factor of restraint than as one of provocation, While
there may be some delinquent behaviors vhich depend more heavily on parea~
tal provocation—--running avay comes to mind--most delinquency may be pro-
voked by forces other than relationships with parents, and its ocurrence
may involve parents primarily insofar as relationships with them permit ir.
Relationships with parents may permit delinquent behavior in two ways: they
may be so poor that they provide weak restraints; or they may not be threat-
" ened very much by delinquen:z behavior. It is mostly in the latter way that
we believe parents figure in the greater frequency of drug use in 1572, by
not seeming to their adolescents to be so vehemently opposed to it then.
We suggest that boys' relationships with their parents were not so provoca-
tive of drug use in 1972 as they were permissive. The implication here is
that even in the decision as to whether and how to act delinquent, adoles-
cents generally taken their parents into consideration.

Another facet of the data in Table 19 should be noted. Boys in 1972
reported more distant relationships with their parents than did boys in 1967.
Nevertheless, despite the general negative correlatiun between relationships
with parents and delinquent behavior, boys' delinquent behavior declined,
Perhaps the rift between parents and their adolescent sons in 1572, while
wide enough to be statistically different from 1967, was not so much wider
as to have an elevating effect on delinquent behaviur, But this is instruc-

tive. Delinquent behavior seems not so sensitive to changes in parent-

db
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11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

Brief Title

Run Away
Hit Parent
Truancy

Property Destruction

Fraud

Confidence Game

Theft
Assault
Threat

Trespass

Enter

DPrink

Use Marijuana

Use Other Drugs

Cang Fight

Concealed Weapon

Take Car

Use MJ/Drugs

*The range of scores on each item

Figure 1

Delinquent Behavior Items

Ran awvay from home.
Hit one of your parents.
Skipped a day of schooi without a real excuse.

Purposely damaged or messed up something not
belonging to you.

Tried to get something by lying about who you
were or how old you were.

Tried to get something by lying to a person about
what you would do for him.

Took something not belonging to you, even if returned
Hurt or injured someone on purpose,
Threatened to hurt or injure someone.

Went onto someone's property when you knew you were
not supposed to.

Went into a house or building when you knew you
were not supposed to.

Drank beer, wine, or liquor without your parents'
permission,

Smoked marijuana.

Used any drugs or chemicals to get high or for kickn.f
except marijuana. ‘

Took part in a fight where a bunch of your friends
were against another bunch.

Carried a gun or knife besides an ordinary
pocketknife, ‘

Took a car without the permission of the owner even
if the car was returned,

Based on items 13 and 14 .

is 0 to 3 incidents. Although the range

for Use MI/Drugs could have been 0-6, its range was restricted to 0-3 so that
it would be comparable to the NSY '67 drug use index, which is based on a single
item ("Used any drugs or chemicals to get high"),

41



Figure 2

Seriousness Weights Assigned Offenses, with Qualifying Characteristics

Seriousness

Offense Characteristics Weight
Hit one of your parents extent of injury 0

not ascertaincua

left a mark or
required minor care

required major care 4
required hospitali-
zation or fatal 7

Purposely damaged or messed cost of damage:
up something not belonging 1less than $5 or not

to you known 1
$5 or more 2
Hurt or injured somcone extent of injury:/weapon:
on purpose left a mark, or
required minor
care; any
unknown bare hands,
, feet, or ob-
ject not
made as a
weapon 1
required major
care any
or
unknown used a weapon 4
required hos-
pitalizaction
or fatal any 7
Threatened to hurt or nature of threat
injure someone to beat up with bare hands,
feet, or other threat not
listed below 2

to hit with an object made
as a weapon, or to use a
weapon 4

» \
(AW’




Figure 2 (continued)

Offense

Went into a house or build-
ing when you knew you were
not supposed to (breaking
and entering)

Took part in a fight where
a bunch of your friends
were against another bunch

Took a car without the
permission of the owner
even if the car was re-
turned

Took something not be-
longing to you, even if
returned

Seriousnesy

Characteristics Weipght
how entered

broke lock or glass, or

forced door 1

extent of injury:/weapon
left a mark, or
required minor

care any
or
unknown bare hands,
feet, or
object not
made as a
weapon 1
required major
care any
or
unknown used a
weapon 4
required hos~
pitalization
or fatal any 7
(no distinction made) 2

value of item:/force used

less than $5 none, or
ef usknown  ypknown 1
$S or more none, or

unknown 1
less than §5 some, but

or unknown no weapon used 3

$5 or more some, but

no weapon usecd 4

LY

less than §5 weapon used

§5 or more weapon used 6

;;‘.2:
Al
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. DISTRIBUTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES OF FREQUENCY
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FIGURE 4

DISTRIBLTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES OF SERIOUSNESS OF DELINQUENCY -~ MALES

MEANS
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p* = .08
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FIGURE 5§
DISTRIBUTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES OF FREQUENCY OF SIGNIF'
ﬁ' DELINQUENCY, EXCLUDING DRINKING AND USING DRUGS - MALES
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FIGURE 5

DISTRIBUTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES OF FREQUENCY OF SIGNIFICANT
DELINQUENCY, EXCLUDING DRINKING AND USING DRUGS - MALES
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FIGURE 6

DISTRIBUTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES UF FREQLENCY
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- FIGURE 8

DISIRIBUTIONS OF '67 AND '72 SCORES OF FREQUENCY OF SIGNIFICANT
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TABLE 1

SAMPLE AND POPULATION DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SEX, AGE AND RACE BY SEX

SEX AGE

Male Female 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Sample Frequency 720 675 195} 206 169} 150} 169} 173| 198] 135
Sample Percent 51.6 48.4 (14.00114.8]12.1}10.812.1]12.4]14.21 9.7
Population Percentl 50.9 49.1 125§$}3'0 12,6112,7 112,.5112.5(12.3}11.9

RACE BY SEX
MALES FEMALES Missing

White Black Other White Black Other Data
Sample Frequency 602 87 19 537 95 31 24
Sample Percent 85.0 12.3 2.7 81.0 14.3 4.7
Population Percent! 85.3 13.3 1.4 | 84.8 13.7 1.5

1Based on 1970 Census data.



TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SEX, AGE AND RACE BY SEX IN THE '67 AND '72 SAMPLES

SEX AGE
Male Female T 13 14 15 16 T
1967
Sample Frequency 469 378 847 155 220 242 260 847
Sample Percent 55.4 44,6 100 18.3 26.0 28.6 27.1 100
1972
Sample Frequency 354 307 659 169 150 169 173 661
Sample Percent 53.6 46.4 100 25.6 22.7 25.6 26,2 100
RACE BY SEX
MALES FLHALES |
White B8lack Other T White Black Other NA T
1967
Sample Frequency 408 53 8 409 328 48 2 0 378
Sample Percent 87.0 11.3 1.7 100 86.8 12.7 5 109
1972 '
Sample Frequency 300 40 7 347 233 53 14 7 307
Sample Percent 86.5 11.5 2.0 100  77.7  17.7 4.6 * 100
*not included in percentage. y
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Comparison of Number of Incidents Per Capita by Race!

Males
White Black
Of fense/Index 67 : 72 67 72
n = 408 270 53 33
Run Away .06 11 .06 .06
Hit Parent 1 W12 .06 086
Truancy ' .78 .73 1.1 .94
Property Destruction .63 .56 .87 49{b)
Fraud .35 .32 A Lab
for money/goods .02 .02 .06 .15(a)
for alcohol .05 .12(d) 04 +15
Confidence Game .13 .12 W21 .30
Theft .75 .66 .64 2.9
Shoplifting .26 .23 .11 »15
Larceny .50 .30(d) 43 .27
Burglary .03 .06 11 .09
Robbery _.03 .01 -0- .24(d)
Assault .65 .52(a) 49 .76
Threat .52 .26(d) .36 .30
Extortion .01 -0- -0=- .03
Trespass .99 .72(d) .79 .64
Enter .65 «45(d) .57 .27(b)
Break and Enter .20 .10(d) .19 .09
Drink .93 1.1(a) 64 .73
Gang Fight A2 .28(d) .66 .30(c)
Concealed Weapon .14 .14 »49 .15(c)
Take Car .09 .13 .08 .06
Use MJ/Drugs .04 42(d) .06 .33(b)
Total Frequency 7.2 6.6(b) 7.5 6.6
Total Frequency-Drink and
MJ/Drugs 6.3 5.1(d) 6.8 5.6(a)
Total Seriousness? 3.5 3.0 4.1 4.1

‘Differences which are significant at levels of .15 or lower, using
the Mann-Whitney U test, are nnted as follows: (a) p = .101 ~ .15, (b) P =
0051 - 010' (C) p - -011 - 005. (d) P i 001.

2This index 1s an exception to the title--it does not simply reflect the
number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20~22 for documentation.
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'67-'72 Comparison of Number of Incidents Per Cagpite Ty Ra

Females
White Blach
Offense/Index 67 72 | b7 g
n = 328 211 48 35
Run Away .08 .08 L0 com
Hitr Parent .14 11 . e .
Truancy .02 .69 B o
Property Destruction .22 .17 Ve NOER
Fraud .29 .37 W28 e
for money/goods .02 .01 ~G- -
for alcohol 02 .10(c) ~{~= .02
Confidence Game 7 06 .05 | .10 -
Theft .32 40 .27 el
Shoplifting .11 .20(c) .06 Y
Larceny .26 .16(b) .38 2L
Burglary ‘ .02 .01 == -
Robbery .02 .0l == .02
Assault .18 .08(c) .35 U
Threat .19 .08(c) . e’
Extortion ~0= -0~ 02 -0
Trespass .38 .50(a) .31 .27
Enter YA .38 A2 =
Break and Enter .12 .06(c) .17 07
Drink .53 1.0(d) .23 50
Gang Fight ' 1 .10 .09 54 L 2Tien
Concealed Weapon‘ .02 .02 -0~ 27 (el
Take Car .04 .03 02 02
Use MJ/Drugs .05 .51(d) -0~ 050)
Total Frequency 3.7 4.6(c) 3.8 4.3
Total Frequency~Drink and
MJ/Drugs 3.1 3.0 3.5 3.7
Total Seriousness? 1.1 1.0 2.3 2.0

'Differences which are significant at levels of .15 or lower, using the
Mann-Whitney U test, are noted as follows: (a) p = .101 - .15, (b) p =
9051 - .10. (C) Pp- ‘011 - 005. (d) p _<_ 001‘

‘This index 1s an exception to the title--it does not simply reflec: :be
number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20~22 for documentation,




TABLE 5

'67-'72 Comparison of Number of Incidents Per Capita by Age

Males
13 14 15 16
Offense/Index 1 67 72 b7 72 1 67 72 67 72
n = 84 85 128 83 152 £5 125 89
Run Away .06 .05 .05 .08 .07 .15(a)| .10 .10
Hit Parent 14 .15 .09 .08 .13 <11 .08 .11
Truancy 243 W47 .57 42 .84 .97 1.4 1.1lied
Property Destruction .57 .39 .71 A45(c) ] .55 .73{c) | .78 .57(b)
Fraud .21 22 .29 .13(a)| .35 .35 .51 .63
for money/goods -0~  .04(b) | .05 .01 .02 .04 .02 .02
for alcohol -0~ .04 .02 01 .05 A2 10 .30(d)
Coufidence Game .12 07 | .14 .21 15 .11 16 .14
Theft .73 .61 .70 43() ] .70 .86 83 .70
Shoplifring .25 .21 .23 d2¢) | .27 .28 23 .24
larceny .34  ,28(b) | .59 .22(d) | .37 .39 .50 .29(c)
Burglary -0- .01 .02 .02 .05 11 .08 .09
RObbﬁr‘i '02 006 305 004 » 01 "0- IOA .05
Assauit .62 .57 .62 .61 .63 .55 64 44 (a)
Threat 44 .29 .55 .25(c) | .56 «25(d) ) 45  .23(c)
Extortion -0- -0~ -0- -0~ -0~ =0~ -0~ ~0-
Irespass 91 .65(c) ]1.0 .81 96 .77 97  .57(d)
Enter ] 66  L4l1(c) | .74 «36(d)} .51 .58 69 ,43(d)
Break and Enter .20 06(c) | .24 04(d) | .13 .17 .23 .12(a)
Drink .39 .53 .52 .58 +96 1.5(d)| 1.6 1.4(a)
Gang Fight .36 .27 . 34 .27(a) | .51 .38 .55 .36(c)
Concealed Weapon .16 .07 .16 .08(a) | .17 .19 .24 .18
Take Car 01 .01 07 =0-(c)!| .07 .19 19,21
Use MJ/Drugs 7 =0-_ .12(c) ] .01 .11(c)] .08 69(d) | .06  .61(d)
Tozal Frequency 5.8 4.9(b) 6.6 4.9(d)| 7.2 8.3(a)| 9.3 7.7(c)
Total Frequency-Drink
acd MJ/Drugs 5.4 4.2(c) |6.1 4.2(d)] 6.2 6.2 7.6 5.7(d)
Total Seriousness? 3.0 2.4(a) |3.3 2.5()] 3.5 4.0 4.5 3.4

‘Differences which are significant at levels of .15 or lower, using the
Mann-Whitney U test are noted as follows: (a) p= .101 ~ .15, (b) p = .051 - .10,
(C) -011 - .05. (d) Pf_ 0010

‘This index is an exception to the title-~it does not simply reflect the
aumber of incidents per capita; see pp. 29-22 for documentation.
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'67-'72 Comparison of Number of Incidents Per Capita by Age!

Females
13 ld 15 b
Of fense/Index 672 | 712 67 | 72 67 | 72 67 | 72
o= 7l 75 92 59 110 77 105 75
Run Away 06 .09 { .01 .03 .07 .12 .13 .07
Hit Parent .C4 .08 08 a2 1 12 L2000 L1l
Truancy .37 .30 2 .39 56 L87(p)I .97 1.0
Property Destruction .20 24 .17 12 o34 Jd0(e) | .25 .17
Fraud .18 .18 .19 42(a) ] .34 .33 WAl .52
for money/goods 03  =0-(a)| .01 =0- 02 .01 02 -0~
for alcohol 01 -0~ .02 .05(a) | .01 .05 .03 .20(b)
Confidence Game .07 .06 07 .03 .06 .05 .08 W12
Theft .18 .31 .28 .27 .36 62(c) | .40 .37
Shoplifting .09 .13 .09 .15 .09 .26(c) | .14 .20
Larceny L1100 .17 .29 .09(c) | .29 .27 .34 .17(b)
Burglary .04 =0-(a)] .01 ~O- .03 .03 .01 =0~
Robbery .01  -0- | .04 ~0-(a)| .01 .05 -Q- =0~ '
Assault .20 .12 .22 .12 .26 .18 .14 .08
Threat .16 .09 .11 .10 .26 09(b) | .22 .15
Extortion -0~ =0~ ~0- =0~ ~0- =0~ -0~ ~0-
Trespass .23  .55(a)] .47 .32 53 .40 .25 _.49(d)
Enter W45 27(a) | .34 .27 b .36 .51 A3
Break and Enter .16 .05(a) | .10 .07 .12 .01(d) | .12 W10
Drink .28 .40 .28 .83 | .41 1.1(d) | .91 1.3(b)
Gang Fight .20 .15 .25 .12¢(b) | .16 .12 .08 .05
Concealed Weapon 01 .01 .02 .09 02 .07 02 .04
Take Car -0~ ~0- .01 .02 .03 .07 .10 .01(b)
Use MJ/Drugs .03 .06 .05 37(b)} ~0- .71(d) | .10 .59(d)
Total Frequency 2.6 2.9 3.0 3.5 4.0 5.3(b) |4.8 5.5
Total Frequency-Drink .
and MJ/Drugs 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.4 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6
Total Seriousness’ .89 .92 .84 .81 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.3

Ipifferences which are significant at levels of .15 or lower, using the

Mann~-Whitney U test, are noted as follows: (a) p = .101 - .15, (b) p = .051 -~ .10,

(c) p = .011 - .05, (d) p < .OL.
‘This index is an exception to the title--it does not simply reflect the

number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20-22 for documentation.
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o~ » Al
- AB:.E .

'07='72 Comparison of Number of Invideuts Per Capita by
socio-Economic Status' *

Males
l.ow SES Medium SFE3 Hiph SES
Offense/Index 67 | 72 67 72 67 72
n = 143 115 168 101 107 80
Run Awa, 0> .11(a) .06 .08 08 .09
hit Parent .09 .10 .13 W12 09 .13
Property Destruction .68  .40(d) 67 67 .60 .61
Fraud .33 .35 .40 A6 38 L21(c)
for money/goods 04 L,04 .03 .04 01 .01
for alcohol .04 12(c) .05 »20(c) .07 .04
Confidence Game .11 .19 .17 .19 .14 .02(d)
Theft .63 .53 .86 .69 .79 .77
Shoplifting 19 .12 .32 .30 200 .26
Larceny .39 .26(c) .55 .26(d) .63 .38(c)
Burglary 06 .04 .02 .09(a) 05 .07
Robbery .04 .04 . 04 .03 .03 =0~
Asssult .67 .50(a) .66 .55 .52 .59
Threat Y .27 (a) .55 .28(b) .51 .22
Extortion .02 ~=0-(a) .01 .01 -0- .01
Trespass 1.0 .63(d) 1.1 L63(d) .94 .86
Enter .50 .37 .74 .36{d) .65 .62
Break and Enter .18 .08(b) .19 08(¢e) .22 .14
Drink .75 .91 .94 1.1 1.0 1.0
Gang Fight 48 43 39 .26(b) 32 .17(c)
Concealed Weapon .21 .11 W12 .15 17 .18
Take Car .06 .05 .10 .18 11 .13
Use MJ/Drugs .01 .17(d) G .68(d) .06  .38(d)
Total Frequency 6.8 5.9 7.8 7.2 7.0 6.6
Total Frequency-Drink
and MJ/Drugs 6.1 4.8(c) 6.8 5.4(c) 5.9 5.2
Total Seriousness’ 3.4 2.8 3.9 3.5 3.3 3.1

‘Differences which are significant at levels of .15 or lower, using

the Mann-Whitney U test are noted as follows: (a) p = .101 - .15,

(b) p = .051 - .10, (¢) p = .011 - .05, (d) p < .01,

2The Duncan Socio-economic Index was used to establish SCS level. For
a discussion of the index, see Reiss, A. J.

New York: Free Press, 1961.

Occupations and Social Status,

‘This index is an exception to the title--1t does not simply reflect the
number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20-22 for documentation.
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TABLE

'67-"72 Comparison ot Maber of Incidents Per capita B

]

. . - - A
Socio-Eeonumic Status' ¢

Females
T ) — e
| Low SES Medjum SEN Biph S
Otfense/Index { 67 72 67 72 67 T2
137 102 120 el 29 ~
Run Away A5 .10 .04 .06 01 I3
it Parent 14 .09 .12 P11 R )
Truancy .64 .61 .14 B3 LB N
Property Destruction .26 .15 W23 .18 v 7 L3
Fraud 18 0 .32 vh2 .38 33 a1
for money/goods AL =0~ .01 -0~ .06 .Clia)
for alcohol .02 L12(b) .02 .10(¢c) 02 .05
Confidence Game .08 .06 .07 .10 .08 -9=1c)
Theft 426 037 030 0{43 '{40 :9
Shoplifting .09 .14 .09 «24(a) 14 W17
Larceny L2460 .21 .31 »14(b) .30 Li1b)
Burglary .03 .02 -0~ -0~ 05 ~0~(a)
Robbery .02 ()= .01 02 02 =0~
Assault W27 .12 .18 .11 .16 .08
Threat .20 .10 .27 .13(a) .09 L4
Extortion .01 -0~ -0- -0=- -0- -0~
Trespass .39 Lh2 .38 .37 v 34 56(a)
Enter .34 .28 Ny .40 .58 .38
Break and Enter .08 .06 .18 08 (b) 10 .03(a)
Drink .39 .82(d) .58 1.0(c) .53 1.0(c)
Gang Fight .26 .14 (b) .12 J1 .08 .03
Concealed Weapon .03 .02 .03 .05 -0- .03
Take Car .02 .02 .08 .03 03 .04
Use MJ/Drugs .03  .35(d) .04 .54(d) .07 .532(c)
Total Frequency 3.6 4.0 3.9 4.8 3.7 4.4
Total Frequency=Drink
and MJ/Drugs 3.2 2.8 3.3 3.3 3.2 2.8
Total Seriousness 1.4 .97 1.2 1.3 .99 .75

IDifferences which are significant at

levels of .15 or lower, usinyg the

Mann-Whitney U test are noted as follows: (a) p = .101 - .15, (b) p = .051 -
010’ (C) P - 0011 - -05. (d) P .<_ 101.

2The Duncan Socio-economic Index was used to establish SES level. TYor
a discussion of the index, see Reiss, A. J.

New York: Free Press, 1961,

Occupations and Social

tatus.,

’This index is an exception to the title-—it does not simply reflect the
number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20-22 for documentation.
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'e7='72 Comparason of hemoer of lncivents rer vapita fos o Trian,
Suburban, and Rural Groups’
Males
Central Nrasl Clties.,
City | Suburban vwhE R
_Otfense/Index o7 | 72 67 [ 12 L o-r | 72 s
n= 172 112 ] oa ) . T L -
Run Away it} 4 .1 .03 i .08 JAFa) | .0w R
Bit Parent D00 LA T L03 SN A i el
i
Truancy 1.0 .90 LT b5 1 LB T z.ré L
Property Destruction .71 .53 | .74  .b0 | .ef .6y l.es .o
Fraud L4b .39 Y . 3% ool L33(p) |.28 LT
for money/goods .03 .04 | .05 .03 L2 .00 e
for alcohol .04 W1 .06 .12 L0860 .15 LI .og
Confidence Game .17 .18 .15  J0L{c) | .35 .17 ead T
Theft B84 .96 B8  .55(a) | .59 .48 L0 el
Shoplifting .27 W 2% .39 .26 .1 A7 .og LT
Burglary L0600 L10 .02 .01 .04 Q7 .G .06
Robbery o .02 .08 .03 -0-(a) .0 .02 .07  =0-1s
Assault .73 W71 .68 .54 A7 .56 .28 23
Threat .55 .23 .59 19y | .51 Jal [ o
Extortion Zo- 01 | .03 -o-(a) l-o- .02 Lo -e-
Trespass v 1.1 .65(d)] .91 .78 B9 .05 1.9p . 524E)
Enter W72 A3 .63 Aalie) | .04 LA3(k) .56 el
Break and Fnter 22 .13 o2 05(c) | .18 OL(e) .17 .16
Drink 1.1 1.3 1.0 .95 .56 1.1(e) {.83 .o«
Gang Fight 56 .29 | 31 .27 .36 .33 L6 .33
Concealed Weapon .28 .19 A5 0 W12 1.17 .18 07 00
Take Car 15 .14 ,05 .08 |.0B .1S(c) {.06 .06
Use MJ/Drugs .08 .66 .06 .37(d) {-0- _.41(é) {.01 .02
Total Frequency 8.6 7.8 7.5 6.0 5.9 7.1 6.5 L.5(
Total Frequency-Drink ,
and MJ/Drugs 7.4  5,9(d) | 6.5 4.7(c) {5.3 5.6 5.7 3.e(é}
Total Seriousness’ 4.4 3.7 3.9 2.6(a) {2.7 3.7 3.1 2.1

ini{fferences which are significant at ievels of .i5 cr lower, using tuv
Mann-Whitney U test are noted as foliows: (a) p = .10l = .15, (b} p = .05
(¢) p = ,011 - .05, (d) p < .0I1.

2This index is an exception to the title—-it does not simpiy reflect ine
number of incidents per capita; see pp. 20-22 for documentation.
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TAbL: 10
T97-'70 demparisen s dumber of Inoidunts ey Lapite Tt
Suburhan, aind Karal (arv\o;,‘b*
Females
Central joma.d x,:;es;é
City Suburpan 1 Towne L dar e,
i fenge {ndex 87 1 72 87 | ¢ i el i TU o et
133 1 B2 58 S T
3. Medy L6 0% .05 ] L% s NN o
b ~d1’£‘fsu ol" .l-{ '3.; ilh ; .;; ‘..; ~-? -
|
PEATRTNY .83 73 73 .85 N e i -
Irceares Jestrudtio L3218 .Y L7 b e .- o .
i3
Franx R 3 SR 38 LFi{e)y LI lw A 2T
for mouwy/goods L0480 «0=-(b)}{ .01 .02 Qe Dol e
fsr alcotol .02 .05 02 LA8{c) ! 01 =0~ IR DCH
ssufigacce game L9 .11 05 .03 ¢ DB el o 0 s
. ' ‘ ' ; i N
:‘f’-:\‘: 130 ’3‘2 ""3 1"‘5 1:9 -::‘N ~ .. - -
Srepiifiing L1 L210a)] L13 L 26{c)t Lii Jia i s
wrceny .2 )] W38 W18 ¢ 23 DRy Ll ol
huzgaary .02 .01 e S S S C R RO
Scteecy 02 .04 | ~0- -0- . .O0n  -D- i =i
Agsanlis W2 18 A6 05{a)) L2200 L% Poea” I
Threas a7 .21 s .o2@) . et o
Trooroia 0L =0~ 0= ~0= | .01 =D~ R
1
Treassans Ll LAd 40 B4 132 43 Lt .2
Eazer b Jiday| .37 .33 | .3 oW S-SR
ireac ane Ecter .15 08(b){ .09 .03 | .1« .17 -- N,
Zaang Fight 17 .12 A7 05y .20 3T -l
Lomcealad Weapon .02 .05 04 02 L1 - s ol
i - . . * o
Taka Car 05 .01 02 -0~ 1 04 22y JUF .
Tee MIiDrugs L0347 L1200 L8] .01 L3tTey fLnn o TR g
lzzal Frecquency 3.9 4.7 4.2 5.54a)} 3.2 i.7 IS SO
Texal Frequancy-Drink i
a3 MI/0tugs 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.6 2.8 .t T A
Tzeal Seriousness? 1.5 1.5 P 1.1 .76 1.2 1.3 PR 54 :
. —_— —l —_ h
““iffarences which are sigrnificant at levels »f .13 or lower, usang zTna
Hann-wiitney U test are noted as follows: (a) p = .i01 - .15, iz 5= T90 - 23,

ey po®
-

-
>~

va&u& -

03, (d) p £

his index is an exce?tion to tne titie-it 4oes net sxm@;v Tl it TIn
mumser of {ncidents per capita; see pp. 20-22 for documentatins.

.01.

PR T



TABLE 11

Frequency of Dating and Its Relarionship to Dellmguent Sensvior
Particularly to Use of Drugs (by sex, age. smc ¥ear

Bovs bove (18«16 Giris IThebd
1967 1872 1967 18TT TGE™ S
Cammas:
Fraquency of dating by:
Tot Freq-DD .39 .28 35 2 e I
<. 01 <0l i £ AN

p~level
Cae MJ/Drugs
p~level
Meansa:
Frequency of dating
p~level (by t test)

-

2

<01 <.01

.50 .52
<.01 <.0l

1.96% 1,73

<, 20

468 350

-
- wh

it

A <2 5
Z.858

=56

- -

Lt

Tie

{1

*These figures reflect a scale of dates per montn, butl shouid 207 o X3
terpreted literally since the scale is truncated at iz Rigr =

)
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TAELE 13

riivany: s

g _ . R Y
=oowrer Jeugee-inTl

Bors {13-1%) wirrs {13-I8Y
MaTiioans
——
Alome L i7
with cthers cf same aex 3] o3
with ochers of cpposite sex 2% L
D0 (Wm 31 I o=l
Alzme 5 by
135z cthers of same sex 72 +3
with ockers of cpposite sex 3 3
1IN0 (max 3 (w=maly

b~




TABLE 14
Sex of Source of Marijuana and of Other Drugs~-1972%
Boys (13-18) Girls (13-18)
Marijuana
Male 87% 68%
Female 13 32
100 (N=104) 100 (N=98)
Other Drugs
Male 91 65
3 33
100 (N=34) 100 (N=34)

Female
*Table does not include Rs who said they bought marijuana (27 boys

and 2 girls) or other drugs (15 boys and 4 girls).




Drug Use (by sex, age, frequency of dating, and year)

TABLE 15
Perception of Drug Use among Tecnagers and 1ts Relationship to Own

Boys Boys Boys (15-16) Girl:
15-16 low high 15-16
daters daters
1967 197211967 19721 1967 1972 | 1967 1972 | 1967 1972
Gammas ;
Perception of
drug use among
teenagers by Use
MJ/Drugs -.27 A2 1-.21 A4 -.19 -,04 | -,24 .38 |-.25 .08
p-level .20 .19 .35 215 * * 42 <.01 235 *
Difference between
1967 and 1972 -
gamma .05 .12 * .07 .05
Means:
Perception of
drug use among
teenagers 3.5 5.4 3.3 5.2 B.o 5.4 |3.6 5.1 4.7 6.8
p-level of 1967-
1972 difference <.,01 <,01 <,01 <.01 <.01
N= 465 348 | 256 178 | 124 102 | 131 73 | 214 160

*p-level >.50



TABLE 16
Per Capita Dates of 15-16 Year Old Girls (by rurality and by year)

1967 1972 p
Urban~suburban~town 3.2 (157) 3.9 (110) <,05
Rural 3.0 (54) 3.3 (39) >.50
p of rural-other difference >.50 »25




TABLE 17
Parental Autonomy of 15-16 Year vld Boys (by rurality and by year)

1967 1972 p
Urban~suburban-town 11.1 (184) 12.6 (1272) <,01
Rural 11.8 (49) 11.6 (30) >.50
p of rural-other
difference .22 .10




TABLE 18

Perception of Teenagers' Drug Use among 15-16 Year 0ld Bovs
(by rurality and by year)

1967 1972 P
Urban-suburban-~town 3.2 (203) 5.3 (140) <.01
Rural 3.7 (52) 4.8 (31) .06
p of rural-other difference .20 .25
k” ‘a




TABLE 19

Closeness of Rovs! Relationships to their Fathers and Motners
amd Its Relationship to Delinquent Behavier Particularly to Use

of Drugs (by age and year)

Boys Boys (15-16)
Father | Mother Father Mother

1967 1972 1967 1972 1967 1972 1967 19872
Cammas:
Closeness of relation-
ships to parents
Tot Freq - DD -.17 =-.,21 -.15 -,19 -.19 -,23 -.12 =.13
p-level .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .06 .07
{:St? -“J/Drugs -tSI —.28 "asl "129 —'n61 -v23 -059 -521
p-level <.01 <,01 <.02 <.01 <.01 04 02 .05
Maansg:
Closeness of relation-
ships to parents 19.4 18.4 15.1 14,2 | 18.9 17.9 | 15.0 13.7
p-level of 1967-1972
difference <.01 <.01 .03 <.01
N = 436 315 | 467 346 | 236 162 | 255 176

~}
ht” 4




