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, theoretical position of the oyntml theoz%ts.

,(,J / . AP ' % -

_1ssue.‘ That is, the urp ‘and extent of delinquent'aubcultures.

4

ABSTRACT Do Female Dellnquents ‘Drift? - o, '
S , s ; / .

“This project examines an often ‘debated, but untested, the6retiea1

o

4] -~

Spoci%ically, do delin went lqd nondelinqpeut temalee adhere to the same

or opposipg,value systems? ' ',}~.ﬂ~ : -ﬁ

a4 *./

yqzerlstafg research examines this issue among female populations.
.Q

In fag; pﬂly One- project has examined 1t among males (Hlndelang, 1970).

4{

But becausé of méthodological flaws inherent in that. proaect his findings

"

J P,
and ConCluBIOnB are suspect.
Our data came from questlonnalre responses of 96 1nst1tut10nalized

b ] 9

. g

S

{

females fronrtwo Juvenlle reformatories in the southeasterh Unlted States.

- Data were subjected ﬁo chi’ 3qﬁhre (x ), phf (K), and correlatlonal analysis

! S

. {r) technlques. In ’ general senso, our flndings 1end support to the

-
Y-' Lo kY ’ i "' c - o
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' Do Female Délinquents Drift? = - .o \

] ®

i,f,ubst delinduency theories focus on males; w;!ﬂﬂ' it is not surprising

: vthat delinquency research alSo "is largely oriented toward them. But chi,

[ ’ PR - R I . . ‘_‘4 ] 9 R o o
B i L [ ' J . . ' . .
oy L. :

'etatietice.¥\ _ - ’

" the late l9505 and early 1960s when Sykes and Matza (1957) and Matza (1964)

_reaected propopitions advanced byﬂapﬂ%ﬁ=rf§55) and Cloward and Ohlin (1960).

.andMatza,lQ57,Matza,l961+)., RV | “ h,.{-‘/‘

ﬂiam°tfi°811¥ QbPOBed to offioial rulea and resulationa. . i

‘ \‘f 'o

9

lack of research on female delinquente should not imply that studying them »

is ‘any less importent, especially-in light of e;iqtlns offioial crime

b o

Thiefstndy'extende a growing body of resea” h focudins on femal{
delinquency. Speoifieally, gﬁ} concern is wigp examining the merits of a-
theoretical controversy rarely explicated in the literature. That is, ‘the' .

nature and extent of delinquent subcuiturés. This 1asd% reached its peak lnL

v,

3

The debate focused on whether d:finquents replace conventional values w1th . }
"oppositional" value orientation (Cahen, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960)

or if they believe in conventlonal values even whlle violating them (Sykes . .£

* Cohen (i955) arggpd that delinquents have been inadequately trained -~
to compete for status’ip the "middle class". world. Consequently, they
are forced. into creating an "oppghitional" Value system. one jin which they§§ :

&y

can compete succossfully. Through the proc;ssoof reaction forma on°

. frustrated youtha turn edbiathl”yalues upside doun and obey tgiga w gode ' 7
b g {
Delinquent conduct is there;orenadceptable in their subculture preciee}y (\
9 A . .

, bgcauzewdt is conaldered vrong by the conVentiqnal order. Similarly,

Cloward d Ohlin (1960) arj%i%ﬁthat delinquents adhe%e to & conduct code o

»’

"

But 1n;f96l, Matza and Sykes 6xtended their "techniques of neutrallzatian"

J v N": Y
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‘thesis (Sykes and Matza, 1957) and proposed that delinquents'and non-
delinquents shared similar’value codes, In other words, Hatza and Sykes
suggested that both delinquent and nondelinquents adhered to an identical value

. system. Later, Matza (1964 50) elaborated upon this position:

: e o ».my thesis is. that the subculture of delinquency
. ' entertains the commission of delinquencies under widely
: available extenuating conditions, but it does not commit
'adherents to their miﬂdeeds. :
. C oy
& e

" For Matza then, delinquents have been epsiddically released from the moral )
N .

constraint of the conventional order,_they are free to "drift" into'
se \
dpllnquen ’ but not constrained to do so.

1

O To. recapitulate, then, the calient theoretical isaue raised by these

¢

contrasting ideologies is simple. do dolinquents and nondelinquents adhoro
to similar or contraating ‘glue(ays}ems? Untortunntoly. this question

has not been adequqtely addreeaed at an empﬂLical ievel. )

>

§ - . Y
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r

To date the noet notablo étteuzt to empirically selro this iseuo

-
>

. has been Hindelang's (1970). Based on an analyhia ot the relatio&,betwaen

*  delinquency and approval of delinquency behavior, Hindelang concluded

B “

Matza's (1964) contentions were inaccurate, while thoae advanced by sub-
' .cultural theorists (Cohen, 1955; Clpward and Ohlin, 1960) werk supported.
; ] } . e

'HOHever,-hds conclusiéns are both questionable and restricted because
A |

of several methodological weaknesses 1nherent in hls research. First his.

'sample consisteg\of only 69 male respondents from a middle class‘ pectgr an

4
high school, /Of the 26 delinquent activities for which respondents were

Y

rt their involvement, chi square (x%) values could not be.
’

computed for 11 of them bec;use of low particiﬁafion (or involvement ) in’
© Ne N
tgg,aqts. Consequontlyi ﬁindelang's a:alysis is based on a relatively-ndrrpw
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a

sampling of both respondents and delinquent activities. Second,shis

»

‘.researgg subjects were requested to record the number of times during the

L]

last 12 months they engaged in any one of 26 specific delinquent’activitiea.

N

Hindelang then dichotomized the sample into "delinquent" and "nondelinquent”

* groupings based on whether or not-arn individual committed a apecific o _. 4

A

delinquent act at least once during this period. The shortcoming with this
procedur//is obv1ous.' Not onlyedid Hindelang make it extremely easy for

youngsters to be classified "dellnquent," but he also generated an excessfbe
)/ 1 3

amount .of unaccountable ’ariability betweeu an individual‘s reported .
_delinquent activity and his owa’ approval-dieapproval rating of that behavior.

For many youths, the delinquent behavior could have oceumd %:bng as ene -
year in the. past, while their approval—disapprOVal raiing was roflec%éng

their attitudes at the time the questionnaire was’ administered. Inte*estingly,
Hindelang (1970:507) ecoguied this ah}:rtc}umin: and ;uggested that fut\w J,

projects correct it. Third, Hindelan&'s reaéhrch may also be faulted)for - A
- . .
restricting his sample :to males. Even though both subcultural and control. .
o 4
theories’have trad1tionally focused on male\?elinquency, there is eference

é ~7D D
among. aubcultural writlnga to females‘be%fgfjusd as likely to alter their \,7 %&J
, 3 ¢ o ) ‘ ; ) )
value orientations.z'i o } ’ i : : T . .
| tacions.” -y L gg

/ But beyond the preceding mechanical diff 1tieq)inndelang's proaect ‘
S

> '
suffered from substant1Ve def 6 eucies. $§eci¥ically, hisiintlrpretation
: ¢ 7
of findlnge contai@s two flaws? Eﬁrst ‘he did eot have a’?ufficient nnmber

.0of cases to justléy 1nterpretations based on percentages

Gjen s |
Y v N

» ¥

" table scheme, a single caae‘could re?%eaent from two tb five percent o£,the

¥ . . e \sq
cases of a particular?catégory. Second, Hindelanﬁ's use of chi square to

f - - e

A‘determlne/if ‘an associatien existed between the commlssion of a delinquent

. . ] / 't o>

'act and approval of 6hat behavior id buspect., In fact, of tqp of the three




o i .' \

contingency tabloa\ he Presents in his analysis, the mrginals are

. auhatantially skewed. Further, half the colls, am the threo tables, DR
nzglve expected fFequencies vh:lch are lm 10. ’ 'l‘hese two deﬁ.ciencles, |
voupled with the fact that the nmpling di tribueion of the chi square
statigtio :ls approx:lmatod only when a largd npmbor of cuo&ia uaed, :

oorioua],y undouim tho intorprotati n" draw

PEN

-  Thus, bocauae me thodological o}'rorak

\

Hindola.ng s roaoarch/from resolving: tli Liéo: tical controvoruy expl:lcated,

leob :ln that diroction. .

£ S \ . ) M

it :ls mcoa that research whii&opa v:h mndortakon. This project .

. . PN e - W . ' )
: m % s Co vt ‘2 : 'R‘XJ . - J . .
. 5 Institutionalized girla, ago- -1-? &o&rﬂ. in two juvenile ° S

agl

h"romtoriu An thy ¢ sout\hnuttrn United Statoa coupriao the bm .population.’ | |

Data were gathered by llaqp ot a q\;osu‘m»( aduiniutorod by tho achool

N “Principal in -each’ mwatution dur:lng rogulu- clua Sessions, At t.ho time of
_the: gtudy 137 y‘ha vero :lncarcomi;od in the tvo target iutitution&-- - A
& vin -one and 103 in the, other. Of this :luit:lal §FOup of inmates, only .
v121 woro available for contaot vhen data collootion began, gince some immates
\m?/' t\ranaferred, released, or confined in oriemtation gottages. After

: furthor ahrinkago <caused by refusal or inability to propetly complete the

inatm-gn‘ were ablo to obtain usable queatiomiro data’ fron 27 inmates

in tho tirst inst ut:lon and 69 inmates in the second. :lnat:ltution. These

respondénts represent 77% and 68% of the respective base populations.

Bocaua‘o ne sign:l.f:lcant differences in responses of the juveniles in the two
~’inat:ltut:lona were d&octed, the data were collapsed across iutitutions.#

Respondents were aaked to record how often in the three months prior to their
giutitutionaiu}tion thoy engaged in a selected set of activit:loa. Alao, '

they were asked’ €oi ovalt_natruhother- each of these behaviors was one about

o
~ —

o .
P
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H
which they etrongl? approved, apprdved, dieapproved? strpngly disapproved,
'~ or were undeoidgd. Lo S .

-

" Each ectivity wvas enelyzeﬂ eeparetely and reepondente were dichotelized

’

‘into "deltnquent" end "mondelinquent" 3roupinge.5 8imilarly, the approval
scores for each activity was dichotomized as indicating either "approval" = _

6 To .assess the nature of the relationehip

or "disapproval" of the aetiviti.
between commission of an act (as eeti-ated via the delinquent activity
cheekliet) and the epproval-dieapproval of the same act, a ohi equare ((x?)
%malyeie was enployed in order to test for significance and phi (#)
coefficients were couputed to meaaure the strensth of relationehips.7 R
. Aeeuling the” eubcultnrel theorists are accurate~(aa Hindelang aeaerted) )
we would expect youngaters who have committéd a aspecific. delinquent act to ~
be more likely to expresas approval of that act than children who have not .
committed it. Houever, if Matza's contentions are correct, then the approval
rating for a’hpecdfic act committed by the delinquent group ehould be aimilar
to that of the nondelinquent group. This nethodological procedure eatabliahee
a comparison "group by which to judge thoee who engage in a apecific behavior.
'Becauee each activity is treated aeparately, e ake able to determine the R
extent that individuala Are committedsto the valuee and norms which support
their particular delinquent activity. a
RESUIES
The resulte of the analysis are presented in Table 1 and Table 2.
.Firut examining Table 1, we note’ that only 9 of the 25 activitieas ahow
eignificant associations between delinquent involvenent and’ the approval of \t'
delinquent acts. Améng the more eerioua offenses there is virtnelly no
difference in approval ratinge between those engagins in the act and those
not engaging in the act. This finding contradicts Hindelang's expectation .

that "the differences in approval between participants and nonparticipants of

Q 8
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3

e &
the more serious delinquent acts would be greater than the diffetemces in

- approval of the less serious acts. As seen in Table l, relationahipe’between

.1nvolvenent and approval of the aot exist for only the relatively less .

) eeriouq delinque ies. | ' .

It is instruetiye to note that in Table 1 the 9 acts demonstrating a
significant association with approval have been commonly associated with a
youthful personifioation of daring and adyenture. Along this line Matza (1964)

would suggest that these offeneee.einply oxhibit the pureuit of subterranean

values by youthfdl offenders, oenterins around the search for exoitment,
thrills, or kicks. Their delinquent behavior reflects not an oppositignal
value system (i.e.; a delinquent euboulture) but an exaggeration and immature
variation of the unverbalized subterranean values pursued by ‘many adults.
Such delinquents have merely picked-up and e-phaeiaed & leas reepectable

‘

part of the dominant value sysien,

Exploring this argument further, we now examine the strength of the

N

relationehip between incidence of a given activity and approvei of that
S

delinquent act. Ae -shown by the phi coefficients in Table 1, the etrongeet
relationehipe were obtained for those common, youth-oriented activities

. . \ -
involving alcohol (e.g., drinking, .19; getting drunk, .25) and drugs (e.g.,

using marijuana, ,37; using LSD, ,29; eniffing glue, .35), Conversely, the

' weakest relationships uerL observed for such serious offenses as assault with

a weapon (.03), theft greater than $10 (,04), theft less than $10 (,06), and
property destruction less than $10 (.03) and greater than $10 (.10).

The lack of association between approval given to an act and incidence

v

of that act for the serious offencee suggests that delinquente are eeeentially _

in agreement with conventional conduct norms. They are not, as Cloverd and
Ohlinl(l960) and Cohen (1955) have argued, committed to delinquent values as
we would expect, especially from an institutionalized population (see Foot-

note 3), Further, the-strongest association between approval and delinquent

4 3 ‘ a A 9

3

7



involvement for the less merious acts lends support tb'the Matza and Sykéé
(1961:217) contention that .'the dolinquont hags pickad up and empha:/pbd one
pafgbof the dominant valuo ayatom, namoly, the -ubtorranoan values. , . ."

B Thus far we have lookod at the aaasiiation between approval and behavior
-for each activity separately. Now we examine the relationship botwoon approval
of each act and a conpooito score roproannting both frequency and ‘severity of

" delinquent’ involvement., The severity-frequency 1ndox 'was oonstructed as
follows. anh respondent rated the -oriouanosg qf each of the 2% dolinquont
acts on a seven-point socale. The mean rating for each ast wag th.n -ultipliod
by the corresponding,roportod :roquoncy of that behavior, The ro-nlting
severity-fréquency scores.were then subjootod tq a principal 00lpogont factor
analysis, Loadings on the first unrotated factor for o&ch act were multiplied

-by the roapective standardized acorsa for each act and the products unro summod.8

‘ " Correlation coofficionts (r) weres then computod for each app:qval item

‘with the severity-froquonoy inqu (see Table 2) Over half of the 25

~ . coefficients are significant. Nearly all of the significant correlations

involve approval of the relatively leas serious d.linquencios. Simply, those
who approve of the adventurOus, youth-oriented gftivities are likely to be
more frequent and serious delinquents than those who do not approve of auch

aotivitiok”ko.g., drinking, .32; getting drunk, ,26; using ﬂarijuana, .39;

racing, «39; and ualng a false ID, .3#) Yot there is apparently no

rnlationahip botvoen approval of the more serious offenses and extent of’
delinquent involvement (e.g., theft greater than $10, -.04; theft less than

$10, =<01; using heroin, .05; property destruction greater'than $10, .10;

and property dostruc%ion less than $10, .02).

ch findings further support Hatza 8 contention that delinquent behavior
' repreae:la an episodic roleaae fron moral constraint and the pursuit of
subterranean, not oppositional, values. The data are congruent with the view

that basic oulg:ral values are accepted by delinquepts even as they violate them.

Q .
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SUMMARY and  CONCLUSIONS .
Following a correction of several methodological errors in Hindelang's
{1970) research, the findings from this study lend support to the theoretical

position of the,éontrol theorists. All 9 of the delinquent activities that

" showed a significant association between delinquent involvement and approval

of that act involved relatively less serious offenses. For the remaining 16

delinquent acts approval scores of delinquents and nondelinquents were similar,

" Further, on the basis of the correlational analysis we find that those youths

who approved of tho&adventurous, yOuth-or;ented activities were likely to

be more involved in delinquent behavior than those who did not, but no
relationship was found between approvai ;f the more serious offenses and
extent of delinquent involvement. Our results thus indicate that attitudes |
of those engaging in sorioﬁs delinquent activity did not differ from those .
not engaging in that activity, The qégumption of subcultural theorists that -
delinquents have values di}tarent from nondelinquents, at least for ioriog-
offenses, ia rejected. )

The i'taoarc;h provides support for the argnpoqt-'th:nt delinguents "drift"
into and out of delinquent behavior. Of course this assumes that'dolinquﬂntﬂ
have internalized values and norms which proacribe delinquent imvolvement.

The above findings offer 1n1tia1';vidonco that this internalization has- indeed

taken place, ajd we must cdnoludo that our data lend support to the assertion

that individuals engage in delinquent behavior because they are "episodically

released from moral constraint"b(Matza. }96#:69);

. Additionally, our findingé support Matza and Sykes's "subtorranﬁan
value' notion that delinquent behavior reflqcés the values held by the
leisure class, We have noted that for the offenses where there was an
association between delinquent involvement and approval-disapproval rating

of that behavior, these offenses could be categorized as exhibiting a search

11



for "kicks” or."thrills" by the QQl%nquent'jouth. According to Matza and
Sykes (1961:716), it is importamt to recognize that subterranean values are
"« « . in conflict or in competition with other do?ply'hold values but whioh
are still recognized and accepted By many," All oléaees of people pﬁreh;"
"leisure class vaiuoo." But middlo class adults limit‘thrir expression qf
these values more sharply than do doiinquontl;"our data §r§ consonant with
the notion that the mearch for'advonlt-'uro, excitement, and thril_la: (sub- |
terranean values) exigts side by side with the more conyentional values., *
Such a perspective offers an oxplagationrwhj.doiinéuents.as well as non-
delinquents similarly oppoaﬁd involvement in serious crimes, while o

S

delinquents expressed greater approval of advonturo;orienéod doiinqd’ncies.

~

12
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FOOT'NOTES

[y

1Ue refer specifically to the Uniform Crime Reports for the years 1973-
1976. Examination of these official crime statistics for each year .
reveals a considerable increase im female involvement in criminal behavior.

@

2For a more extensive diaéusﬁidn of the subcultural position on this }
issue, see: Cohen, A. and J. Short, "Research in delinquent subcultures,'

Journal of Social Issues, 14, 3:20-37, 1958, .

¢ 3The maximum length of 1natitutionaliqation for Qhe respondentg was 8
monthg. The median length of stay was less thap 3 months. Thus, in
a few cases we did not improve upon Hindelang's (1970) technique, but,
for the most part, the error variance between behavior and attitude
was reduced considerably. In addition by using an institutionalized
population we are actually providing a more conservative test of Matza's
position and a less conservative test of Cohen’s. That is since an
institutionalized population produces a large p rtion of subjects who

- are more serious and persistent offenders, the {:E:Iihood of finding

differences in approval scores among these delinquents is increased
(see Nettler, 1974). So, if Cohen is not supported heye (i.e., an
absenge of differences), it is expected that a moninstitutionalized
population would also yield no differences (gee Matza, 1964:48-50).

L . :
'*Initially separate analyses of the data for each institution were
performef along the same lines as those presented in Table 1 -and
Table 2. Conclusions of® results from separate analyses did not differ
. from those drawn from the combined samples. In other words, when chi
square, phi, and correlational analyses were examined for each
institution separately, they were not significantly different from
one another to warrant separate -comparisons.

5

In our study, respondents were classified as "delinquent' if they
engaged in the specific behavior activity at least once in the three
months prior to their institutionalization. They were classified as
"nondelinquent' if they reported not engaging in the specific behavior
activity in the three months prior to their institutionalization.

6The disapproval category was formed by collapsing the "strongly ‘disapprove"

and "disapprove! responses; the approval category was formed by collapsing
the "strongly approve," "approve," and "indifferent" responses. This is

the same technique used by Hindelang (1970). Theoretically, the inclusion
of the "indifferent" responses in the approval category seems justified in
that those who express an indifference toward delinquent conduct demonstrate
a lack of commitment tq the conventional moral order that disapproves of
such activity. Thus, respondents may best be categorized as those who
"disapprove" and those who "fail to disapprove" of delinquent behavior.
7Phi(d) is simply the product-moment coefficient of correlation for dichotomous
data. In the 2 x- 2 table & attains its upper 1limit of 1.0 when two diagonally

opposite cells are both empty and its lower limit of O when diagonal products
are equal. : - - )

~
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8Each subject'a_severity~frfﬁuency scale score is given by the following

equation:
, S= g( £.-24)

where S is the composi, severity-frequency scale score, f,, is the factor
loading between varialfle i and the first unrotated common }actor, Z

[z= (x; -~ X,)/sd,] 14 the standard score on observed variable i for each
subject in %he sample, and the summation is over the i observed variables
in the composite.

The use of a one-factor scale solution allows us to take into .
account the différential contribution of each -item to the central property
in common to aféet of items subjected to a principal component factor
analysis (Armor, 1974:28). This technique thus ylelds a scale score that
represents a weighted composite of the severity and frequency of the
- subject's delinquent activity.

9In the qémputation of correlation coefficients all approval items were

scored on a 1 to 5 disapprove-approve scale.

kS
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PASLE 1 ) '

Percent Approving of Delinquent Act by Commission of act®

. ".' : . , # » X '
Delinquent Act Committed Within
' Last Threea'M'onth’g‘ e

&

Activity o No - - Yes y g
v - ’ . V : : .
Using a false ID 25% (16) 66% (21) 13.20* 39
Drag racing 21% (13) 60% (21) 12.91* «39
Using marijuana 2% ( 5) 7% (57) 11.21¢ «39
Sniffing glue 19% (1Q) 52% (23) 10,12¢* ¢35
‘Getting drunk 1% (14) 76% (48) 9,92¢ W o3k
Using LSD L% (24) 72% (28) - 7.07% - .29
Using heroin 37%.(18) 6% (30) . 6.00* 27
Drinking 3% (13) 65% (40) 5.12* 25
Gang fighting Lo (18) 63% (32) 4,09* 23 .
Gang fight w/weapon 22% (16) L (11) 3.22 -e21
Carrying weapon 30% (13) Lok (26) 2,75 .19
Drunk driving ' 16) Lo% (10) 2.0k e17.
Gambling 28). 59% (16) 2,03 01?7
Fighting ( 8) - bs (31)- 1,% L
Prostitution 57% (49)° 0% ( 8) 1,13 o4
Premarital sex 5% (22) 65% (35) 1,0“ e13
Prop. dest.>$10 L% (33) 37% (10) 53 .10
Cheating 31% (15) Lox (19) ot .09
Cutting school 32% ( 6) 43% (33) 40 .09
Theft < $10 25% (21) 33 ( 4) . .07 .06
Hit & run accident 20% (12) 25% ( 9) 07 <06
Theft> $10 , 32% (17) 36% (15) - .05 Ok
Prop. des. < $10 16% ( 9) 18% ( 7) .00 .03
Shakedown - 30% (19) 27% ( 9) .00 .03
Fight w/weapon 35% (25) 38% ( 9) .00 .03

®N=96 for each act

Pag=1

*» .05

NOTE: N's in parentheses
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{ ’: ) - e TABLE 2 )

\-
[

Correlation Between Approval Ttems and ‘Sevuf;ty-Frequency ‘Indgx

. . - : o, <
» - -

. — - \ :
Approval Items - _ oo ' . - »oor
] ; 7\, B . . .
Drag racing ! - . ’ L < W39
Using marijuana Lo - «39*
FiShtins . i i 037! )
Carrying weapons i ' © W37
Using a false ID ' . : JIhe
Drinking =~ ' o32%°
Fighting w/weapo B ¢ - .28*
Getting drunk _ «26%
Using 1SD ' .23
Cutting school : ‘ 23%
-Hit and run auto accident ~e20*
Gang fight w/weapon 17¢ .
Drunk driving , . Ce17¢ R
Sniffing glue v 17 “8
Gang fighting F 4 ’ .1
Property destruction > $10 o ~e10 .
Preparital sex . . %10
Cheating . . =~.07
. Gambling : ‘ , ".07
Shakedown | : =07 .
Using heroin T .05
Theft greater than $10 ' =0k
Prostitution : .03
Property destruction< $10 .02
Theft less than $10 . . =0
Q : ' )
*p£.05
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