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Abstract ---_. 

Labelling theory has not only fired the imasination of 

innUI!lerable writers on deviance over the last decade or so 

at various theoretical and philosophic levels, but has 

inspired an expansion of empirical research directly or 

indirectly related to its principles. The present thesis 

is concerned with investiBatin~ both these areao of interest 

a.s they apply to criminal deviance. 

During the 1960' s labelling theory emerged from the 

combined contribution of a number' of America.n publications J 

the substance of which seemed primarily to be focused on two 

major conce.rns. The first of these, referred to in the text 

as labelling as a 'dependent' variable, considers 'social 

labellj.ng' as problem'~1.tic a.nd 1s directed towards the diS-or 

tribution of deviant/criminal labels. The second area of the 

approach, referred to as labelling a.s an 'independent' var

iable, considers the 'conse<;,tlences of social labelline t as 

problematic, and is concerned with the specific effects of 

labelling, and whether this r.light lead to deviant/criminal 

recidivism. 

Chapter One extracts, dissecto, and rebuilds the details 

of these t'NO theIl:es of the . labelling theory literature, and 

attempts to formulate a number of testable propositions which 

~ight be used to direct.the rez::t of the research to the du.a.l 

is:,ues of : who ,gets labelled?', and the ; consequences of la- . 

h:!11illd'. :Proll this PQint t the thesis is orgC!nised around tr:e 

. p ... "oclem of how far contemporary rC:3earch, and my own .research, 

may offer som~ .3L!.ppor't or re j 9ct th~ee !:'roposi t ions, and, in 

this oper<.:""'.t iona1i6(;;0 sense, (~xo.rnin6 the cred ibili ty of the 

... e. 0 'H~l""+ l' ." ..... ':t 0 '_f' , .. ~.:J ... ~~ :::''''. '/J.i •• ", la.belling thcc.:"y. 
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Chapter TV/o analyses recent res,~?l"ch .:'ela-ting to la-, 

b1lling as a dependent varia.ble and c:)nsiders tho results of 

both official data and observation st:ldies with resp13c·t to 

the official labelling of ad~lt and juvenile o!fanders. 

Chapter Three examines the epidemiology of juvenile crime 

through self-report investigations as a co~parison to the 

results of Chapter Two, and as an alternative methodological 

approach to the problem of the soci:::.l distribution of ju .... 

venile offenders. Chapter Four discus:3es the operation of the 

Metropolitan Juvenile Bureat1, the location for my own research, 

and Chapter Five exanines the distribution of police dls~ . 

position decisions for different types of offander processed 

by the Bureau. Chapter Six considers recen"t research relating 

to the consequences of official,labelling fer offend~r recid

ivism, and Chapter Seyen COIrlpS"res this re8ul t to the Juvenile 

'Bureau research data on multiple offendero. The final chapter, 

Chapter Eight, reconsider3 the status of labdlil1g theory in 

the light of recent criticism and research results, and qnea-· 

tions the validity of various research methodoloeies for an 

exaninat ion of this l~ind. 
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CHAPTER. ONE 
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THE SUBSIJ.1AHCE OF LABEl·LING THEORY 
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1. Introduction 

One of the most provocative bodies of thought to emerge from 

criminological studies over the last twenty-five years is a 

system of ideas commonly subsumed under the title of 'labelling 

theory'. Alternative headings include, the 'societal reaction 

approach', the 'underdog philosophy', and 'interactionism'. 

There is some doubt, however, whether the notions contai~ed in 

'labelling theory' actually constitute a 'theory' as such. In 

order to avoid the continual use of token exclamation marks to 

reiterate this point, it is easier to assume that the term is 

simply a nominal title for a more diffuse collection of ideas. 

Labelling theory is largely a product of a small number 

of American publications which appeared in the 1960's. Although 

earlier references may be found relating to the essential 

features of this approach, (eg. Tannenbaum 1938, Lemert 1951) 

much of the major formulative work is attributed to four im

portant proponents: Kitsuse (1962), Erikson (1962), Becker (1963) 

and Scheff (1966). The contributions of Lemert (1967),Lofland 

(1969), Matza (1969) and Schur (1971), in many ways represent 

elaborations on these basic ideas and as such may best be viewed 

as expanding rather than innovating the basic premises already 

formulated. 

The propositions contained in this group of writings seem 

to separate this approach from much of the criminological 

theorising which preceded them. Labelling theory rejects the 

traditional assumption that there is some intrinsic feature 

which characterises the deviant or his/her behaviour. Instead, 

the deviant is viewed simply as someone who has been identified 

and successfully labelled 'deviant'. As Becker (1963) suggests 

in his now classic quotation which in many ways epitomises the 
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labellists' position~ 

••• deviance is not a quality of the act the 
person com.;:nits, but rather a. consequence of the 
application by others of rules an1 san~tioCls to 
an 'offender'. The deviant is one to whoo that 
label has successflllly been applied: deviant 
behaviour is behaviour that people so label. 
(1963 p.9) 

Labelling theory, however, offers very much more than this 

basic perceptual framework and at times is concerned with the 

entire process of deviancy production. The following a.nalysis 

attempts to illuminate some of ·the more important aspects of 
. 

the approach with the intention of generating a number of test-

able propositions which may form the basis of the current 

research. 

2. fabelling as a dependent and indep~~!1dent varial?!~ 

A great deal of emphasis has been placed on the contribution 

of labelling theory for shifting orientations away from the 

individual to the social response, yet the substance of the 

ap~roach lies more in two main propositions which are d1occrn

i. ble from a number of these original v;ri tings. The two prop

ositions arise from the distinction made by Orcut (1973) and 

Goye (1975) between labelling as a dependent va.riable and la-

b3lling as an indepandent variable. Treating social labelling 

as a dependent variable places it in the position of 'the thing 

of which we want to know somethir..g about· ; it is considered as 

problematic. The main area in which labelling itself is con

sidered problematic is with respect to its d1stl"ibtttion and 

the izsue of 'who gete labelled?' Social labelling a.s the 

independent variable, on the other hand, makes asoociated con-

ditions 'the thing of whicn we Y.'ant to know something about'. 

In this respect it 13 the consequences of social labelling which 

then beco.u:e , the sub.j+:-o·~ for d9bate. 
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a. The dependent variable 

The quent ion of who gets labelled and who does not, arises from 

the conditions of the original selection process. This would 

not be problematic if labelling theorists' emphasised the norm

ative aspect of label distribution, such that there existed a 

perfect correlation between the infraction of a norm and social 

response. This does not appear to reflect the essence of these 

writings. The selection of individuals to be labelled as de

viant 1s not simply a matter of whether or not a norm. has been 

violated. As Eecker l1963) suggests: 

The same behaviour ma.y be an infraction of the 
rules at on.e time and not at another; may be an 
infraction when co~~itted by one person, but not 
when committed by another; some rules are broken 
with impunity, others are not. l1963 P.14) 

Applying this ~rinciple spec1.fically to th.e area of criminal 

. offences would suggest that the criminal jastice systenl is 

likely to be operating discriminatorily. The selection cf in-

dividuals for processing may not, in fact, be representative of 

the criminal'population, but biased favouring some individuals 

or groups, and oper~ting against others. 

b. The ind encnd ent vn.riable . -
The second, and perhaps main concern with lab~lling theorists, 

is the consequences of being labelled. This has tended to 

circumscribe a number of specific areas, such as the effects of 

labelling on personal ident1 ty and commllni ty irltegration. L3-

b~lline a person as deviant is viewed as capable of limiting 

self-perceptions and normal life-chances, and thus perp'3tuating 

those activities which might have otherwise been insignificant 

and tr~~nsi tory. Labelling may i.n a. sense be viewed t therefore, 

0.0 creating or arnplif~'ing deviance. 

These two very 'broad btlt central features of labelling 
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theory form the basis of the following analysis and research. 

The remainder of this chapter is directed towards elaborating 

the ideas of labelling as a dependent and independent variable. 

3. General approach 

The task of extracting the details of these suppositions is by 

no means easy. Many of the most provocative statements are 

found stranded and out of the main contect of the author's 

argument. Inevitably a number of the most significant prop

osals relating to labelling as a dependent and independent var

iable have been unelaborated. 

What is intended here is to piece together the most import

ant threads of the argument from these various' writings in an 

attempt to produce a coherent picture of what is being prop

osed. In the process of i~posing order on such a diffuse 

collection of ideas, some interpretation of the facts will 

obviously be necessary, although it is hoped that where possible 

the spirit and intentions of these accounts will be preserved. 

In order to maximise fidelity, the analysis will confine itself 

strictly to what has been said in the text, although the 

editing of these statements will be based on my own inter

pretation of how they might be best organised to produce the 

most meaningful and elaborate account. 

Any summary of what labelling theorists really said is 

bound to be contentious because of the vagaries involved. 

Many critics have argued, for example, that labelling theory is 

no more than an extension of 'conflict theory', or even, that 

labelling theory as such does not exist as a unified theoretical 

perspective (Goode 1975). Instead of paying homage to each of 

a series of alternative explanations, these will be dealt with 

separately as a critique of labelling theory discussed in the 
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final chapter (Cha.pter 8), and my own account of vlhcd these 

writers are saying will be presented without unnecessary inter

ruptions of this kind. 

Finally, one of the most important problems of what act

ually constitutes social labelling has been left open for most 

of the time, with the view that it is possibly best perceived 

as a flexible concept, having greater or lesser importance de--

panding on its form. 

4. Labelling as a dependent variable: 'who gets labelled?' 

It is apparent from the various expressions of labelling 

theory that not every individual guilty of a norm infraction 

is necessarily labelled deviant. One of the earliest writers 

in this field, Tannenbaum (1938), tells us in relation to ju-~ 

venile delinquency: 

First, only some of the children are caught though 
all may be equally guilty. There is a great dea.l 
more delinquency practiced and committed by the 
young groups than comes to the attention of the 
police. The boy arrested, therefore, is singled 
out in specialised treatment. (1938 P.19) 

A similar pOint is made by Becker (1963) when he suggests: 

••• some people may be labelled devia.nt who in fact 
have not broken a rule. Furthermore they cannot 
assume that the category of those labelled deviant 
will contain all those who actually have broken a 
rule, for ffiany offenders may escape apprehension 
afid thus fail to be included in the population of 
deviants they ~tudy. (1963 p.9) , 

The impac't of these suggestions lies in the fact that the 

population of individuals labelled is not simply the population 

of rUle-breakers, but a oelected population. This selecte1 

population contains, according to Beckert people who may not in 

fact have broken a ru.le. Similarly, there are ind i vid uals net 

included who have broken u rule. This immediately generates 

the problem of the nature of the selected group. 
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Of particular importance, is how far the selected group 

is representative of the population of rulebreakers. If the 

selected group is not representative of all rule-breakers, but· 

over populated with respect to certain social groups, then this 

would have serious implications for both official data based 

criminological theorising and for our own general perceptions of 

the fairness of the criminal justice system. 

Although a variety of factors have been cited as related 

to social labelling, the importance attached to notions of 

'power' seem to be widespread in the labelling theory liter

ature. Lemert (1951), for example, emphasises the role of 

institutionalised conflict in determining the nature of the 

social response to deviance. 

An additional mediating factor between deviation 
and the societal reaction is patterned or instit
utionalised conflict between groups and their 
combinations. (1951 p.53) 

A factor of supervening importance which very 
often introduces a spurious element in the societal 
reaction is the rivalry or conflict of groups in 
the situation as they aspire to power or struggle 
to maintain their position in a hegemony of power 
relations. (1951 p.56) 

This position is more fully introduced by Becker (1963). 

To the extent that a group tries to impose its 
rules on other groups in the society, we are 
presented with a second question: Who can, in 
fact, force others to accept their rules and what 
are the causes of their success? This is, of 
course, a question of political and economic 
power. (1963 P.17) 

The relationship between power and social labelling is 

never fully elaborated in these writings. Other than these 

few general statements, no proper insight is given to the 

process by which power serves to affect the likelihood of being 

labelled deviant or criminal. In a number of ways, it seems 

that the important focus of these accounts is not with limited 
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political or economic positions, but with the broader based 
v 

notions of social class; including its socia.l and cultural 

components. In this respect, there are far more direct ref

erences made to social class than to political or economic 

power. Erikson (1962), for example, tells us: 

It is important to note that ••• (the cow~unity 
screen) takes a number of factors into account 
which are not directly related to the deviant act 
itoelf: it is concerned with the actor's social 
class ••• (1962 p.308) 

It is an easily demonstrated fact, for example, 
·that working class boys who steal cars are far 
more likely to go to prison than upper class boys 
who commit the same or even more serious crimes, 
suggesting that from the point of view of the comm
unity lower class offenders are somehow more de-

viant. (1962 p.308) 

The idea that the working-class delinquent.or criminal is more 

likely to be officially labelled is·similarly expressed by 

Becker. 

The degree to which an act will be treated as 
deviant depends also on who commits the act and 
who feels he has been harmed by it. Rules tend 
to be applied more to some persons than others. 
Studies of juvenile delinquency make the point 
clearly. Boys from middle-class areas do not get 
as far in the legal process when they are appre-_ 

hended as do boys from slum areas. The middle-class 
boy is less likely, when picked up by the police, 
to be taken to the station; less likely when 
taken to the station to be booked; and it is 
extremely unlikely that he will be convicted and 
sentenced. (1963 P.12) 

Similar assumptions can be found amongst the elaborations 

of labelling theory of the late 1960's. Lofland (1969), for 

example, presumes that higher-income groups are less likely 

to allow imputations of deviance directed towards the~selves. 

The sort~ of deviance which are rampant among 
higher-income families and occupations could 
provide a rich field for imputing pivotal de-

viance, but the better-off classes are unlikely 
to abide any extension of iroputation~l activity 
ttli;~t might make them significant object~ for 
concern. (1969 p.139) . 
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Lofland's analysis is particularly significant because 

he not only expounds on the nature of the distribution of 

deV'iant labelling, ,but also on the processes by which the dis

tribution arises. The relevance and clarity of his a.ccount 

seems to be important enough to warrant reproducing the entire 

section below. 

We should expect, therefore, that more highly 
educated people, ••• are less likely to be esca
l~ted to deviant roles. Should such a process 
begin, they are more able, by virtue of their 

,ideologization, to talk their way out of it. 
This is to say that because they are able to givo 
more complex and articulate accounts of themselves, 
they are more likely to convince any imputors of 
the reasonableness or real (ie. harmless, non
symptomatic) meaning of their actions. And sinoe 
they are more likely to share in the universe of 
understandings and cultural ideology of expert 
imputors, they are more likely to be aware of 
what kinds of reasons or explanations such im-

p'ltors will buy. The more educated know the proper 
motives and accounts to offer. The less eduoa.ted, 
bei~~ less strongly oriented and less likely to 
share a universe of cultural understandings (in-. 

cl~ding acceptable accounts of self) with loputoT3, 
are more vulnerable. Vulnerability is increased 
by their lack of skill in the production of accept
able accounts or by their lack of knowledge as to 
what constitutes a salable account. The well-known 
differentials among the social classes in rates ot 
officially recorded apprehension an1 conviction or 
commitm.ent can be at least partially understood in 
these terms. (1969 P.179) 

Unlike the previous position where 'power' was related 

to the distribution of social labels without any proper ex-· 

planation of the processes involved, Lofland has attempted bere 

to show how differences in social class might, in practice, 

result in differences in deviant labelling. 'rhe important 

expla.natory element, however, seems much more to do with the 

cultural concept of social class than its associated political 

or'economic position. In other warde, Lofland see:ns to be 

suggesting that an important factor affecting the socia.l dis-

tribution of devia.nt labels, is the social distribution of 
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interactional skills as th,=y might be llsed to genera.te accept

able accounts of questionable behaviour. 

The ability to affect the labelling process by success

fully negotiating official outcome, has similarly been referred 

to by Schur (1971). Instead of emphasising the ability of the 

individual to provide accounts of his behaviour, Schur empha- , 

sises the various interactional resources which may be used to 

negotiate a favourable response from potential label imputors. 

This may operate as a result of direct bargaining, as in the 

case of plea-bargaining, or by negotiative interaction whereby 

the individual may utilise a variety of techniques to generate 

a favourable and efficacious impression of himself. As an 

example of this, Schur refers to the types of factors outlined 

by Cicourel (196e) as relevant to this kind of social exchange. 

He {Cicourel} has found that, 'The physical app
earances of the juveniles, their facial express
ions, affectual communication, and body motion 
are all integral features of the action scene. 
(1971 p.~9) 

No direct indication is made, however, to the effect that 

these kinds of interactional resources may be class-specific, \ 

although once again, it does seem possible that even though 

the work.ing-class may possess these abilities, they are much 

more likely to be regularly associated with the middle-class. 

Assuming that 'dramaturgical competence' forms part of these 

interactional resources, it could be argued that Wilkinson t 1974) 

offers some support to this point of view. In relation to 

labelling and mental illness he states: 

••• one could speculate that dramaturgical in
competence may provide a clue to the link between 
social class and psychiatric disorder, at least 
in some cases. Given that high incompetence occurs 
more frequently ~mong lower status i~dividuals, 
one might argue that lower ed uc:::t ional achievement, 
with concomitant limitations of a syr;;,bolic nature, 
comb:'nes with relat 1 va lack of social power ••• to 
produce the inverse connection between social class 
a.rlu Llental illness. (1974 P.152) 
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The generation of acceptable accounts and resou.rces is 

not the only method by which labelling processes are affected. 

Labelling theorists have also indicated the .influence of per

ceptions and stereotypes of criminality. Schur (1971), for 

example, tells us: 

••• mechanisms of stereotyping have somehow never 
been viewed as central to explanations of deviance. 
In the labelling a.pproach these nechanisI!ls emerge 
as a central component of the social processes by 
means of which deviance is created. {1971 p.40) 

In explaining the operation of'stereotyping, Schur refers to 

Ualter Lippman's original account (1922) of the 'pictures in 

our minds'. 'We do not first see, then define ••• • suggests 

Lippman, • ••• we define first and then see ••• • (1922 pp.81,90) 

Schur goes on to elaborate this point • 

. •• • central to stereotyping is the fact that de
viance tends to be a 'master status'. S'i;ereo
typing involves a tendenoy to j utiI' from c. single 
cue or small number of cues in actual, suspected, 
or alleged behaviour to a more general picture of 
'the kind of person' with whom one is dealing. 
(1971 p.52) 

The precise role of stereotyp1fication maintained by 

Schur (1971), and to a similar extent by Lofland (1969), re~ 

lates less to the selection of candidates fOl' dcvic:..r..t iden

tification, but to th.e fact ths.t once a person haz been suspected 

or defined as deviant all other characteristics beccme sub-

ordinated to this one pre-defined role. V,hat emphasis he does 

make combining stereotypificatlon and selection processes tends 

to focus on a v~I'iety of factors, of the kind outlined by 

Cicourel above. In his tabulated presentation of the 'key 

levels of analysis' (1971 p.39), Schur does refer to cultural 

stereotypes, althot..lgh i.r. general this notion is n~t utilised 

to indicate how stereotyping may lead to the ovel'-repreStH!tation 

of certain social groups as id emtifj.ed devian.ts. Nevertheless, 

in the name way that a 2inkage seemed to be poss i ble between 
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social class and negotiative ability, so too does it seem poss

ible that social class might be related to conventional crim

inal stereotypes. Very little evidence to this effect is dis

cernible from the writings of the labelling theorists, although 

outside of this group the association is more frequently made. 

Box (1971), for example, suggests: 

In order to cope with the chaos of an infinite 
number of suspects, the police develop theories 
of the cause of crime and the nature of the 
criminal. (1971 po180) 

These theories evolve in part from the mass-media, and implicit 

in these accounts is the view ••• 

••• that the criminal is not the man next door 
but a creature from the lower strata •• o 
(1971 p.219) 

A certain amount of fairly liberal manipulation has gone 

into this analysis of the labelling theorists' position in 

order to make sense of a few arresting passages. This manip

ulation, however, has been confined to the processes by which 

social class may influence decision-making. Statements to the 

effect that certain class categories ~ discriminated against 

seem to be fairly clearly documented in the labelling theory 

literature. 

Although class has been correlated with labelling in this 

manner, there is some doubt as to whether the term should be 

perceived in its more usual role of political organisation. 

Both the political and economic aspects normally associated with 

the notion of social class seem to be generally subordinated 

by these writers in favour of the social and cultural aspects. 

In other words, it is the social power of class rather than the 

political or economic power which is most often viewed as the 

dynamic agent in this part of the analysis. Obviously the 

political and economic aspects play an important part in 
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shaping the forms of behaviour to be defined e.s deviant, yet 

this does not seem to flow quite· so naturally into being the 

case for the alloca~ion of deviant labels. ..' 

The influence of social power has undergone a certain 

amount of interpreta.tion from its original form in order to 

bring about a more coherent picture of the labelling process. 

Nevertheless, the general impression from these various wri--

tings does seem to emphasise the importance of social skills. 

It is not. suggested here, however, that these qualities are 

totally class-specific. As it appears to be the social and 

interactional abilities rather than the class position per se 

which has the decisive influence on the definitional process, 

it may well be that members of the working-class will also 

utilise these skills to their own ends. What is more lilcely, 

is that these skills will be class-associated and j.t is this 
--------.....;...;..;..;;.;~- . 

which ultimately leads to the view that the ,working-class may 

be discriminated against. 

It is not only tl;1e working-class individual who I!1~~y exper

ience disproportionate social labelling. A se(~ond important 

factor is ethnic origin. Central to tee labelling theoril3ts' 

position regarding societal response to proscrib~bera10urt is 

the level of visibility of the offender and his offence. As 

Lemert (1951) suggests: 
. . 

In order for deviation to provoke a conmunity 
reaction, it m.ust have a minimum degree of vis
ibility, that is, it must be appar8nt to others 
and be identified as deviation. (1951 p.51) 

Visibility and stereot~rping are obviouEly related, in that 

certain identifiable cues must first be ~ade visible before 

they can be assimilated into any preconceptions of criminality. 

Assuming that there is none so visible in a white. western so

ciety as a member of a racial minority, at least those 
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minorities with easily identifiable physical characteristics, 

it is not surprisinB that labelling theorists have assU!!led 

that these groups are likely candidates for discriminatory 

social labelling. As Lemert continues: 

It has been the habit of many newspar:ers to call 
attention to the fact that a person committing 
a crime is a Negro or a !fexican or an Indian, or 
an alien. This operates strongly to build up a 
stereotype of the group in question as being a 
criminally inclined 'race' and thus heightens the 
societal reaction to their future violations. 
(1951 p.52) 

A position similarly noted by Schur (1971) with respect to: 

••• the long-standing newspaper practice of 
placing the phrase 'a Negro' after the name of 
black criminal suspects, whereas no such racial 
deSignation was included in reports of crimes in 
which whites were suspected. (1971 p.47) 

This, in turn, is likely to result in the more'frequent se

lection of individuals ma.tching the deviant stereotype. As 

Becker (1963) suggests: 

••• the law is differentially applied to Negroes 
and whites. It is well knowll that a Negro be-

l1eved to have attacked a white women is much more 
likely to be punished than a white man who commits 
the same offence ••• (1963 P.13) 

The process by which stereotypification might result in 

the disproportionate labelling of minority ethnic groups 1s 

outlined by Matza (1969). Referringto police operations to 

exemplify this, he indicates how they tend to direct their 

attentions to 'known' areas of. crime and c~1minals. Racial 

characteristics are likely to be part of this guiding phil

osophy. 

The method of suspicion employs police k~owledge 
of known crimina.ls to expediate their a.pprehension 
and the subseauent clearing of complaints. It 
deploys the poli,cj.~ streneth towa=ds a corps of sus
pects and uses a variety of mear,s of associating 
offences with a person who is methodically sus
pected ••• The suspicion derives from police 
kno'i"llsdge regarding identity -and resGmblance ••• 
•• • race pro'Tidr::3 police with a patent res '3!!lblance, 
and thus a bit of staple guidance as to the c'hHracter 
cif the one who et~nds before thee. (1969 p.192) 
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By basing their expectations of where crime is m.~r,9 likely 

to occur, and by whom, on stereotypifications of criminality. 

and by acting ori these expectations, the police are in 

danger of discrininating against certain eroups of people. 

Other than this linkage between stereo"typificat1on and 

labelling, there is very little else which ca.n be !ound in 

the writings of the labelling theorists to explain the process 

by which non-white groups are disproportionately selected. 

Becker (1963) makes some reference to the l"elat i v'e ?oli t 1oa1 

and economic power position of the Negro, yet considers this 

largely in respect -to the generation of rules rather than the 

distribution of social labels. Lemert (1951) does provide 

some idea of how economic power may affect minority group mem

bers, in terms of their relative ability to afford legal rep-

resentation. 

The low economic and unpropertied status of 
minority-group meffibers means that they seldom 
appear as plaintiffs in civil and criminal 
pro~eedings and nearly always as defendants. " 
(1951 p.52) - ' 

Although it seems possible that some of the previous ideas 

relating to social power and the ability to generate acceptable 

accounts and negotiate favourable outcome deciSions might be 

applicable to the Negro or minority group membor, this was 

not elaborated in the writ ings reviewed here. 

Two further cha.racteristics have been described by label

ling theorists as related to the distribl..lt ion. of social labels, 

which a.ppear to be of a qualitatively different type to that 

of social class and ethnic status; these are the diffcH'er..ces 

associated with a person's age and sex • Neither ot thes~ cat-

egories are particularly well related to either ~olit1cal, 

e~onomic. or 80cil:' .. 1 pOtNer by labelling theorists; although 

Be~ker (1963) does continue to !ltilise his pow~r ILodel with 
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respect to these two character"istics, although once again, 

this is directed more to "th~ genera.tion rather than th'3 enforce-

ment of rules. 

Distinctions of age, sex ethnicity and class are 
all related to differences in power, which accounts 
for differences in the degree to which groups so 
distinguished can make ruies for others. (1963 P.18) 

As suggested earlier, the process of discrimino.tion does not 

seem to operate solely in terms of political power. Lofland 

(1969), on the other hand, instead mentions the variations in 

terms of age and sex, and their vulnerability to being asso~ 

elated with stereotypical pivotal categories. 

Sex, age, grooming and a host of gestures are 
associated in lightning manner and rapidly com
pared with a repertoire of stereotypic pivotal 
categories, and within a second a response is 
produced. (1969 P.129) 

hOW this process operates, is not fully elaborated by Lofland. 

The only author to expand on this pOint was Lemert (1951) 

when he proposea an explanation based on the exclusion, rather 

than the inclusion, of categories of persons in social roles. 

He suggests: 

Rules, regu,lations, prejudices and stereotypes 
associated with age, sex, size, degree of beauty, 
physical stigmas, and physical defects all have~ 
the effects of facilitating or ruling out a per
son' s potential enactment of vari,ouB social roles, 
abnormal as well as'normal. (1951 p.tl2) 

Fe~ale, and young offenders may be less likely to be labelled 

in most western societies because, as Le~ert suggests, they 

are not normally or traditionally thought of in terms of enact

ing these kinds of roles. The reference to age in this con-

text is not made particularly clear in these writings, although 

it'might not ,be too misrepresentative to ass~ue that this re-

f.3rs more to a contil1uum of aees, with the relatively younger 

person always less vulnerable to devic.nt identification th&n 

the older person. This, of course, would have a reversal 
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point for the elderly who, if anything, ID'J.y become increasingly 

less vulnerable as their criminal respocsibility is seen to 

decline. Lemert goes on to show how societies tend to exclude 

some groups of people from certain social roles. 

Fairly reliable data tell us that there are fewer 
female criminals, hobos, radicals, and gamblers. 
While this can be explained partly as being due to. 
internal limits which make certain roles unattract
ive to women, it is also a partial measure of the 
unwillingness of others to accept women in certain 
sociopathic roles. (Lemert 1951 p.e2) 

This. explanation 1s not unlike the previous argument con-

cerning the responsiveness of label imputors to deviant etereo

. types. It seems that it is not so much that males and rela

tively older individuals are more vulnerable to labelling be

cause they are more often associated with a deviant stereotype, 

but that females and younger offenders are less vulnerable to 

labelling because they are more often associated with a non-

deviant stereotype, or simply, non-deviant expectations. 

It must be emphasised that other than these few brief 

statements, there seems to be no stronger reference to the 

effect tha.t age and sex are associated with soc1al labelling. 

However, in accord with the original intentions to interpret, 

as well as present, the ideas of the labelling theorists, there 

does see~ sorr.e justification to including these factors along 

with social class and race as significant influences to the 

allocation of deviant labels. 

Four categories of individuals have thus been extracted 

from these writings as being the most vulnerable to deviant 

identification and labelling; the working-class, ethr.ic oin

orities, ·maleo, and the !:lature offender. The process by which 

these categories evolve iz not entirely clec.r, although certain 

features of the situation seem to emerge as betne more impor-

tant than others. The degree of visibility of characteristics 
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associated with culturally held deviant stereotypes, social 

resources in ter!!lS of certe.in interactional skills. accounting 

ability, and perhaps to a lesser extent economic ~nd even pol

itical power, all seem to dominate the writings of la.belling 

theorists as the main dynamic elements of the labelling process. 

The four factors; class, race, age, and sex, forn the 

basis of my own research, presented in Chapters Five and Seven, 

which investigates the differential i~pact of social labelling. 

SOI!le other influences have been mentioned by these theorists, 

however, as effecting the sample of labelled deviants. The 

most i~portant of these 1s the attitude of the offender and the 

degree of respect he ahows to the law enforcer and the law 

enforcement system. Becker (1963), for example, suggests: 

Clearly, when a rule enfcrcer has the option 
of enforcing a rule or not, the difference in 
what he does may be caused by the attitude of 
the offender towards him. If the offender is 
properly respectful, the enforcer may smooth 
the situation over. If the offender is dis
respectful, then sanctions may be visited on 
hi~. (1963 P.159) 

If the individual is not respectful, it makes it difficult for 

the rule enforcer to do his job, which may result in the need 

to gain respect by force • 

••• a good deal of enforcement activity is dev
oted not to the actual enforcement of rules, but 
to coercing respect from the people the enforcer 
deals with. This neans that one may be labelled 
as deviant not because he has actually broken a 
rule, but because he has shown disrespect to the 
enforcers of the law. (Becker 1963 p.158) 

It is unlikely, however, that the desire to gain respect 

and the conseq,uences of its outcome on the identification of 

the suspect as deviant, is entirely related to the ease at 

which the rule enforcer can do his job. It is more likely to 

be the case, as sUBe:ested by Goffman (1971), that disrespect 

for the law places the offender in an ambiguous relationship 

to normal scciety. The ability to IilallaBe the interactiou 
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encounter to prodllCe a favoLlrable outcome, which Goffman refers 

to as 'remedial ritual work' (1971 p.406), almost certainly 

includes a degree of respect for the officers of the laVl~-

••• if a deviator is suitably tactful and circum
spect in his violations, employing secrecy and 
cover, many of the disruptive conse~uences of the 
violation in fact will be avoided. (1971 p.406) 

But, if the individual makes no attempt to neutralise or 

'remedy' the situation, or attempt to indicate that he is 

'really' normal, and it is his conduct which appears out of 

place, then the labeller is more likely to assume that the 

person is more easily definable as a deviant. In relation to 

definitions of mental illness, Goffman states: 

••• persons have the capacity to expressively 
dissociate their medical illness from their 
responsible conduct (and hen~e their selves), 
and typlcally the will to do so. They continue 
to express support of the social group to which 
they belong and acceptance of their plac~ therein. 
(1971 p.409) , 

By not attempting to neutralise behaviour the labellee is 

overtly showing his lack of a.ttachment and respect for the 

social system of which he is part" Thus, behaviol..ll" Itost likely 

to engender imputations of deviance and labelling comprise: 

••• wilful si tuatior .. al improprieties,. (which) 
constitute evidence that the indivi6ual is 
not prepared to keep his place. (Goffman 1971, 
p.411) 

Denial of the principles of the law enforcement system, in this 

case with respect to personal culpability a.nd treat.rr.ent of law 

enforcement officers, can create 'organiso.t ional ha.voc in the 

minds of members' (Goffman 1971 p.412), and is thus an undesir

able accompaniment to the processing of deviants. 

Although Goffman is critical of the labelling theorists' 

position (1971 pp. 412,413), and by impl icat ion dis sociates 

himself from tha main-stream of this approach, his account 
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nevertheless seems to be so close to the essence of labelling 

theory as to warrant being included. It seem possible, there

fore, that the concern shown for the attitude of the offender 

and the degree of respect displayed for the law, as proposed 

by Becker (1963), can be explained in ter.ms of being an 

indicator of the level of commitment an individual has for the 

principles of the society of which he is part. Undue concern 

when this commitment seems to be absent may derive from the 

fear of 'organisational havoc' (Goffman 1971 p.412) and con

sternation that this rejection might invoke. 

Although the attitude of the offender has been treated in 

isolation from the previous characteristics of class, race, 

age, and sex, it is possible, at least, that there may be some 

interrelation between them, Showing a modicum of respect for 

people in authority, for example, in a situation where the 

outcome for the individual might be dependent upon it, may well 

be part of the general interactional skills and survival tech

niques developed more fully, and most notably, by the middle

classes. Nevertheless, the degree of respect and deference 

shown by the potential labellee is most often treated as a 

separate and independent effect in these writings, and as such 

does seem more appropriately dealt with in isolation from the 

other topics. After all, it is still not at all certain how 

far these basic tricks of survival are exclusive to one group 

of people, and so far this association has only been hypoth

esised. 

Labelling as a dependent variable has been extracted from 

the combined contributions of a small number of writings most 

often associated with the development of labelling theory. 

From the interpretation of these accounts, it has been assumed 
that only some people are selected for labelling and these 
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are biaeed aronnd certain characteristics. The following re-

s3arch is designed to investiga.te and test the validity of some 

of these statements. Along with this, co-exists the :1.l'ldepend

eut effects of labelling which have largely been expressed in 

terms of the consequences emergent from being labelled deviant. 

It is therefore necessary to determine the propositions made 

by these theorists in relation to labelling as an independent 

variable. 

5. Labelling as an independent variable: 'the effecte of 

labelling' 

The selecticn of individuals to be labelled deviant, according 

to labelling theorists, is not without consequences for the 

persons involved. A particularly important contribution to 

ideas on the effects of social labe:!.ling Vla~ lemert's distin

ction (1951) between 'primary' and 'secondary' deviance, which 

compared the first few initial forms of infractious behavioUl' 

prior to social labelling, with the more committed forms of 

deviant behaviour subsequent to social labelling. 

The causes of 'primary' deviations, says Le~ert, are 

'many and diversified' and will continue to remain 'pl'imary': 

••• as long as they are rationalised or other
wise dealt with as functions of a socially . 
acceptable role. (1951 p.75) 

Under these conditions, 'normal and pa.thological behaviours 

remain stranse ~md !:'omewhat tensional bedfellows in the Sa.:!le 

person.' (ibid p.75) From a sociological viewpoint, 'primary' 

deviations are not considered significant: 

••• until they are organised subjecti::ely and trans
formed into at::t i ve roleo end become tL~e .social 
criteria for D.ssignir..s ntatus. (ibid p.75) 



-22-

If societal reaction is particularly 'severe t, thrJ indlvidual 

might begin to internalise, and believe in, the proffered de

viant definition as a more suitable expression of hirr.self;. and 

organise his life-style and future behaviour in terms of the , 
deviant role. 'Secondary' deviation is brought about by the 

individual discarding the pretence of conventionality, and 

embra.cing the dominant deviant role • 

••• if the deviant acts are repetitive and have 
a high visibility, and if there is severe so-

cietal reaction, tr~ough a process of identific
ation is incorporated as part of the 'me' of the 
individual, the probability is greatly increased 
that the integration of existing roles will be dis
rupted and that reorganisation based upon a neVi 
role will occur. Reorganisation may ·be the adop
tion of another normal role in which the tendencies 
previously defined as 'pathological' are given more 
acceptable social expression. The other general 
J?ossibility is the assumption of a deviant role ••• 
{1951 p.76) 

Perhaps the most frequently quoted definition of 'sec

ondary' deviance from Lemert, emphasises this shift in orien

tations from the society of normals towards a society of de

viants. 

When a per~on begins to employ his deviant be
h~viour or a role based upon it as a means of 

defence, attack, or adjustment to the overt and 
covert problems created by the consequent so

cietal reaction to him, his deviation is second-
ary. (1951 p.75) . 

In his later book (1967), Lemert reiterates these principles. 

In effect, the original 'causes' of the deviation 
recede and give way to the central importance of 
the disapproving, degrad~tional and isolating 
reactions of society. (1967 P.17) 

His analysis is thus concerned with t'~10 aberrant states; 

early or 'primary' devi:?tions, wbereby an individual breaks 

ru1es but continues to perceive of himself as basically ccn-

ventional, ?no. labelled or 'secondary' deviance, whare with the 

help of societal reactions, the in~iv1dual perceives of him-

eelf in the eucompassing deviant role. 
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The substance of these ideas seems to lie in the notion 

that societal reaction, or social labelling, actut..lly serves 

to increase deviant behaviour. T~~oughout much of the labelling 

theory literature this fact ie continually suggested but 

rarely categorically stated. The most direct statement made 

by Lemert to the effect that social reaction amplifies de--

viance, incorporates a number of provisos which may be construed 

as complicat in-g this linkage • 

••• if the deviant acts are renatitive and have 
a hip,h visibility, and if there "is severe 80-

cie1al react ions, • • • (the) genera.LJ2.9ss i biltty. 'is 
the assumption-of a deviantrole ••• -Cfg-5Tp.1b"J 

Summarising this quotation as 'social labelling causes in--

creased deviance' is possibly an over-simplification of lemert's 

intentions. This introduces the whole problem of what is 

meant by the term' socistal reaction' or 'labelling', and what 

liklihood is there that this will lead to continued or i11-

creased deviant activity? 

Gibbs (1966 and 1972) considers that, although labelling 

theory is mainly concerned with societal reaction, none of th~ 

3arly writers actually specify what thesa reactions comprise. 

The definition of deviations sugBested by Eecker 
et aI, is not empirically applicable beC3.'.lse the 
authors have failed to spe~ify the kind of reactions 
that identify acts as deviant. To be oure, they 
suggest the kind of reaction, but the suggestions 
are vague and ambiguous. (1972 p.41) 

Kitsuse, suggests Gibbs (1972), found that the societal reac

tion to homosexuals in his study was 'generally mild'. Ho~ 

'he.rsh', asks Gibbs, do societal reaotions have to b13, there

fore, before an indi-vidual is labelled deviant'? He refers to 

a similar eX8~ple by Eecker (1963) who considered that, 'You 

can cOiD.lllit clan incest and suffer from no more than gossip as 

long as no one ma.kes a public accusation ••• • (Becker 1963 P.11); 

inplying that socj.etalreact1on lllust. be more tha.!'! simply gossip. 
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The problem of what constitutes social labelline is diff

icul t to resolve because of the .variabilj.ty in accounts be-

tween labelling theoristo. The general feeling throughout these 

writings is that the social respon~e to deviant behaviour 

occurs at both the informal (com!llllni ty), and the formal (cff

icial) levels; and probably developes from the former to the 

latter. As Scheff (1966) suggests, there is a 'reciprocal 

and cumulative inter-relation between the rule-breaker's be-

haviour and the societal reaction. t (1966 p.97) 

This leads to the second part of the proposition tha·t 

labelling 'causes' deviance. There are so few categoric state

ments claiming tha.t social labelling does lead to increased 

deviance, that the exact relationship between the two remains 

uncertain. Uatza (1969) does; however, make some reference to 

both of these conditions when he suggests: 

To become more fully deviant, the subject ought 
to experience more taneible direct contact with 
the state. More generally, his deviations should 
become known or publicly-open to authorised dis
approval. (1969 p.155) 

One of the few other direct references to this association 

arises from the analysis by Scheff (1966), and is sU!llL:larisecl 

in his final hypothesis, which states: 

Amone residual rule-breakers, labelling is the 
single moat important cause of caree.rs of re-· 

sidual deviance. (1966 p.92) 

As with the analysis of labelling as the dependent var

iable, the concl~sion to any of these problems must ultimately 

rely on individual interpretation. Even though little 1s 

stated which categorically links labelling with deviance, the 

majority of these writings seem to be dominated with the impli

.. cation that this is the cas,a. The follo'~ling analysis, there-

fore, takes the view that this seems to be the most reasonable 
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interpretation of these accounts, and attenpts to locate 

statements and argu:nents which suggest that social labelling 

does in fact increase deviance, with the view of elaborating 

the processes and conditions under which thin phenomenon 

arises. 

Considering these works as a whole, produces what appears 

to be three important areas, or processes, by which labellir.g 

might be seen as contributing.to enhance deviant careers. 

These are referred to here as the 'sooial response', 'ident

ity transformation', and 'career expediencies' •. 

a. Social response 

An il!lportant theme to many of these Vlri tinga on the conse-

q'lenCes of social labelling, is the idea that public attitudes 

will change to,wards the labelled individual, effe'ctively 

'degrading' or 'stigmatising' him. As GRrfinkel states (1955), 

degradation haD conseq,uences. for the total public identity of 

the person involved. The individual becomes recast in the 

minds of others, and may become ostracised from the society of 

normals. 

• •• the decoucced person must be ritually sep
arated from a place in the legitimate order. 
He must be placed 'outside', he mL~st be rm:.da 
'strange'. tGe-rfink,el 1955 P.423) 

This estrangeffient is further a.~plified by the fae t that the 

individual is also stigmatised from the time of public la

b~lling. Stigmatisation, suggests Goffman (1963), serves to 

discredit the individual in the eyes of others. 

He is thus =educed in our minds from a whole 
and usual person to a tainted and discounted 
one. (1963 P.12) 

The loes of social esteem and eventual ostra.cism from 

conventional society has been elabo.:-ated by many of the la- . 

b~111ng theorists reviewed here. Becker (1963), for eX2~ple, 
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explains hoy} bei!'l.g branded as devie.nt al ter~~ public percep-

tiona. 

Committing the improper act and beino publicly.· 
caught at· it places him (the deviar..t') in a new 
status. He has been revealed as a different kind 
of person from the kind he was sU9Posed to be. 
(1963 p.32) 

More important than this are the implications that this def

inition has on social contacts • 

••• one tends to be cut off, after being ident
ified as deviant, from participation in more con
vent ional groups, even though the specific con-

. sequences of the particular deviant activity 
might never of themselves have caused the iso-:

lation had there not also been the public know-
ledge and reaction to it. (1963 p.34) . 

TIeing prevented from continuing normal social interactions, 

the individual finds it impossible to behave nor:nally in a 

routine fashion • 

••• the point is that the treatment of deviants 
denies them the ordinary means of carrying on 
the Toutines of everyday life oPen to most people. 
Because of this denial, the deviant must of necess
i ty develope illegit imate rout iues. (Beck.er, 
1963 p.35) 

To eome extent, is seems that society begins to belie.re 

in its own definitions of the individual. One of the methods 

by which this belief is brought about is the process referred 

to by Schur (1971) as 'retrospective interpretation'. This 

is defined as: 

••• the mecha.nisms by which reactors come to. view 
deviators or suspected deviators 'in a totally 
new light'. (1971 p.52) 

According to Schur, society recasts the deviant's past history 

to fit in with the new definition of the type of person he 

really is. Lofland (1969) describes this i~ terms of his own 

theoretical sdle.ma: 

Having taken the step of a.llo'<';iIl8 one c~tegory 
to be orimarilv defil1iti7':? of 'who' or 'what' an - ... 
Actor is in a deftned situatiol'l, there can then 
begin the reverse game of scrutinisine .Actor for 
the degree to which his othe~ categories arc 
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a.ppropriate1y consistent with the category 
taken to be pivotal. (1969 P.125) 

This is later amplified as: 

Whatever· may have been the preexisting selection 
of facts from the Actor's life line that supp
orted a view by Other of him as a pivotal normal, 
there now begins a reexamination of that life line 
to discover if these selected biographical events 
are consistent with the prospective reclassification. 
Efforts are made to tender the known facts con
sistent, either through discounting (or redefining 
the significance of) what is known or through 
undertakir~ to discover edditional facts that supp
ort the new imputations. (Lofland 1969 P.149) 

Thus·, it appears that an important conseq,uence of social 

labelling is that, through a process of degradation and stig

matis·ation, the individual becomes perceived as tainted and 

somehow less than normal. At the community level this results 

in a considerable loss in terms of social participation and 

general opport unit ies. The limi tat ions imposed on rout ine 

associations with normals increases the probability that the 

individual will have to opt for illegal routines with other 

deviants in his same situation. Consolidating this, the indi-

v1dual's past behavtour a~ld biography may be reassessed in 

order to reinforce the one 'major' deviant status as being 

consistently reflective of the type of person he 'really' is. 

Although this review of the effects of social response on 

the production of deviance has largely been treated in iso

lation from other factors, such as the possible identity trans

formation that this might incur, it seems more likely tha.t 

these factors operate conj ointly, mut ually influencirlg and 

reinforcing one another. The seccnj mnjor effect of lE.:.belling 

of identity transformation, will again be corlsidered le.r£ely 

as a separate pheno.r:enon in terms of its proposed effects on 

deviant beh3vio~;u~. 

b. Identity transfornation .. --
Labelli.ne theorists have tended -to link social response to 
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deviant behaviour with the notion that tha labelled person 

undergoes some sort of psychic change. Adverse social rela-

tions and definitions are not seen as simply annoying incUI:l

brances to socia.l interaction, but as a poignant corr.m.en"t on 

the type of person the deviant 'really is'. As Schur (1971) 

points out: 

The increasing difficulty of continuing to view 
himself as nOll-deviant, as more and more people 
treat him more and more of the time as if he were 
'devia.nt', is a central problem. (1971 p.70) 

The deviator, says Schur, experiences a feeling of 'rolo

engulfment', or the 'social-psychological impact' of finding 

himself continually 'caught up in' the one deviant role. (1971, 

p. 69) 'Role engulfment' increases the tendency, ' ••• for the 

actor to define himself as others define him.' (1971 p.70) 

Again, the deviant identity is increasinely likely to be viewed 

as the best single indicator of who the individual 'really 

is • • 

Lofland (1969) similarly recognises the psychological 

significance of social interaction. 

The ini tiat ion of an imputat ion is but the be-
ginning of the possibility that Actor might even
tually identify himself as that deviant he is 
tenuously imputed to be. (1969 P.145) 

It should be noted, however, that Lofland does mention the 

, possibility' of deviant identification and thus introduces 

a certain flexibility to this ·outcome. In true 'interaction-

ist' traditicn, he contir.ues his account to conceive of Actor 

as an active rather than passive agent in the schema; although 

emphasises the reciprocity of all the constituent elements. 

We ~ust now introduce Actor as an &ctive par-
ticipant in the process and ft)cus upon his per
ceptions and responses. This focus however, cnn
not he exclusively on Actor. Concern w~th him 
.must be i!lco.rpo.rated ir.to a ·~ioint consideration 
of the reciprocal dependence through tilte of the 
actions of Othersal1d Actor. (1969· p.146) 
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It might be somewhat harsh to view labelling theory, a.s 

so!ne contemporary critics have done (Akers, 1968, Davis t 1972 t 

Schervish, 1973) as over-deterministic. The majority of la

belling theorists do make some reference to the fact that de

viancy identification, and a number of other stages of the 

process, are by no means inevitable. Goffman (1963), for 

example, devotes the majority of his book Stigma to eluci- ' 

dating the methods by which stlgmatlsed persons can 'manage' or 

even 'neutralise' the effects of their 6t igma .• 

Matza's account (1969) of deviant identification is even 

more strongly based in the realms of individual psychologies 

and the variables therein which may influence interaction 

outcome. Although there may have been some confusion in the 

earlier formu~ation8 as to the 'degree' of societal reaction to 

bring abollot escalated deviant activity and identity trans

formation, (e.g. Erikson, 1962, and Ki tS'lse, 1962), Matza 

clearly presents the situation as reliant on official or state 

labelling of' offenders. 

If he is never apprehended, the subject is un
likely to collaborate in the process of adding 
gravity to the ~eaning of his ir~raction. He may 
dislike his deviation, ••• but unsignified he oay 
continue to regard the 'deviation as occasional or 
alien, unreflective, of his better self. (1969 P.169) 

Once officially or publicly labelled, wh&t happens next de

p~nds upon the individual's interpretation of the social re

sponse and his own behaviour. He will have to a.sk himself, 

suggests Matza, W~'la.t is the best ind icator of who he is. 

Of all the things I ha.ve doce or rr.ay conceivably 
do, which is the best index of what I am.? V:hich 
.most accurately reflects or represents my true 
being? If nothing is a good indicator, if none of 
his activities are indica~ive of him, the sucject 
has settled the question of identity in a. radical 
but defensible way: the unity of tte phenomenon 
under consideration, tlJe self, is renounced. 
(1969 P.166) 
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What may otherwise happen, is that the ind 1 vid lUll will I co11-

aborate' with the official definition of himself. Even though 

little identity shift will occur immediately, should the indi

vidual repeat the deviant act the validity of the official def

inition might become impressed upon him~ 

The test is simple: does he do the damned thing 
again? (ltatza 1969 p .167) . 

Thus, the final stage of the labelling process is partly __ 

perceived by Matza as completed by the individual himself. 

To ll.ndersta.nd how a provisional identity can 
become established, we must consider the poss
ibility of the subject making himself an object, 
turning star wi tr.ess cLgainst him.self. (1969 P.167) 

Repetition of the deviant act prior to final identification is, 

therefor:;, central to Iaatza' s scheme. It is the ind i vidual's own 

actions which finally make him decide that the official def-
r 

inition was in fact an accurate indicator of the kind of person 

he is. 

This viewpqint' that a repetition of deviance is required 

subsequent to official labelling and prior to deviant ident

ification, is possibly best viewed as unique to the writings 

of Matza. Continuing to treat labelling theory as a combined 

and generalised produ.ct of a number of writ ings, it mfght be 

wiser to take the .lowest comn:.on denominator, and sin:.ply assume 

that on some occasions labelling might lead to deviant ident-

ification~ 

Perhaps more so than the other two elements of the la.

belling process discussed in this section (social response end 

career expediencies), the transformation of identities from , 
non-deviant to deviant, represents the Central dyn~~ic of la--

belling theory. The irr.portant variable in terms elf how social 

. labelling might lead to further devi~.nce is the fact that tl:e 

individual psycholOeically 'becomes' deviant. The final COI:l-
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ponent of this process, focusses on how deviant affiliations 

can lead to hardened or 'career~ deviance. 

c. Career expedienc~ 

Although somewhat vague in labelling theory literature, there 

seems to be a point in the deviancy production process where 

all the ingredients for total deviant identification exists, 

yet the individual equivocates between normality and deviance. 

He may, for example, haye been officially labelled, be comm

encing a period of incarceration, or 'free' enough to repeat 

his original infractious behaviour, but still does not per

ceive of himself solely as a deviant. It seems likely that at 

this point the individual is in a state of 'drift' (Lemert, 

1967 P.51), at one tima behaving and thinking as a 'normal' 

and at another as a deviant. A means by which this· 'drif·t' 

might be consolidated in the direction of the latter alter-, 

native, would be for him to join, and be part of, a deviant 

group or subculture. As Becker suggests, 'A final step in the 

career of a deviant is movement intc an orgs.nised deviant 
, 

group.' (1963 p.37), and givesthe example: 

When a person makes a definite move into an 
oreanised group ••• it has a powerful impact on 
his conception of himself. A drug addict once 
told .rne th~ ... t the moment she felt she was really 
'hooked' was when she realised she ~o lor.ger had 
any friends who were not drug addicts. (1963 p.38) 

The influence of deviant .group affiltation may o~cur both 

inside and outside of state institutions, although not ne--

cessarily in its role of a purely physical entity, as Becker's 

example illustrates above, but as a dominant group culture. 

In this culture, the indiv"Ldual learno the ways of the deviant 

life, or 'ways of making out' (Goffman 1961 P.157) with res-

Pl1ct to subcultural behaviour, values and att1 tude.s; particu.-

larly a,s they rela.te to, and differ from, those of the domina.nt 

society. 
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••• institutions eather margina.l people into 
tightly segregated groups, give them an opp
ortunity to teach one another the skills and 
attitudes of a deviant career, and even drive 
them into using these skills by reinforcing their 
sense of alienation from the rest of society. 
This process is found not only in institutions 
which actually confine the deviant, but in the 
general co~unity as well. (Erikson 1962, p.311) 

The importance of learning the skills and values associated 

with performing the deviant role are noticed and reiterated 

by Lemert • 

••• the individual's self-definl.tion is closely 
linked vlith such things as self-acceptance, the 
subordination of minor to major roles, and with 
the motivation involved in learning the skills, 
techniques, and values of a new role. (1951 p.74) 

The significance of developing deviant skills by which tha 

individual can operate unobtrusively in the deviant role is 

similarly mentioned by Lofland (1959), and exemplified in the 

social situation of the prostitute. 

In contrast to the notion that, for example, 
'prostitution comes perilously near the sit
uation of getting sc~ething for nothing,' more 
attention might be paid to the fact that the skills 
inVOlved in prostitution finding customers, main
taining a place of busi!1ess, pJ.easing the client
ele, collecting fees, guarding against disease, 
pregnancy and i~jury and avoiding the police - are 
not automatically acquired. (1969 p.200) 

Thus, by learning the techniques of 'making out' in the 

deviant role, the individual becomes inti.mately bound up in 

the social interaction of the sub-culture. A particularly 

important aspect of this affiliation, in terms ·cf further iso-

lating the person from the conventional order, is the role of 

su be u ltural ideology. 

eogni tive systems or ideologies, states I,ofland (1969), 

pe·rform two functions. They serve to, 'define events and 

provide a runge of strategies. for co.?ing· wi th occurrences' 

(1969 p.197), and they serve, 'mora.lly to justify the ac·tions 
\ 
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of humans, to provide them with a sense tha.t what they are 

about is a correct, proper and right thing. I (1969 p.197) 

Above all else, deviant sub-cultures facilitate a 'rational

isation' of their situation and position in relation to the 

rest of society. They develop ways in which their psycho

logical state can be made commensurate with their physical 

state, and in so doing, provide an important impetus to the 

development of a 'pivotal' (Lofland 1969) deviant id~ntity. 

As Becker suggests: 

I;1oving into an organised deviant group ha3 several 
consequences for the cs.reer of the deviant. First 
of all, deviant groups tend, more than deviant 
individuals, to be pushed into rationalising their 
position. At the extreme, they develop, a very 
complicated historical, legal, and psychological 
justification for their deviant activity. (1963, 
p.38) . 

Deviant group or sub-cultural affiliation, thus y;·rovides 

an important t~~ust towards a dominating identification of the 

individual· with deviants and deviance. It is not entirp.ly 

clear, .however, whether this should be considered a necessary 

precondition to the presumed proposition that labelline may 

cause deviance, or sim.ply as a 'hardening' cf an already exist-

. ing and developing process. In view of the fact that .a number 

of the previously cited labelling theorists discuss the impact 

of labelling largely in terms of societal reaction and indiv

idual response, it might be wisest to adopt the latter point 

of view. 

Labelling as an independent variable hasbe'3n "liewed he!'e as 

the combined contribution of a number of separate a.ccounts 

which have contained complementary and mutuB.1.ly reinforCing 

. themes concerning the consequences of baing labelled. Co-exist-

ent with these similarities, are ·mU!lerol..~s contlicting vie';'ls 
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and ambiguities which have served to confuse the exact nature 

of the propositions raised. The major interest of this anal

ysis has been directed towards the problem of how far labelling 

may be viewed as causing or increasing deviance, and the pro-

cesses by which this might come about. Perhaps the most rep

resentative and cautious s~~ary of this position is that la-

b~lllng, in some circumstances, may be seen as leading to 

increased deviance; thus avoiding any over-deterministic bias. 

The nature of these circumstances is not really specified, but 

seems to relate to both social and individual influences. On 

the other hand, however, it does not seem likely that labelling 

theorists are advocating only a minority, occasional, or as 

Tittle, suggests (1975 P.164) a 'one-percent' effect. 

6. !heory a,nd res~r:£h 

The preceding analysis has attempted to extract the 'working 

parts' of labelling theory as expressed through the combined 

views of a number of authors most often associated with this 

body of thought. Some of these ideas will later be tested 

empirically. 'i;hat is important first, is to consid er the re-

maining problem of just how far labelling theory can in fact be 

considered 'theoretical'. 

There has been a considerable amount of criticism and 

discussion waged against the theoretical status of labelling 

theory primarily directed towards the 'vagueness' and 'am~ 

hi-gu.i ty' of the statements involved. • It is not clear ••• ', 

states Gibbs, in an article written during the for~ulative 

years of labelling theory, in 1966, ' ••• whether the per~pec

ti ve is int endeo, to be a • subotant i ve tL.eC'lry' of deviant be-

ha.viour (1e., an explanation of the pheno=.encn) or a. conceptI-tal 

treatment of it.' (1966 p.11) 'l:he lo:.inds of statem.ent made 
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by labelliug theorists, su.ggests Gibbs, and quotir.g Becker 

(1963), Kitsuse (1962) and Erikson (1962), appear_ to be some

thing more than definitions, but cannot be regarded fully as 

explanations because of the wide range of unanswered questions 

which accompany nearly every statement made. Goode (1975), 

on the other hand, goes further to suggest that labelling 

theory might not even exist. 

A convincing case could be made for the asser-
tion that labelling theory does not exist in the 
first place. A world has been fabricated by 
observers and critics out of the raw material of 
a few arresting passages, phrases and concepts. 
(1975 p.570) 

Reviewing the nature of the ideas used by labelling 

theorists, there does seem to be some case for arguing that 

they tend to be somewhat more generally formulated than is 

usually expected from a substantive theory. Few of these 

writers actually claim, however, that they are generating a 

theory of human behaviour; except perhaps Lerr.ert (1951). In 

this earlier book Lemert did state that his intention was to , '-

develop a 'systematic theory' of socio-pathic behaviour, and 

went on to outline the principles of such a theory. However, 

there is soze doubt whether Lemert's 'theory' was in fact a 

'labelling theory' of human behaviour. Nevertheless, Hagen 

does include this work in his criticism of the theoretical 

status of labelling theory, and goes on to make soIte il:terezt

ing COlfJl1ents which may be seen as applicable to other writers 

in this tradition. 

Certa.inly Le~ert is on the riett track in his 
char~cterisation of scientific tbeory. How
ever, like his nredeces~ors, Lemert's efforts 
may be r:;arked more by aspiration tr:c.n achieve
ment. (1973 P.388) 
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:By now there is the sllspicion that a recurring 
characteristic of the interactionist perspect-
i ve in devia:r.ce j.B, desplte lemert' s aBpir3.t iOllS, 
the relia~ce on ad hoc exolanations and an avoid
ance of predictive tests.-(1973 p.3~9} 

How is it best to view labelling theory? It does not 

seem too diIficult to sympathise with Gibb's statement when 

he says that, alt~ough we may not be dealing with a 'theory' 

as such, the ideas are something more than simple definitions. 

Perhaps some consolation might be taken from his conclusion •. 

The danger can be avoided if it is clearly under- . 
stood that they have formulated what is essentially 
a conception. As such, it contains both defin
itions and elements of substantive theory, and the 
development of the latter would be furthered con
siderably be making the distinction explicit. 
(1966 1'.12) 

Thus, labelling theory does not seem to be a standard 

scientific theory as it is comm?nly understood, largely be

c:luse of the imprecision of its concepts a.nd the inabil1 ty to 

predict the outcome of specific circulIlstances from the manne:t' 

in which these concepts h~le been presented. But, as Gibbs 

has already hinted, this is not an unco~on position for a 

developing scientific theory. It might therefore be kinder to 

view labe]_lir.g theory as a series of concepts, hunches, explan

ations, propositions, Which need to be tried out in the field 

before any single theoretical statement can be develo·ped. 

It is the intention of the followine research to inter-

pret, operationalise, and test soree of the propositions which 

have arisen from this analysis of labelling theory. Althoueh 

it seems approprie.te to develop, speciflc hypotheses based on 

these ideas, it is not intended that the general and tenta.tivo 

conception::;! of labelling theory should be unnecessarily 

impeded from the outset. Only very general hypotheses see.1: to 

. be needed to orielltate the research, a.nd these have been se-

lacted in accordance with the basic distinction between 
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labelling as a dependent and independent variable. 

In the discussion regarding la'bell.ing as a. dependent va-

riable, it was conc~uded that the social labelling of deviants 

w~s seen by labelling theorists as selective and centred 

around certain factors; particularly in relation to a personts 

class, race, age, and sex. Although most of the following 

analysis and research is primarily interested in the signif

icance of social class as a discriIilinating characteristic, the 

four gene,ral hypotheses include each of the factors above. 

These hypotheses are presented in the null form and relate to 

the propositions extracted from the labelling theory liter

ature. 

General Hypothesis One: 

Persons of low socio-economic status are no more 
likely to be labelled deviant than persons of 
high socio-economic status, taking all other things 
as equal. 

General Hypothesis Two: 

Persons of et!lnic minority stat us are no more 
likely to be labelled deviant than persons of the 
racial majority, taking all other things as equal. 

General Hypothesis Three: 

Relatively older persons are no more 'likely to 
be labelled deviant than relatively younger 
persons, taking all other things as eqllal. 

General Hypothesis Four: 

Kales are no more likely than females to be·la
b'3lled deviant, taking all other things as equal. 

When labelling was viewed as an independent variable, it 

was concluded that labelling someone deviant might serve to 

increase their deviance. Even though there still remains 

major problems of what labelling theorists actually intended, 

ths details of the processes involyed have been reduced here 

to their simplest form of ~abelling increases deviance,' The 

fifth general hypo'thesis maintain~ this simplicity and is 
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once again presented in the null form. 

General Hypothesis Five: 

Persons labelled deviant are no more likely to. 
continue or increase their deviance than those' 
not labelled. 

The location for the present research is based on three 

Metropolitan Juvenile Bureaux, situated in London, and having 

jurisdiction over three large London boroughs. These have been 

re-named for the purpose of anonym.i ty as Westborough, North-

borough, and Eastborough. The intention is to test these 

five general hypotheses, in a more directly relevant form, in 

relation to the police processing of juvenile offenders. 

Before each of these hypotheses are tested, a detailed anal

ysis has been conducted as to the present state of contemporary 

research in this field, Chapter Two takes up the issue of 

. labelling as a dependent variable and examines relevant re- . 

sJarch of interest to the general hypotheses one to four. 

Chapter Three compares the results of investigations into the 

epidemiology of juvenile crime to the results emergent from 

Chapter Two. ChaptersFour a.nd Five discuss the operation of 

the Juvenile Bureaux and the results of my research in relation 

to the distribution of police d iaposi tion decisions. 'Chapters 

Six and Seven considers contemporary research and the Juvenile 

BUl'eau research results with respect to labelling as the in

dependent variable. Chapter Eight reconsiders the merits of 

labelling theory in the light of recent criticisms, reapprais-

als, and research results. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

RESEARCH RELATED TO LAEELLI!,G AS A DEPElmEI;T VARIAB!;E: 

Olt'FICIAL DATA AND OBSERVATION STUJ)IES 
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1. Introduct1o~ 

The preaent chapter 1s designed to investigate ~he nature of, 

and conclusions obtained from, contemporary research invest

igations which may cave some relevance to the debate concerning 

labelling as a dependent variable as applied to criminal de- . 

viance. The General Hypotheses One to Four, therefore, need to 

be rewritten in the more testable form of Hypotheses One to 

Four shown below. 

Hypothesis One: 

'Persons of 10'/1 socie-economic status are no more 
likely to be officially labelled criDlinal or de':" 

linquent than persons of high socio-economic status, 
taking all other things as equal. 

Hypothesis Two: 

Persons of ethnic minority status are 40 more likely 
to be officially labelled criminal or delinquent 
than pereons of the racial majority, taking all 
other things as equal. 

Hypothesis Three: 

Relatively older persons are no ~ore likely to be 
officially labelled criminal or delinquent than 
relatively younger persons, taking all other things 
as eq1lal. 

Hypothesis Four: 

Males are no l:lore likely to be officially labelled 
crimina.l or delinquent than females, taking all 
other things as equal. 

There are three main areas of research which have so~e 

bearing on the testiLg of these hy~otheses. The first two, 

official data and participant observation studies, are to be 

discussed in this chapter; the third, self-report analysis, is 

considered in Chapter Three and relates to the epidemiology of 

juvenile crime. 

Official data studies represent some of the earliest work 

done in the field of official processing policies, and predate' 

labelling theory by many years. Through the E.nalyeia of the 
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compiled statist ics of various law enforcement agencies, p~r--

ticularly the police a.nd the courts, re:?earchers have been in 

a posit:1.on to investigate the social distribution of' official 

disposition decisions throughout ths population. Of cOLlrse, 

any variations observed between class, race, age, and sex, and 

say the propenei ty to be arrested, referred to court, or sen-' 

tsnced, need not indicate that these factors have any indepen-· 

d'3nt effect on official labelling. Over-representation may be 

the result of the gre~·ter levels of criminality associated with 

these partIcular groups and thus unrelated to discriminatory 

treatment policies. However, it seems that official over-rep

resentation is a necessary, if not sufficient, prereq,uisi te to 

the existence of police or court bias. Further, although the 

social epidemiology of crime may be unknown at the time and 

locality of a particular'stucy, some indicator of the relative 

effect of social factors, compared to the seriousness and fre~ , 

quency of criminality, can be ascertained through the operation 

of variable controls. Thus, although official dnta investig

ations might not be able to locate the exact nature, or leval, 

of official discrimination, tt..ey ought to be capable of pro--

viding some evidence of 1-t. 

Participant observation studies, on the other hand, seem 

to be in a better position to assess the basis for the select

ion of indi"liduals to be proces,sed by the criminal justice 

system. Observation studies, however, have so far tended to 

emphasise police treatment policies during on-the-etreet 

encounters, and in particular, the arrest situation. The ob

server directly experiences the interaction seq,uence between 

the suspect and the pollcR, and is tCllS potentially capable of 

perceiving the sort of factors tbat the police refer to in arr

iving at a disposition decision. Jury undue l!!ignificance 
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atta.ched to the social conditions of the j.ndividual, compared 

to the condltioll3 of the offence, should be clearly visible to 

the participant observer. 

Although each of these methodologies may not be entirely 

adequate ao an independent investigative technique, when com

bined they should be able to provide some useful insights into 

this application of labelling theory. The following, there

fore, is an analysis of these two research approaches, in terms 

of the extent to which they offer support or reject the Hypoth

eses One to Four. 

2. Official dat~ stud ies . 

One of the earliest of official data studies concerned with the 

distribution of official disposition decisions was by Thorsten 

Sellin, in an a.rticle entitled, 'Race Prejudice in the Admil1-

istration of Justice.' (1935) In this insta~lce, the official 

disposition investigated waE the average length of prison sen-

tences given by American courts for a variety of offences, and 

the sccial characteristic compared was the individual's race. 

In most cases, Negro males wsre seen to be given lor~er sen-~ 

tences than the native born wbite3 for similar types of offence 

commission. Sellin concludes, •••• equality before the law io 

a social fiction.' (1935 p.217) 

1I!ost of the ea.rly official data stud ies were concerned with 

revealing discriminatory court dispositions with respect to the 

racial characteristics of the off~nder. Both Johnson (1944) and 

Garfinkel (1949) investigated American court Negro sentencing 

policies for cas~s of homicide, and concluded that the race of 

the offender certainly did seam to be associa.ted with official 

outcome. Johnson (1944) for example, concluded: 
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The edmini5tration of justice is from beginning 
to end 00 l!!uch a. pa.rt of the whole system of Negro
white social relatio:lo. that it mast be viewed not 
only a.s a process which d iscrirninates against 
Negroes and thus biases the statistics of crime, 
but also as a direct and indirect causative factor 

. in the production of Negro crime. (1944 p.103) 

By the 1960's, the issue of discrimina:tion in the crim

inal justice system had been broadened to include juveniles, 

other social factors such as socia-economic status, age, and 

sex, and a variety of stages of police processing. With this 

development came the first few inves·tigations to contradict 

the strengthening opinion that offi~ial agencies were generally 

biased and discriminatory. From this time on, the results of 

official data stUdies have continued to conflict and contradict 

one another. 

3. Method of analysis 

The following is an analysiS of a nu.mber of official data stud

ies, from the 1930's to the present, which in some way relate 

to the class, race, age, or sex distribution of police or 

court disposition decisions for adults and juve~iles. Because 

of the variability of these investigations, the notion of off-

icial labelling will be left, for the time being, as flexible as 

possible; but generally, this refers to either polic3decisions 

to refer individuals further into the legal processing system, 

or to court sentencing dccisionS. 

A total of thirty-three data studies have so far been 

1nvestigated with respect to the fou:~ hypotheses. The se-

lection of these s-tud1es, of course, has been in ps.rt moulded 

by those works which were available at the tinc, alld a.s such 

need not be representative of all da.ta. stud ies so far don~. 

However, it is felt that the majority of th9 .most discussed re-

searches, by academics at the mO!!l3nt .are cor ... tair.ed in this sample, 
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and that because of this, it is assumed that there will be 

few yital works left out which hays not come to the atter..tion 

of contemporary writers in this field. 

In order to represent best the combined results of all 

these investigations, the authors' general conclusions have 

been tabulated, such that the relative weight of support for 

the labelling hypotheses can be more easily assessed~ Before 

proceeding to this summary of ~esults, the position of the 

'author's general conclusion' needs clarification. Data studies 

are notorious for presenting rather confusing overall con

clusions from their results, especia.lly if the results are 

qualified, conflicting, or marginal within the context of the 

study. Generally, however, the 'author's general conclusion' 

referredto here is the dominant position arrived at after all 

the various qualifications have been made, and as such is per

ha.ps more impressionistio than faithful to the author's inten

tions. The first factor investigated wit~ respect to its ass~ 

ociat ion with offici,al la.belling policies, and treated. in this 

way, is that of socia-economic status. 

4. Official dj.sEosit1on decisions and socio-economic stat~ 

The distribution of gener~l conclusions regarding socio

economic status (S.E.S.), is shown in Table 1. The table 

distinguishes police and court disposition decisions for both 

juveniles and adults. In the case of the studies by Willie 

(1954), and Shannon (1953), only the distribution of decisions 

by socio-economic area have been considered. 

The initial balance of conclusions reveals a considerable 

amount of conflict in terms of the association between official 

disposition decisions and social class, with almost as many 

stUdies sugeesting some association as those not ~ With 1'1;\6-
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pect to the police treatment of juveniles, two studies propose 

that there is some association to class background (Thornberry 

1973. auJ Wolfgang 1972), and two suggest that there 1s no 

such association (Terry 1967, and Weiner 1972). 

Table 1. 

9ENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDINq 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEU SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS .-

AND OFFICIAIJ LABELIJING . -

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIAT ION 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: Thornberry (19J3) Terry (1967) 
Wolfgang (1972 ' Weiner (1972) 

(Area.2:.E •S .) (~~a S.E.~) 

Willie (1964) Shannon (1963) 

Adults: Green (1970) 

COURT -
Juveniles: Mannheim (1957) Hindelang (1975) 

Reiss (1961) Little (1959) 
Sca.rpi ttl (1971) Me ad e ~ 197 4 ~ 
Thornberry (1973) Teri"y 1967 

Thomas (1975) 

Adults: Burke (1975) Willick (197,) 
Chiricos (1972) 
Johnson (1957) 

Similarly, one study concludes that there 1s some association 

between socio-economic area and po11ce referral'decisions 

(Willie 1964), and one concludes tha.t there is no stlch asso-

ciation (Shannon 1963). Before reviewing the distrib~tion of 

court disposition decisions, this cOl'l..flict of retJults req,u1r~s 

a brief elaboration. 
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Thornberry's 1973 study of police decision-making shows 

that 36.~~ of low S.E.S. juveniles were referred by -the police 

to a further stage of juvenile processing compared to 21.510 of 

high S.E.S. youths. Thornberry thus concludes: 

••• low S.E.S. subjects are treated consistently 
more severely than their counterparts, even when 
both legal variables are simulataneously controlled. 
(1973 p.97) 

Wolfgang (1972) similarly found that 28.2~ of low S.E.S. 

juveniles were referred by the police to the next stage of 

processing, compared to 19.7% of high S.E.S. youths. After 

legal variable controls were administered, however, this re

lationship was reduced. 

Terry (1967), on the other hand, investigated the ten

dencyfor police departments to refer, rather than divert, 

juveniles into the juvenile justice system, but failed to find 

any significant association in terms of social class differences. 

Weiner (1972) similarly finds no significant association be

tween the two, and concludes: 

••• the socio-economic status of the individual 
youth may be said not to affect the disposition 
decision of juvenile officers. (1972 p.208) 

Thus, these four studies are in many ways comparable, yet 

arrive at conflicting conclusions. However, the two researches 

which do suggest a relationship between class and disposition 

decision (Thornberry 1973, and Wolfgang 1972), in fact suggest 

only a rather weak association. After the seriousness of 

offence had been controlled, Wolfgang (1972) found only a per

centage difference of between 3~ and 11~, depending on the type 

of offence committed. (1972 p.225) Thornberry (1973), on the 

other hand, reveals some major disparities between low and high 

S.E.S. juvenile dispositions, although after offence and prior 

record controls the majority of his findings remained in 

Single percentage figures. 
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The study of socio-economic area by Willie and Gershen

ovitz (1964) i~ concerned with delinquency rates and the ratio 

of juvenile referrals by the police to the juvenile courta. 

From a selection of five different socio-economic areas, the 

authors conclude that delinquency rates are inversely related 

to soeio-economic area. Shannon (1963), in a sim.ilar invest

igation of three socio-economic areas, conversely summa~ised 

that, although some inverse relationship was apparent between 

area status and delinquency referral,this was not generally 

statistically significant. 

It might be considered, that from the six studies so far 

mentioned, only weak and mal1ginal evidence has been forthcoming 

for either conclusion. In addition to this, these weak and 

marginal conclusions generally tend to contradict one another. 

To some extent this ai tuation is repeated for stu.dies relatin.g 

to court sentencing policies. 

Roughly the aame number of studies support the view of 

some class associa·t ion (Mannheim 1957, Reiss 1961, Scarpi tti 

1971, Thornberry 1973, Burke 1975, Chiricos 1972, and Johnson \ 

1957), as those concluding that there is no such assocj.a-tion 

(Hindelang 1975, Little 1959, 1!eade 1974, Terry 1967, Thomas 

1975, Willick 1975). However, as this d1st:-ibutioll represents 

only an initial sorting of results which will later be reduced 

as so~e are discarded, and as the primary interest of this 

investigation lies with the police treatment of juveniles, a 

more detailed o.nalysis of court proceedings will be rese~led 

unt i1 lat er •. 

5. Official disEosition dccisi~and rac! 

The distribution of results relating to police and court dis

pos1tionswlth respect to the racial factor, is bhown in Table 2. 
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Ta.ble 2. 

GENERAL CONCL~JSIONS REGARDING 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE ArID OFFICIAL LABELLING . 

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATIOlJ NO ASSOCIATION 
LEYEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: Goldman (1969) McEachern (1967) 
Fe rd i nand (1 970) Terry (1967) 
Hohenstein ~1969~ Weiner (1972) 
Thornberry 19J3 
WOlfga, (1972 
Wilson 1968) 

Adults: Green (1970) 

COURT 

Juveniles: Arnold (1971) Ferdinand ~1970~ 
Axelrad (1952) H1ndelang 1975 
Scarp itt i (1 571 ) Me ad e ~ 1 97 4 ~ 
Thomas (1975 Terry 1967 
Thornberry (1973) 

Adults: Bullock (1961) Green (1964) 
Burke (1975) 
Chiricos (1972) 
Garfinkel (1949) 
Hall (1975) 
Hindela1 (1975) 
Johnson 1957~ 
Johnson 1944 
Moses (1947) 
Sellin (1935) 
Wolfgang ~1962~ 
Wolfgang 1973 

In comparison to the class distribution of Table 1., the over

all balance of this second table appears to favour more strongly 

some association between racial factors and official disposition; 

although, perhaps less so for juveniles than for adults. At 

the police level of analysis, six juvenila studies conclude 

that there is some association between race and disposition 

(Goldman 1969, Ferdinand 1970, Hohenstein 1969, Thornberry 197), 

Wolfgang 1972, and Vi11!3on 1968), comparad to three findings 
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of no association (McEachern 1967, Terry 1967, and Weiner 1972). 

Again, only the one study of adults was available. (Green 1970), 

and thus no compa.rison was possible in this respect. 

At the court level of precessing, the balance of con

clusions was once again fairly evenly weighted for juveniles, . 

with five authors supporting some association and four support

ing no association. This Vias not the case, however, for adults. 

Of the thirteen adult studies investigated, twelve of these 

concluded that ethnic minorities, usually Negroes, were gen

erally more severely dealt with by the criminal courts, than 

were whites. 

As before, the primary interest of this analysis is with 

the police treatment of juveniles, and therefore,a more detailed 

description of the six studies finding some association and 

the three studies finding no association, seems apPI'opris.te. 

Goldman (1969). consid(n's, amongst a variety of fac"tors, 

police referral decisions of juveniles to the juvenile courts, 

and concludes that 64.8~ of all Negro children arrested were 

referredto court, comp·ared to 33.6{o of white youths. Ferdinand 

(1970) found that police referredto a further stage of pro-

cessing 76% of black juveniles, compared to 63% of white. Roh

enstein (1969), on the other hand, conducted what he refers to 

as a 'Predictive Attribute Analysis' on a variety of 'variables, 

including race, and sllgeests that the zr.axi1I!.um rncial e-ffect 

obtained was when 78% of Negro arrests were referred compared to 

2~ of wr.i te arrest referrals. This, howeyer, was the maximum 

effect and for all other varie,ble combinatior.LS the influence of 

raqe was considers.bly less than this. Thornberry'& results 

(1973) il1dicate that before any variable controls, 40.8~ of 

black juveniles·were referredby the police to a furthar stage 

of official proceseir.\g with only 21.C'~ of white youths receiving 
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such treatment. Again. variable controls reduced this. e!:t'ec;i; 

somewhat. Wolfgang's results (1912) were similarly r.eduQE)Q 

from the difference of 43.3~ non-white referralacomp,2xed to 

23 .4l~ white referrals with the inclusion of variable contro18, 

although a substantial relationship continued to rem.~1n. Ftn

ally, Wilson concluded (1968) that en average 42. 91"t of NOf,;roQa 

were sent to court by the police compared to 15.7~ ot white 

jU.veniles. 

Thus, the results favouring some racial effoct, in termo 

of police 'processing of juveniles, do seem to dominate thODO 

researches. The three studies indicating no such association. 

however, similarly present strong findings, although all havo 

opted for other statistical techniques of presentation tl!a.ll 

simple percentage differences. McEachern (1967) analyees tho 

proportion of petitions requested by the police for court app

earances by racial factors, and concluded that white, NogrOt 

and Mexican juveniles were genel·ally equally' x-epresented. 

Weiner (1972) concludes that there is, ' ••• no significant 

effect of race on disposition decisions ••• ' (1972 p.208), and 

Terry (1967) concludes, 'The police appear to utiliz~ basically 

legalistic criteria in making dispoeition decisions.' (1967 

P.179) 

A number of features of these results seem. to be immed

iately striking. Unlike the results relating to socio~~oonom10 

status, there a~e some considerable percentage differences 

indicated between white juvenile police referrals and those tor 

racial minorities. Wilson (1968), for example, finds police 

cou.rt referrals differ from 42.9% for Negroes, to 15. 7~~ for 

whi tea; nearly three t trues a.s high. Goldman (1969), Thorllbel:ry 

(1973), and V?olf"gang (1972) all show differences of nearly ona 

hundred percent for Negro processing to that of white juveniles, 
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On the other hand, Ferdinand (1970) shows quite small percent

age differences between the two; which introduces the second 

feature of these results, their variability. As for Table 1, 

the conclusions vary from no association at all to suggestions 

of very strong relationships. 

One of the most striking aspects of these results is 

the recurrent tendency for the strength of these relationships 

to reduce, and sometimes disappear, with the introduction of 

legal variable controls; especially the seriousness of offence 

committed and the prior record of the offender. This point 

will be elaborated later in this chapter, although it does seem 

at this stage that other factors need to be considered before 

any conclusive results can be obtained. Before an analysis 

of the various methodological problems is embarked upon, 

however, it is first necessary to review briefly this situation 

as it applies to the two other factors, age and sex. 

6. Official disposition decisions and age 

Eleven official data studies make some reference to the 

influence of the age of the offender on disposition decision 

and are shown in terms of their conclusions in Table 3 below. 

The majority of these investigations conclude that some 

association appears to exist between the offender's age and 

disposition. Three juvenile stUdies of police disposition 

decisions conclude that there is some association (Goldman 1969, 

McEachern 1967, and Terry 1967), and one suggests that there 

is no association (Hohenstein 1969). At the court level of 

analYSis the research conclusions relating to juveniles are 

equally divided with two authors favouring some association 

(Terry 1967, and Thomas 1975), and two finding no association 

Hindelang 1975, and Meade 1974). studies relating to the court 
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processing of adults, however, unanimously conclude that there 

is an association between ~ge and court disposition decision, 

with all four investigations arriving at this result. 

Table 3. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE 

ASSOCIATION BETVIEEN AGE AND OFFICIAL LABELLING 

DISPOSITI01~ ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATIOn 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: Goldman (1(69) Hohenstein (1969) 
McEachern 1967) 
Terry (1967) 

Adults: Green (1970 ) 

COURT 

Juveniles: Terry (1967) Hindelang (1975) 
Thomas (1975) Me ad e (1 974 ) 

Adults: Burke (1975) 
Chiricos (1972) 
Hlndelang (1975) Wolfgang (1962 

Elaborating th& situation for the police treatment of ju

veniles reveals as before c similar distribution of study var

iations. Goldman (1969) shows that 31.4% of ten year old ju-, 

venilas were referred by the police to juvenile court compared 

to 48.3% of seventeen year old youths. Goldman concludes: . 

There appears to be an ur-der-representation in 
court of arrests below the age of twelve, and an 
over-representation of arrests in the sixteen 
and seventeen-year groups. 

For a variety of reasons... po11ce are loath to 
refer younger children to court. So~et referring 
back to their own early childhOOd escapades, find 
justification for the infor~l rethcr then tho 
official treatment of such children. (1969 p. 274) 
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McEachern (1967) continues to represent his data in terms of 

the proportion of police petitions for various individuals, and 

suggests that nearly fifty-percent more fifteen and sixteen

year old youths received this more severe disposition than 

eleven or twelve- year olds. Terry (1967) compares twelve diff

erent variables to police decision-making and concludes that 

only three of these were related to official disposition; two 

legal variables, and the offender's ageo Hohenstein (1969), 

on the other hand, compared fourteen different variables to 

police decisions and found three significant associations only; 

none of which included the juvenile's age. 

As with the two other social factors, socio-economic status 

and race, slightly more studies favour the conclusion prop-

osed by the labelling theorists, but again, this result is not 

unanimous. The distribution in terms of the sex of the 

offender provides little clarification to this problem. 

7. Official disposition decisions and sex 

The distribution of study conolusions is shown in Table 4. 

All three studies dealing with the police treatment of juven

iles (Goldman, 1969, Hohenstein, 1969, and McEachern, 1967) 

conclude that there is no association between the offender's 

sex and police disposition. The distribution of conclusions 

for court decision-making, on the other hand, is divided, in 

that two investigations conclude no association (Hindelang, 

1975, and Meade, 1974), and one finding some association (Thomas, 

1975, found that boys were more severely dealt with than girls). 

The balance for adults, however, is in the opposite direction, 

with three studies finding some association between sex and dis

position (men treated more severely than women), and one study 

finding no association. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIons REGARDING THE . 
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SEX AND OF'FICIAL LABELLING --

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: Goldman (1969) 
Hohenstein (1969) 
McEachern (1967) 

Adults: Green (1970) 

COURT 

Juveniles: Thomas (1975) Hindelang (1975) 
Meade (1974) 

Adults: Garfinkel ~1949~ Chiricos (1972) 
Hindelann 1975 
Johnson (1957) , 

Consid'ering again those stu.dies relating to the police 

treatment of juveniles in more detail does little to clarify 

the issue. Goldman (1969) actually calculates that 54.2% of all 

girl offenders in his study were referredto court, compared to 

35.1(0 of the boys. However, because of the relatively small 

sample size of girl offenders, this relationship was not con

sidered significant; such that Goldman concludes: 

••• there seemed to be little differential treat
ment of boy and girl offenders. (1969 p.274) 

Hohenstein's results (1969) were similar to thnt for offender's 

age, in that the sex of the offender represented one of the 

eleven varia.bles out of the fourteen analysed which was not con

sidered signiftcant. McEachern (1967) similarly did .not COll

sider the variation of 0.29 of male offender referral to 0.21 

of female offender ref~rralas indicative of an association. 
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8. Problema of comparabi1.it1l 

The conflict of results between these official data studies has 

continued to exist through aach of the four social factors ana

lysed. One of the reasons for this variation nnd the resultant 

inability to arrive at a definitive conclusion on this issue, 

is the problem of study comparability. Although each of the 

above investigations are inVOlved with either police or court 

official statistics, and are each researching the importance 

of social factors in the official decision-making process, in 

many other respects they are quite different. One of the most 

important differences between these investigations, which could 

possibly help to explain the apparent variation in results, 

has already been touched upon and relates to the adequacy of 

other variable controls. The most significant of these is the 

adequacy of legal variable controls such as the frequency of 

offence comunission and the seriousness of the offence. In 
. 

order, therefore, to provide both study comparability and 

methodological adequacy, a number of other variable controls 

need to be discussed in the context ot the above research. The 

following considers those methodological differences which might 

contribute to variations in results. 

9. Methodological Erob1e~~ 

Differences in research methodology not only have consequences 

for study comparability. but also, in some instances, for the 

ent:1.re cred ibili ty of the investigat ion. Four of the most 

frequently occurring failings of official d3.ta studies are dis

cu~sed below VIi th the view thp.t the erossly inadequate re-

s~arches will need to be eliminated frem the final distribution 

of results. These failings are genera.lly associated with: th3 

seriollsness of offence control, the prlor record co::.tz-ol, the 
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significance of association and the area studied. 

a. Seriousness of offence control 

The fact that a statistically significant relationship can be 

observed, in any one of these studies, between social factors 

and official disposition, does not in itself offer support 

to the propositions of labelling theory. Quite simply, the 

individuals in these categories might be committing propor

tionately more serious crimes, and for purely legal reasons are 

more strongly represented. In order to show that official 

labelling is directed by social factors, the legal nature of the 

offence would first have to be held constant. The most im

portant of these legal variable controls is the seriousness of 

the offence committed. 

Seriousness of offence controls are frequently lacking in 

the data stUdies so far investigated. Weiner and Willie (1972), 

for example, found that the Juvenile Officer's court referral 

rates were unrelated to social factors, and concluded with 

respect to Negro offenders that, ' ••• the professional Ju

venile Officer is apparently unbiased.' (1972, p.209). Without 

knowing what type of offence Negro youths committed, there 

seems little justification for this remark. Similarly, Moses 

(1941) offers data to the effect that there is a higher rate 

of adult Negro convictions to that of whites, although fails 

to show what the convictions were for. 

By holding constant the seriousness of offence and then 

observing the relationship between labelling and social con

siderations, it becomes more likely that the independent effects 

of the non-legal variable can be made apparent. So far there 

have been two popular methods of controlling offence seriousness; 

through controlling the 'type' of offence committed, and through 

controlling a s~aled range of grouped offence seriousness 
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categories. 

i. Type of of'fen£~....£.9Etrol; 

If the comparison between social factors and official dis-

position is made for a specific type of offence, then the 

seriousness of the offence committed is automatically con

trolled. Bullock (1961), for example, confined his debate on 

prison sentencing policies to three specific offences; burg

lary, rape, and murder. Wilson (1968) on the other hand, con-·· 

siders eight different types of offence as a source of com

parison, ranging from loitering to homicide. 

Ignoring for the moment other variable controls, the tech

nique of using specific offences as a control very much 1.m

proves the quality of the research as a test for labelling 

theory. However, knowing the relationship between labelling 

and social factors with the type of offence held constant, only 

really tells us that social factors might have ~ influence 

on official labelling, not that it is the most important in

fluence. This distinction Vias most clearly presented in an 

article by Tittle (197°5) in which he distinguishes between min

or and major influences on official labelling. 

Tittle (1975) proposes "that it i3 very unlikely that 1a

b~lling theorists were advocating that labelling is only slightly 

related to social factors, or 'social disadvantage' (1975 p.164) • 

••• if labelling theory t:?ays only tha.t dis- . 
advantage variables will have some effect on 
official classification, then ull~·the excite-
ment genera.ted by the approach h~s been mis-
placed .. 

Surely the theorists are not interested in a 
one percent effect ••• 

Assuming that this is the case, it would not only have to be 

shown that social factors were related to official disposition, 

but also that this relationship is stronger than any other ass

ociation. In other words t it rnu:.;t be seen that social ccr_dition.~ 
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influence the outcome of official labelling more than the legal 

conditione, otherwise the predictive ability of labelling 

theory would be severely limited. 

To overcome thi's, Tittle proposes that a double control 

is needed. A valid test, suggests Tittle (1975 P.164), would· 

need to, ' ••• hold constant actual rule-breaking and observe 

the relationship between labelling and disadvantages, and ••• 

'compare the magnitude of that association with the one observed 

when disadvantages are held constant and the level of actual 

rUle-breaking and labelling are associated.' Although very few 

studies actually do make a double comparison of this nature, it 

. may be calculated from the research, so long as a scaled range 

of offence seriousness is incorporated as a legal variable 

control. 

ii. Scaled range of offence seriousness control 

Controlling the nature of the offence committed by the use of 

a range of offence seriousness categories avoids the possibility 

that any social factor association might be spurious and pe-

culiar only to a particular offence type. Because of this, a 

well formulated offenl.}e range may be a. better control than the 

single specific offence. The actual number of offence categ

ories may vary from tv;o (e.g. Thornberry 1973, Goldman 1969), 

to B.S ltany as seven or more categories (e.g. McEachern 1967). 

The further advanta.ge of this type of centrol is .that the 

distinction between the major and minor influences of sociel 

factor9 on official disposition, outlined by Tittle (1975), may 

be calculated, eo long as the results are cor.tained in the 

re~earch publication. Any scale of two or more degrees of off

ence serioll.sness, provides a comparative base from wl:ich the 

independent effects of both social and leeal fr..ctors 1l1S-Y be 

calcu.lated. In m~ny wuys, however, the greater the number of 
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seriousness categories in the scale, the greater the accuracy 

and certainty of the results. The least number of categories 

for the scaled offence control, that is two classes of offence, 

may serve to obscure trends in association unless they have 

been particularly well designed. 

The dichotomous characterisation of offence seriousness is 

a popular method by which to control for offence committed, 

although the limitations to this approach need to be made clear. 

In some ways, it is only a partial improvement on no offence 

control at all. Goldman (1969) for example, controls for off

ence by splitting all crimes into serious or minor offences. 

Thornberry (1913) characterises between high and low serious 

offences, and Green (1910) between Index (serious) offences 

and Others. It is surprising, for example, that this technique 

is considered adequate enough for Green (1910) above, as in 

his 1964 article he criticises Johnson's study of 1941 for his 

ranking of criminal homicides as an unsatisfactory legal control 

on the grounds that, 'Criminal homicide is not one but several 

offences of widely different gravity under the law.' (1964 

p.348). Thus, it might be too crude to combine a wide range of 

different offences under the blanket ter.ms of high, or most, 

serious crimes. Nevertheless, the dichotomised characterisation 

of offences is considered here as a recognisable means of 

offence control, and as an adequate method by which to test 

the degree of relative influence of social and legal factors. 

b. Prior record control 

The second most important legal variable control is that of 

the offender's previous record. In the same way as certain 

groups of individuals may be treated more severely by the crim

inal processing system because of the seriousness of their 
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offeuce, 8S opposed to their social characteristics, so too 

may be the case for previous of:!'ence record. If. certain groups 

of people receive harsher treatment, this may well be because 

they are also the !:lore frequent offenders, and therefore is 

more indicative of their rule-breaking' behaviour than of dis

criminatory practices. 

There is one point of caution required with respect to the 

ir~luence of prior record on disposition outcome, however, and 

that is the extent to which it may be truly.:, considered a legal 

variable. Prior record, after all, simply refers to the nwmber 

,of previous contacts with the official processing system and is 

not directly reflective of actual behaviour. The basis for 

these previous contacts might well be the social character

istics of the offender, and thus, is not a true indicator of 

purely legal considerations. As Box suggests: 

••• prior record is, in many respect, the sedimen
tation of previous deployment, detection and dis
positional decisicns, all of which were influenced 
by soci~l considerations. (1971 P.196) 

It nevertheless seems that the knowledge of the individ

ual's prior record does provide more help than hindrance in 

establishing the relative influence of various factors, and 

thus, in the absence of any more perfect solution, is consid

ered here as a genuine legal variable. Studies incorporating 

this control t therefore, will be considered more favou.rably ths.n 

thcsearriving at a conclusion in ita absence. 

c. Significance...9!. ~sso_CLi...§-.!ill 

This third methodological problem is not to do with variable 

controls as such but in the strength of the relationship 

shown between two or mOI'e variables. r;ot only does a rela.--

tionsh1p ha.ve to. be shown to exist between social factors and 

labelling, but alao, that this association 1s statistically 

Significant. Hagen (1974), however, considers that many of 
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these officia.l data studies are 1nadeque.te on the grounds 

that they do not operate meanil\3ful significa.nce controls 

between the associations obtained. 

Some rules of significance are laid down by sta.tisticians, 

although they are often applied rather flexibly by sociologists. 

As often as not, significance between vari~ble association3 is 

established by rule-of-'thwnb. However, in many cases, the 

onus is placed on the statistical tests of significance 'chi' 

and 'tau', and as Hagen suggests: 

The frequent reliance on tests cf significance 
in these studies is troubl1ng, considering the 
extensive debate regarding the merits of such 
tests, (1974 p.261) 

One of the problems of these tests, suggests Hagen, 1s that 

they are very much affected by the size of the sample used. 

When the sample size is large, it is generally quite easy to 

establish that an association 1s statistically significant. 

A similar problem exists, however, for particularly small 

samples. If the research data is only of average size, say 

400 or less, (e.g. Johnson 1944, Little 1959, Thomas 1975) it 

does not take many sub-categorisations of this sample before 

individual sub-samples reach double or even single figure3. 

Again, very high percentage differences can be obtained for 

small sample sizes. Ferdinand and Luchterhand (1970), for 

example, produced a table for white and black feItale offender3 

showing that 100~ of the white category were ad j ud icated de-

11nquent, compared to O~ who were not; dealing with a sample 

size of 1 •. This was used to suggest tha.t 10~ of white fe-

rn3.les were labelled delinquen"t compared to 7210 of blacks, Ilsing 

a. sample size for the former of n=1, and for the latter n=134 

The value of such data as indicative of a z.caaning:ful relation

ship, is serio~sly in doubt. 
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d. Area studie9., 

Considering that much of the general theorising associated with 

delinq,uency and crimir..e.lity over the last half-century has 

been implicitly or explicitly located in a Western Industrial 

setti~~, it seems desirable that the area in which official 

disposition policies are tested should contain "those features 

associated with a reasonably large urban area. Studies based 

in small or rural areas might well produce a.typical resul"ts 

because of the specific social or community structure of this 

type of area. 

!{.ost of the in-vestigations so far analysed have in fact 

been conducted in large ~etropo1itsn areas, and thus not only 

fit in with this urban ideal, but also offer a reasonable level 

of study comparability. Ther~ are, however, a. few exceptions. 

to this. Green (1970), for oxample, stUdies official process

ing in Ypsilanti in the United States of America. Ypsilanti 

is described by Green as an industrial city, although in fact· 

the population in 1968 was only 25,000. Throughout his study, 

Green refers to the total numbers of recorded crimes ill terms 

of a rate per 100,000 of the population. For 1941, for example, 

Green quotes the number of crimes as 1,870 p~r 100,000 based 

on an actual figure of 227. An imaginative if not unwarrented 

leap most likely based on the desire to improve study respect

ability to the levels generally attained by official data 

studies. It does seem dangerol.~s nevertheless to incorporate 

this type of scalI town study into a co.'llparison of results 

from laree metropolitan area.s with quite different social, and 

probably criminal, processes. 

10. ~.~~_hod aua11ty contro.+. 

The earlier distribution of study concluDiom3 mr.de no al1ow-
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ancc for differences in methodological adequacy or relative 

quality of these results. By outlining some of the more 

serious problems as~ociated with these inves·t1gations, it is 

hoped that a second distribution of results can be displayed 

based on only the best available official data studies, on the 

assumption that the results frcm these will be th€ more reliable. 

Thus, a process of study elimination 19 requ1.red to reveal the 

distribution of only those investigations fulfilling a min-

imum leve~ of methodological adequacy. 

All investigations failing to control for offence serious-

ness, therefore, the most important of the legal variable 

controls, need to be eliminated from the analysis because of 

their inability to predict the independent effects of social 

criteria in the manner required to test the hypotheses form

ulated. Similarly, all stUdies based on amall town and rural 

populations must be removed on the grounds of study compar

o.bil1ty and the assumed variations in general social process9tJ 

that may be associated with these type of areas. 

As far as prior record co.ntrol and the significance of 

association is concerned, these are best dealt with as con~' 

tributir..g, or positive rather than negative' characteristics, 

capable of improving the status of researches where they have 

been successfully and properly operated, and reducing in status 
, . 

those researches where they have not been so applied. 

11. Studil_9.istribution and socia-economIc statu~ 

The effect of reducing the original Table 1. distribution of 

study conclusions by those investigations faillne to control 

for offence seriousness or conducted in a sm.all or rural area, 

produces the balance of results shown in Table 5. below* A 

total of ni rJ.e , stlldiec hrJ.ve been elir.r:.inated f eight because o'! -, 
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the absence of a seriousness of offence control (Vlil1ie 1964, 

Weiner 1912, If.annheim 1951, Reiss 1961, Scarpitti 1971, Little 

1959, Burke 1975, ar!.d Willick 1975), and one because of the • 

nature of the area studied (Green 1970). 

Tab~~_~. 

gUALIT!_ conTROLLED conCLUSIONS REGARDING THE 

ASSOCIATION BETWEEH SOCIO-ECONOIlUC _STATUS AND ,OFFICIATJ 

LABELLING 

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juven1leo: Thornberry (1973) Terry (1967) 
Wolfgang (1972) , 

(Area S.E.S:,) . 

Shannon (1963) 

Adults: 

,qOURT 

Juveniles: Thornberry (1973) Hindela~~ (1975) 
Meade ~ 1974 ~ 
Ter-:y 1967 
Thomas (1975) 

Adl.1~ts: Chiricos (1972) 
Johnson (1957) 

Obviously no great improvements have been made in terms 

of favouring one or other of "the two conclusions. The removal 

of the weaker studies, therefore, does not immedia.tely cla.ri:fy 

the. situation. What is now required 1s a comparison of the 

rela.tive strengths of the remaining inve3t igat ions. . 

J... pOint of particular 1~portance would be to ests.blish 

the strength of signific~nce of those results nUBgeet1ng that 
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there is some association. This could be done simply by com

paring the percentage difference'S for various S.E.S. categ

ories, or by incorF~ratlng Tittle's notion (1975) of minor and 

major influences on disposition decisions. If the percentage 

difference between say high S.E.S. and low S.E.S. offender 

treatment policies was either small, or less than the percentage 

influence contributed by the nature of the offence commi"tted, 

or even previous record of offences, then only the weaker ver

sion of l~belling theory could be supported. 

Before Tittle's distinction can be tested, the invest

igation concerned must have used a scaled range of offence 

seriousness control, of two or more categories, to enable the 

calculation of the independent effect of both social and legal 

considerations. Of the three remaining juvenile/police studies, 

excluding for the moment Shannon's area investigation (1963), 

Thornberry (1973), Wolfgang (1972) and Terry, (1967), a.ll use 

a scaled range, although only Thornberry and Wolfgacg present 

their results in a manner in which they can be recalculated. 

Thornberry (1973) simultaneously controls for prior rec

ord and offence seriousness, although the basic offence effect 

1s roughly the same for eech level of prior record oontrol. 

Considering, therefore, those individuals with no previous 

reoord, Thornberry finds that for low seriousness offences, 

9.0~ of lower S.E.S. and 3.8~ of higher S.E.S. juveniles were 

referredby the police to the next stage of offioial processing; 

an apparent difference in treatment policies. In the case of 

high seriousness offenoes, however, the difference remains with 

51.0~ of lower S.E.S., and J4.7/~ of higher S.E.S. individuals 

referred to a fUl.'·i:;hel· stage of pz"ocessing, although it can 

clearly be seen that the general percentage difference between 

low and hieh seriou3ness c)ffences io fe.r greater than the 
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differences between soelo-economic status. Thus, in accord-

ance with the principles outlined by Tittle (1975), the ser

iousness of the offence committed appears tO,be a far better 

predictor of official outcome than the class of the offender. 

Wolfgang's study (1972) suggests a similar conclusion. 

In the case of white youths, 9.3~ of lower S.E.S., and 6.6~ of 

higher S.E.S. minor offence commissions were referredby the 

police, compared to 55.3% of lower S.E.S. and 44.4% of higher 

S.E.S. most serious offenders. Again, the offence seriousness, 

or the legal conditions, emerge as a far better indicator of 

official outcome than the social conditions of the case. 

o Terry's results (1967) cannot be calculated in this manner, 

although this does not really matter as he fails to find any 

association between S.E.S. and disposition anyway. Thus, as 

far as the police treatment of juveniles is concerned, -the 
o , 

balance is one study favouring no association and two studies 

favouring only a,weak or minor association between social factors 

and labelling. Shannon (1963) similarly find3 no significant 

association in his study of socio-economic area. 

Considering the situation at the court level of processing, 

there is little evidence to reverse the conclusion shown for 

police treatment. Only one stlldy now remains which is method

ologically adequate and which shows some association between 

court disposition and socio-economic status for juveniles, and 

that is Thornberry'a continued investigation (1973). In the 

case of the court's decision to 'adjust', a l~ss serious dis

position, or 'refer' the juvenile, the influence of offence 

seriousness on~e again emerged as the dominant force dictating 

disposition outcome. (1973 p.97) For the wore serious dis-

Position decisions of institut1onal~sation or to place the indi

vidual on probation, Thornberry concluded that there W9.G only 
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a weak association for both socio-economic status and for the 

seriousness of offence. 

The two adult studies, that of Chiricos (1912) and 

Johnson (1957), both indicate some association between court 

sentencing and status factors, although Chiricos admits that 

in his study this relationship is only weak when educational 

factors are used as an indicator of social class, and below the 

level of statistical significance when occupational skill is 

used as an indicator. Johnson's investigation (1957), on the 

other hand, does find a strong association, but 1n relation to 

the distribution of capital punishment. It might well be that 

this constitutes a special case, and should not be generalised 

to less serious situations. 

Some emphasis has been given in this analysiS to the dis

tinction between minor and major influences of social factors 

relativd to social labelling. Although this technique undoubt

edly does indicate the relative strengths of social, as com-

pared to legal variables, it is uncertain how far it should be 

held as the definitive test of labelling theory. The theorists 

discussed in Chapter One were not particularly clear on the 

strength of the social factor influence nor on whether 'or not 

they were advocating that social factors will hs.ve the majo,r 

predictive effect on disposition outcome. Direct class-linked 

statements were, in fact, rare. Erikson (1962), however, tells 

us, • ••• working-c1ass bOy3 ••• are far more likell to go to 

prison than upper-class boys who commit the same or even more 

serious crimes ••• ' (1962 p.308) (my underl'ining). Similarly, 

Bec~er (1963) only really sugeests, 'The middle-class boy is 

less likely, when picked up by the police to be taken to the 

sta.tion ••• and it is extremely unlikely that he will be convicted 

a.nd sentenced.' (my underlining) (1963 j;: .12) Whether this 
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should be construed as propos1~~ a major or minor influence 

1s uncertain, even though T1 ttle' (1975) considers that 1a--

helling theory is only valuable if the major influence view

pOint is taken. It will be considered here, however, that this 

requirement 1s not fundemental to the status of labelling 

theory, such that evidence of strong but minor influences will 

be considered as viable evidence enhancing the label11sts po-

sit ion. 

From .the evid ence so far available, the social class of 

the offender has been shown to have some influence on dis

position outcome although this was generally weak and always 

less influential than the offence the individual had committed. 

On the other hand, some evidence simultaneously exists to the 

effect that on some occasions' and for some investigations the 

class status of the individual has no influence on official 

decision-making. The reason why methodologically adequate re

searches can still provide conflictir~ r~sults is the subject 

of the discussion at the end of this section on study dist-, 

ribution. 

12. Study distr~bution and race 

The new distribution of study conclusions for race, with the 

methodologically inadequate investigations reID.DVed, is shown 

in Table 6. Only five researches have been elln:inated from 

the original table; four tecause of the absence of a seriousness 

of offence control (Weiner 1972, Scarpltti 1971, Burke 1975, 

and Moses 1947), and one because ot the area studied (Green 

197'0) • 

Four of the five studies eliminated represented a con

clusioll of some associa.tion between race and official dis

position, although thi!3 removal has eff€ct~d the distribution 
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of results only slightly_ The balance for juveniles a.t the 

police level of analysis seems to now more strongly favour 

a result of some association, with six studies supporting .this 

conclusion compared with two which do not. 

Table 6. 

QUALITY CONTROLLSD CONCLDSIONS REGARDING 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE AND OFFICIAL LABELLING 

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATIOn 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: Goldman (1969) McEachern (1967) 
Ferdinand (1970) Terry (1967) 
Hohenstein ~1960~ 
Thornberry 1973 
WOlfga, (1972) 
Wilson 1972) 

Adults: 

gOURT 

Juveniles: Arnold (1971) Ferd inand ~ 1970 ~ 
Axelrad (1952) Hind elang 1975 
Thomas (1975) Meade ~1974) 
Thornberry (1973) Terry 1967) 

Adults: Bullock (1961) Green (1964) 
Chiricos (1972) 
Garfinkel (1949) 
Hall (1975) , 
H1ndel"1 (1975) 
Johnson 1957~ 
Johnson 1944 
Sellin (1935) 
Wolfgang ~1962~ 
Wolfgang 1973 

The si tuat 10n for juveniles at the court level of ana.lysis 

is evenly divided with fo~r studies supporting each conclusion. 

The distribu.tion for adults, however, at the court level of 

invest igat ion, seems c1 e€'.rly 1n favour of cOllclud ing some 
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racial association. Ten of the eleven studies analysed con

cluded that, even after seriousness of offence controls, in

dividuals from ethnic minorities were core severely treated 

by the courts. 

As it is impossible in the time to conduct an in-depth 

analysis of each of these researches, a more datailed invest

igation is reserved for the most important area, as far as the 

present research is concerned, of the police treatment of ju-

v~n1les. 

It was suggested in the previous discussion concerning 

socio-economic status and official disposition decisions, that 

an important feature of those studies supporting a conclusion 

of some association was the strength of the relationship that 

- had been established. Considering those studies investigating 

"the association between official disposition and race reveals 

a similar variation of results. 

Goldman's original distribution (1969) of 64.8~ Negro 

police referralsto a juvenile court, compa.red "to 33.6~ white, 

Was reduced considerably for serious offenders with a differ

ence of 87.5% and 79.3~ respectively, bu·t maintained the orig

inal difference for minor offences with 53.Z~ Negro referrals 

compared to 22.6~ for whites. After the seriousness of offence 

control, therefore, race was significantly related to dispo-

Sition for minor offences only. Comparing this association to 

that obtained for the seriousness of offe~ce relationship to 

disposition, once again revealed that legal conditions emerge 

as the better predictor of disposition. 

Ferdinand (1970) indicated a non-controlled variation in 

race of 76% referrals for black youths compar.;!d to 63t1· for Vihi te. 

This appears to be in the expected· direotiol1, although thie 
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difference was not very significant statistically. With a 

seriousness of offence control this variation reduced below the 

level of significance for both high and low serious offences. 

The independent influence of the offence committed on dis

Position decision was again in the expected direction but was 

not significant, nor appreciably more influencial than the 

racial effect. 

Thornberry (1973) suggested that before offence controls 

40.8% of black youths were referred by the police to the next 

stage of processing compared with 21.2% for white. This effect 

Was reduced slightly for mDst serious offences with 70.0% of 

black youths referred to 49.6% of white, but maintained a diff

erential for low serious offences with 16.1% of the former 

referred to 7.7~ of the latter. Again, the combined racial 

effect was not more significant than the combined offence 

effect. 

Wolfgang (1972) provided roughly similar results with the 

non-controlled relationship of 43.3% non-white referrals com

Pared to 23.4% white referrals. When controlled by offence 

seriousness, 68.4% of non-whites, compared to 48.1% of whites, 

were referred for the most serious offences, and 20.8% of non

whites, compared to 9.3% of white were referred for minor off

ences. 

The final investigation supporting some association, and 

PUblishing the original data in a form capable of recalculation, 

was that of Wilson (1968) who concluded an overall difference 

in referrals of 42.9% for Negroes compared with 15.7% for whites. 

By controlling for a more serious offence (burglary) and a less 

serious offence (larceny) revealed an increased percentage 

difference for the more serious offence and a maintained 
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difference for the least serious offence. However, Wilson's 

sample is so small for Negro offenders (an average of four 

offenders per offence) thai; the controlled form of his data. 

cannot be considered reliable. 

Considering these studies together, there does seem to 

be some evidence to sugges"t that non-white offenders are re-

ferredto juvenile court more frequently than white, although 

possibly this difference is greater for the minor offencc, 

where police discretion is at its maximum, than for major off

ences. Generally however, the race of the offender is not a 

good predictor of official outcome; at least not to the same 

extent as is the seriousness of the offence committed. 

Certain reservations, of course, need to be made. Two 

methodologically adequate juvenile/police investigationa show 

no association between race and police treatment. Again, this 

Variation in results will be discussed later in this ch~pter. 

Secondly, a~l of the juvenile/police studies, and most ot the 

total sample of official data studies analysed, were cond.ucted 

in the United States of America. Any conclusions drawn trom" 

these researches need not necessa~ily be generalisable, either 

between countries or states of America. Before "any furtber 

debate is embarked upon, however, it is necessary to first 

review the situation for age and sex. 

13. Study distributton ~md ~~ 
• 

With the three eliminated investigations (Goldman 1969, Burke 

1975, and Green 1970) removed, the ntlmber of studies relating 

to :the association of age with official disposition is shown in 

Table 7. There now appears so few remaining investigations a.s 

to make any meanlneful compaI'1son very ~ifficult. "Three re-

searches are concerned with the poLlee treatment of juveniles 
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with two of these finding some association for age (~cEachern 

1967, and Terry 1967), and one f~nding no association (Hoh

enstein 1969). At the court level, the distribution is evenly 

balanced with two studies favouring each conclusion for ju--, 

v~niles, but dominantly favouring a conclusion of some asso

ciation for adults; with all three studies supporting this 

result. 

Only one of the three investigations relatine to juvenile/ 

police studies (McEachern 1967) presents the controlled re-

sults in a manner which may be reinterpreted. The previously 

large d1fference 1n the proportion of petitions applied for by 

the police for different age groups was seen to reduce soae

what with the introduction of a seriousness of offence control; 

with no real statistically significant associations emerging 

for a.ny offence category or for any comparison of age groups. 

Table 7.. 
QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDINq 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN AGE AND OFFICIAL LABELLING 

DISPOSITION 
LEVEL 

POLICE -
Juveniles: 

Adults: 

COURT -
Juv'en1les: 

Adults: 

ASSOCIATION 

l~cEachern (1967) 
Terry (1967) 

Terry (1967) 
Thomas (1975) 

Chir1cos (1972) 
Hindelang (1975) 
·V/olfgang (1962) 

. 

NO ASSOCIATION 

Hohenstein (1969)· 

Hindelang (1975) 
Meade (1974) 

. . 



Again, the seriousness of the offence appeared to be more 

strongly related to outcome decision than the age of the off

ender, once offence controls had been made. . Thus, for the 

police treatment of juveniles, no strong evidence seems to 

be available which clearly shows any association between age 

and disposition once offence was taken into account. 

14." Study distribution and sex 

Two studies have been eliminated from the original distribution 

for sex and official disposition outcome, which again tends to 

leave an inadequate number of investigation for either result 

to be clearly dominant. Only two studies remain for the police 

treatment of juveniles, as shown in Table 8., and these both 

_ favour a conclusion of no association between sex and police 

processing decisions. (Hohenstein 1969, and McEachern 1967) 

Table 8. 

QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SEX AND OFFICIAL LABELLING 

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATIOn NO ASSOCIATION 
LEVEL 

-
!:,.OLICE 

Juveniles: Hohen~tein (1965) ~:cEachcrn (1967 

Adults: 

COURT -
Juveniles: Thomas (1975) Hindelang (1975) 

Meade (1974) 

Adults: Garfinkel ~1949) Chiricos' (1972) 
Hindelanf 1975) 
Johnson 1957) 
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At the court level, no strong support exists for either con

clusion in the case of juveniles, with two supporting no ass

ociation (Hindelang, 1975, and Meade, 1974), and one favouring 

some association (Thomas, 1975, suggested boys were more 

severely dealt with than girls). Three of the four studies for 

adults concluded that men tended to receive harsher sentences 

than women. 

15. Problems of conflicting results 

Considering the association for all four of the above factors 

to official labelling, based on the results of official data 

studies, provides very little by way of definitive conclusions. 

With respect to the police treatment of juveniles, the socio

economic status of the offender was shown to be associated 

to disposition by two investigations and not associated by 

another, the race of the offender was perhaps the most strongly 

associated to official disposition with six studies supporting 

this conclusion, although two studies found that this was not 

the case, the age of the offender was linked with disposition 

by two researches although not so by another, and finally, 

the sex of the offender was not found to be associated with 

outcome by two official data studies. 

It seems that the only way in which these contradictions 

may be resolved is to look beyond the data, the police and 

juveniles, to other factors which might influence the situation. 

16. Extraneous variables 

Official data analysis represents a rather bland level of in

sight into what is actually going on. Official data, after all, 

is not a classified reflection of simple, definable situations, 

but a social product emerging from a series of interactions 

between individuals and agencies. The analysis of official 
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data. a.s 9. means of looklng back tow8.rds the situation of theil' 

inception and generation, is of courBe a rather crude and in

accurate mea.ns of studying social phenomena. On the other 

hand, official data can provide a generalised indication of 

trends in what is actually happening, which may be later re

investigated in more detail perhaps using other methodological 

techniques. 

The compilation of official data and the limitation of 

official data studies produces a number of problems in terms 

of accurately represen~in.g social processes, although it does 

not seem that it is :':limply this inaccuracy which is causing the 

conflict in results mentioned above. It is more likely to be 

the case that instead of misrepresenting the situation on some 

occasions because of the inability to handle available data, 

the problem lies more in the misrepresentation of the situation 

because of the absence of other unavailable factors which in

fluence disposition outcome. 

How the 'police or courts deal with individuals is. not . 

simply confined to tl1e interaction encounter of official agen-' 

cies with offenders. In many ways there are a host of other 

influences which play some part in determinir~ decision out

come and thus the character and policy of disposition de-' 

cisiona generally. Thornberry (1913), for exantple, includes a 

third important factor 1r~ the interacticn sequence when he 

concludes, ' ••• if other variables such as ••• the attitude of 

the victim were controlled, racial and S.:::.S. differences would 

be eliminated.' (1973 p.98) 

Two particularly significant extrar ... ~oLls inflt.;.ences which 

m.ay affect the police treatment of' juveniles are the role 

played by local cOl!J.Ulunity attitudes Sud the specific depart

mental policy 8.8 def1.ned and instigated by senio.Y' police. 
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officers. It is considered here, that these two factors 

taken together, mas serve to explain the ~jority of the var

iation in research results revealed in the previous analysis. 

As police mobilisation seems to be largely reactive rather 

than proactive, (Reiss 1971, Banton 1964) the nature of public 

attitudes to crime and its reportage may in turn affect the 

nature of the population of crimes available to the police. 

As Bottomley (1973) suggests: 

rlost indictable crime's 'l{noVin to the police' are 
not discovered as a result of the direct initia-

tive and detection work of the police themselves, 
but a.re reported to the police by members of the 
public who have witnessed or have been the victim 
of the crimes concerned. The attitudes of m~mbers 
of the public tov/ards reporting criminal behaviour 
must therefore be studied in order to analyse the 
relationship between crimes committed in the comm
unity and those crimes which become officially 
known to the police (1,973 p. 8) 

The rate of which communities report certain crimes, there

fore, may explain some of the regional variations in police 

operations. An important factor affecting reporting rate,s, is 

the variation in tolerance levels towards certain crimes; and 

possibly certain types of crimin.al. Bottomley (1973), for 

example t consid ers that a.reas whi\~h have trad it ionally high 

levels of violent crime often show a correspondingly high 

level of tolerance towards violence, such that these offences 

often go unreported. Similarly, Wilkins (1965) suggests that 

the coa~unity's social attitude to crime dcfinesthe ~ypa of 

behaviour that the police should do somGtting about. As tol-

erance le"'lels change, police mobilisation changes, and so too 

does the population of offenders known to the police. 

It is, of course, probable that the threshold 
value of disapproval for a constant event will 
chc:..nge Vii th t irne and fro rr.. place to place; that 
cocplaints will reflect the public expectation 
of beha.viour 2.nd that this will provide a rel
ative rather than an a.bf~olute r..teasure of' 'cri,mo.' 
(Wilkins 1965 p.281) 
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Another factor which may affect the reporting of crime, 

is the community' s att it ude towal'ds the police. Bottomley 

states: 

Closely linked to subcultural toleration which 
mainly affects the definition of criminal be-, 

haviour, is subcultural antipa.thy to'. ... ·ards the 
police, which mainly affects the reporting of 
crime. (1973 P.14) 

This position is reiterated by Reiss (1971) when he suggests 

that the negative attitude of the public towards the police, 

may be the result of fear, dislike, or a lack of confidence 

in their ability to accept the citizen's complaint, or to do 

anything constructive about it. 

Differences in reporting rates h3v~aimilarly been linked 

With the type of community structure. Wheeler (1967) con

eiders that communities with a high rate of cohesion show a 

low reporting rate, possibly due to the tendency for community 

members to intervaredirectly if they see their, •••• kids 

getting into trouble.' (1967 p.322) McClintock (1963), on the 

other hand, indicates that the size of the community can de- . 

termine how far the police will informally cope with an incident 

before it reaches the state of criminal data. Smaller co~

Unities may be dealt with more infor~ally, as indicated by 

Cain (1973) in her st udy of police ill rura.l and urba.n COltlIl.

unities. 

Along with the influence of community attitudes on the 

determination of the selected 'criminal' popu.lation, goes the 

specific chaI'acter of direct ives issued by senior officers. 

Both Wilson (1968) and Cain(1973) outline how the senior admin-

1s~rator can affect police behnviour through directing atten

tion to certain areas of crime, and generally ~haping depar't

mantal policy • Whitaker (1964) illustrates this tr.Lt"ough ex

Plaining how the appointment of a r.ew Chief Constable to tha 
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Manchester police helped increase prosecutions for male im

portuning by one thousand percent in four years. 

It seems possible, therefore, as Wheeler (1967) suggests, 

that police divisions with high arrest rates for certain 

crimes, may be the result of organisational variational He 

considers that the high arrests for the Los Angeles police 

in the sixties, for example, was largely the result ot a certain 

zealous police chief (Chief Parker) and the extra effioienoy 

that he inspired in his force •. 

Variations between study findings, therefore, might be 

in part the result of variations in policing policy and not, 

in fact, a source of error which would be desirable to remove. 

Wilson' s 1968 study, for example, investigates a nmnller of: 

police departments and indicates how completely diff~rent 
r 

styles of policing may grow up between different areas, and 

generate quite different criminal statistics as a result of it. 

The acceptance of this variation in the treatment ot ar1mo, 

either because of community or departmental policy differences, 

allows for the possibility that some police departments may 

discriminate in terms of social characteristics, wh119 othor;] 

may not. 

This appreciation, however, does tend to complicate the 

issue. If police are responding proactively and simply foll

OWing the wishes or directives of the community, than e~~n 

evidence of some over-representation of social groups 1~ the 

criminal data, need not by itself be indicative of police 

bias. The community may consistently callout the police for 

say working-class type offences. This may not be so unlikely 

as it may seee, considerinB that the average ffian is likely to 

be motivated by everyday expediences, suc.h as th.(~ prevention 

of theft, robbery, burglary, or violence t a:ld that the percep-
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tion of these offences are most likely when they are highly 

visible (Lemert 1951) or, other than in the case of burglary, 

conducted in public (Stinchcombe 1963). It is quite possible 

that these represent the conditions and characteristics of 

working-class crime. Other than this, the community might 

well be motivated by popular stereotypes, or expectations, of 

criminality, such that a suspicious incident involving a Negro, 

an older juvenile or adult, or male, may be reported to the 

Police more frequently than other incidents o The propensity 

to respond to criminal stereotypes, of course, might vary from 

community to community. 

If this does in fact explain part of the process by which 

certain individaals are over-represented in the official data, 

then the police could be viewed as behaving discr1minatorily 

by following community or various other directives, but not 

necessarily biased or prejudiced in themselves. Whichever is 

the case, however, it still adds up to the same thing in practice. 

How far labelling theory might be seen as an equally suitable 

eXplanation for either eventuality is a matter for debate. 

17. Conclusions 

The results of the official data analysis revealed that after 

relevant method controls, there was some evidence to support 

the view that the police discriminated against low socio

economic status juveniles. There was much stronger evidence 

to suggest that non-white youths would be dealt with more sev

erely than white youths, but very little substantial evidence 

to show that either the age or sex of the offender would 

effect disposition outcome. Because of the low levels of 

insight that official data generally allows, it is not alto

gether certain whether any associations, when they do 
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Oocur, genuinely represent' reality, nr.d it 1s not at all 

certain by which processeo these associat ions might come about. 

It is possible that on some occasions, in some police 

departments, in some co.~unities, that labelling theory may 

be an accurate perspective from which to understand wha-t is 

gOing on. But because there may be so many problems included, 

and so many relevant factors excluded, from official data 

studies, it might be the more prudent to reserve judgement 

until the results of the observation researches have been re- " 

viewed. 

18. Observation studies. 

Official data studies have, by their nature, tended to rely 

on indirect indicators of police and court encounters with 

individuals. Observation techniques, on the other hand, have 

generally offered a more direct methodology capable of taking 

the researcher closer to the social setting in which the action 

is taking place. In view of the fact that labelling theory is 

primarily directed towards the process of interaction between 

individuals, a research method capable of registering the mo-

mant of action seeIDS to be a desirable alternative test in 

determining the distribution of official labels. 

The following, therefore, is a. detailed analysis of the 

manner in which observation studies have directed them£elves to 

this problem, and the value of both the method and the results 

as a means of testing Hypotheses One to Four. 

19. The nrovisional balance __ t _ 

So far only nine investigations have been located which use 

this techniqu.e and are relevant to tho problem at 'hand. Be

CaLlse of the variety of e.jplic2:tionlJ of, this methodology 3.nd 
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the differences in presentation of results, the general 

distribution of conclusions in Tables 9 and 10 rather simplify 

the situation, although they do indicate the approximate 

direction in which the various researches are leaning. Be

cause only scattered references are made to the differences 

brought about by the individual's age and sex, the following 

analysis refers specifically to the distribution of conclusions 

regarding the characteristics of class and race. 

Table 9. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING 

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN OFFICIAL LABELLING 

AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

-
DISPOSITION 
LEVEL -
!:aLICE 

Juveniles: 

Adults: 

ASSOCIATION 

Cicourel (1968) 
Werthman (1967) 

Reiss (1971) * 
Wilson (1968) 

* (Wilson supports both conclusions) 

NO ASSOCIATION 

LundlIlan (1975) 
Wilson (1968) 

None of these researches are conducted at the court 

level of decision-making, and the majority of the police in

Vestigation concern the apprehension or arrest of suspects 

rather than the final decision to refer the juvenile to the 

next stage of official processing. As can clearly be seen, the 

same problem of conflict and apparent contradiction occur for 

observation studies as they did for official data studies, al

though it has to be remembered that the distribution of con

clusions shown in Table 9 above and Table 10 below possibly 
over-simplify a more complicated set of results. 
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Table 10. 

GENERAL CON':JLUSIOl;S REGARDING TF...E ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN OFFICIAL L,\BELIJING AND RACE 

DISPOSIT ION 
LEVEL 

POLICE 

Juveniles: 

Adults: 

-

ASSOCIATION 

Black (1970) 
Cicourel !1968j 
Piliavin 1964 
Werthman 1967 

Westley (1970) * 
Wilson (1968)(a) 

* (Supports both conclusions.) 

20. Variations in presenta"tio,l! 

NO ASSOCIATION 

Lundman (1975) 
Reiss (1971) 
Skolnick (1966) * 
Wilson (1968)(b) 

,. 

Because of the character of observation studies, the 'data' do 

not offer themselves in the same easy presentable for.:n as in 

the case of quantitive methodologies. The author has to de- . 

c1de how much the I'ccorded observations are to be interfered 

with, and how far the specific instances mould be generalised. 

As a result of this, the data h~s tended to be presented in 

One of three ways. The first of these appears closest to 

quantitive techniques, and involves the use of tabulated obser

vations. These serve to generate a sample of observations from 

Which percentage calculations can be made. A second method of 

presentation is that of impressionistic statements, which do 

not refer to the exact ~umber of cases contributing to these 

statements. The third technique comes closest to the e-thr.o

graphic ideal, and offers de.ta in the form of case-study ex

amples , with the l!lini.tr..U!:l of a.uthor interfe:rence • Although 

studies do not rigidly adhere to these types, and tend to 

Combine elel!wnts of a number of them, the rasults appear to be 
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mere fruitfully expressed in these terms. 

21. Tabulated observations 

As a means of testing the labelling propositions, the method 

of tabulating observations seems distinctly sppropriatb'. It 

is not only necessary to know that a certain police-cltizen 

encounter outcome occurs, but also the frequency and rep;;. 
resentativeness of that occurrence • Without this knowledge', th~ 

influence of social factors on the labelling process is reliant 

on the particular author's unstated assumptions concerning the 

value and generalizability of particular observations. It is 

much more relevant to know, for example, that the observed 

arrest rate for Negroes was 21'~ of the sample compared to 8'" 
for whites (Black and Reiss 1970), as opposed to, 'Negro gang 

members are constantl~ singled out for interrogation by the 

police ••• ' (Werthman and Piliavin 1967 - an impressionistic 

statement), or,' ••• a police officer's interrogation 6£ ,some:':' 
One like Smithfield presumes that a male Negro is the oasie 

source of trouble in the community ••• ' (Cicourel 1968 ~ a 
case-study example). Obviously the latte!" two techniques offer 

more colourful accounts of interactions, but for the purposes 

of the problem at hand the use of tabulated results seems 
advantageous particularly in view of the fact that it is the 

strength of the labelling proposition that is a vital aspect 

of tl:e analysis. 

The firs't of the two researches that use this me-thod for 

the major part of their investigations, is tha.t of Lundman 

(1975) t who studied police arrest variations in a large Amer~ 

1can .!:lid-western city. Seven observers were tl'o.ined to record 

observations of police-citizen enc.ounters, pl'ool.lclng a total 
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of 1,978 cases from which a sample of 195 situationsinvolving 

alleged drunkenness were extracted for analyr::is. The nature 

of the offence was thus controlled to fOl~ a basis from which 

discriminatory practices might be observe1. 

Lundman concluded that for white and Afro-Americans thero 

was no real difference between the numbers ul t1mately arrested; 

26~ of the former and 33~ of the latter. Some difference was 

evident, however, for the Native American group. In terms of 

class, 20~ of white-collar workers were arrested in drunkenness 

cases, compared with 25~ for blue-collar workers. In both the 

cases above, the relation between arrest rates and nocial 

factors appeared to move in the expected direction, as far as 

labelling theory is concerned, yet failed to reach statist

ical significance. In the case of the characteristics sox 

and age, the. same situation arises, wtth slight movements e·l-

1dent in the predicted direction yet none proving to be sig

nificant. 

Black and Reiss (1970) similarly elected this method of 

research presentation, using a sample of 281' police-jtlvenile 

encounters. The "total arrest rate for all offences showed a 

~ignificant bias in favour of the white youth, with 21~ of 

Negro encounters ending in arrest, compared with 8~ of white 

encounters. This difference remained after controllir.g for 

the type of offence, yet che.nged dramat 1cally when the" exist

ence of a complainant was cor.trolled. When the police and the 

juvenile were alone in the situation there appeared to be no 

evidence of police discrimination in terms of race, with 14~ 

Negro enc.ounter arrests and 10/~ white. If the complainant was 

reported to have been pa.rt of the interact ion scene, these 

differences mag~ifyto 21~ Negro arrests compared ~o 8% for 

whites. 
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At this point the advantages of observation techniques 

Over data methods become evident because the authors were now 

in a position to be able to tackle the problem of why this 

should be the case. They suggest that, besides the fact that 

complainants tend to be of the same race as the suspect, Negro 

complainants tended to prefer an arrest disposition more fre

quently than did white counterparts, and that generally the 

police respected the wishes of the complainant by disposing of 

the case as requested. 

Thus, the above two studies using tabulated observation 

techniques both underplay the existence of police discrimination. 

Although Black and Reiss (1970) are presented in Table 10 as 

Suggesting some evidence of social bias, this was largely the 

result of extraneous variables influencing police decisions. 

Nevertheless, they did appear to be acting upon these influences 

and thus, in this one study at least, may be viewed as oper

ating discriminatorily, although perhaps not quite in the same 

manner as that prescribed by labelling theorists. 

Two other investigations use tabulated forms of present

ation (Piliavin and Briar, 1964 and Reiss, 1971) although this 

technique was not central to their research, and does not deal 

specifically with the issue of social factor discrimination. 

These results are therefore dealt with later in their appro~ 

priate section. 

22. Impressionistic statements 

The majority of the remaining investigations use the method 

referred to here as 'impressionistic statements' as a means of 

presenting their research data. This involves a process whereby 

the actual percentage, or number, of encounter outcomes is not 
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dispositions, tt~~:Li~+;~_p.nVa.c~or affecting 
the decision 01 juve!llle 01f~cer:Jls tne attitude 
displayed by the offe~der ••• (1967 p.74) 

(my underlining) 

These examples have purposely been taken out of context to 

gain effect, and as suchare possibly presenting the case more 

harshly than justified. Nevertheless, it is with this type of 

presentation that the reader has to make sense of statements 

like, 'more important', 'often released', or 'the probability 

is high that'. However, now that the drawba.cks ha.ve been ill

uminated the original purpose of ext:::-acting possible contri-

butions to the labelling debate is returned to. 

Werthman and Piliavin (1967) give decidedly more attention 

to individual characteristics, such as, 'V/ords, voice tones, 

facial expressions and body muscles' (1967 p.70) and attitlldes 

and 'moral character' (1967 p.72), than more general sooia1 

characteristics. The authors treat separately the situation 

for specialised juvenile officers and patrolmen and divide 

their results accordingly. 

Although little is stated concerning social discrimination 

and the juvenile officer, much of what is said sugge3ts that 

the low status individual could be treated more harshly. In 

other words, statements to the effect that, 'Once he gets him

self defined as the kind of person who doesn't respect the 

law, he beco1I!es a perfect candidate for arrest ••• ', seem'. much 

more likely to be relevant to the working-class boy than to 

, the middle-class youth, a,nd, I boys who appear frightened, hum

ble, penitent and ashamed are also likely to go free.', seems 

~ore likely to be middle-class associated. (1967 p.74) It is 

possible that this is interpreting these results too liberally, 

however, and this conclusion can or~y be assumed. 
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The patrolman, on the other hand, docs have slightly 

more direct references made in this respect. In the CBse ot 

race and discriminatory practices, the authors state, 'Negro 

gang mem.bers a.re constantly singled out for interrogation by 

the police' and that, •••• most Negro gang members believe 

that the great majority of police officers are prejudiced, and 

most can cite personal experiences to document this position.' 

(1967 p.56 and p.88) Other references to the race issue relate 

to officer's attitudes and perceptions and thus do not reliably 

refer to action as well. Again, class specific statements are 

only implicitly~ characterised, such that no positive con

clusions can be drawn at this stage. 

The observation study by Piliavin and Briar (1964) is 

largely concerned with the relationship between demeanour and 
-

arrest decisions although does make some contribution to the 

influence of race on disposition practices. 

Compared to other youths, Negroes and boys whose 
appearance matched the delinquent stereotype were 
more frequently stopped and interrogated by patrol
men - often in the absence of evidence that an 
offence bad been committed - and usually were given, 
more serious dispositions for the same violations. 
(1964 p.212) 

The au·thors cite a number of examples like this suggesting 

that generally negroes .are treated more harshly by the police 

than whites. In each of these cases, however, there remains 

the problem of interpreting statements like, 'more frequentl~ 

stopped' and in a .later quote, ~. policemen were !3tror,~l,y guid ~9. 
, 

by den:eanour (1964 p.213). However, the statement remains that 

the Negro appears to 'be treat ed more harshly than whites. 

WhQther this is supporting the stronger version of labelling 

theory or only the weaker, remains uncertain. 

Turning to the third piece of research using this form 

of pre3~mtation, Westley (,970), highlights a. fu!'ther proble.C'l 
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which must be controlled. That is, to delineate clearly the 

differences between police thought and police action. In oth~r 

words, as Hagen (1972) points out: 

There seems to be no escape from the persisten"t 
paradox of a sharp disparity between police be-

liefs and policebehaviours ••• If one takes time 
to think about the irony of the situation, it 
will probably be acknowledged that the disparity 
between thought and action is a recurring theme 
in the human experience. (1972 P.158) . 

It is obviously of primary concern in relation to the labelling 

propositions that police actions should remain the independent 

variable. This provision has been observed in the above ana

lysis, but is even more important in the case of Westley's 

study as the major pa.rt of his book is concerned with the 

police perspective. Further, in the instances where he does 

refer to police action and social factors his emphasis is on 
r 

police violence rather than arrest, which severely reduces the 

value of his contribution for the problem at hand. However, 

Westley does make some reference to police conduct which, 

although emphasises the use of police force rather than the 

selection of individuals for processin£, suggests that the 

Negro might be at a slight disadvantage. His central thesis 

is that in relation to police action a number of factors will 

necessarily come into play. 

Row far the policeoan will go will depend on 
1. how threatened he feels, 2. on the current 
attitude towards the police iL tte city, and 
3. on that portion cf the public into which 
he categorises the drunk. If the poJice;na.n feels 
seriously threatened, if the public attitudes 
towards the police hs.ve heen quiet, and if the 
policeman sees the drunk as a professional crim
inal, or a. Negro, some type of rough treatment 
will probably result. (1970 P.120) 

This result is all the more surprising considering that 76% 

of the officers intervie'lIed expressed strong anti-Negro feel-

ings, although this could possibly be explaineu through the 

limitations that exist which pre ..... e4t thought mater1allsirig 
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into action • 

••• they (the police) recognised that the use 
of force was in some instances illegal, that 
it could get them in trouble. In particular, 
they recognised that the Negro was no longer 
so politically impotent and could cause trouble 
if they beat him up. (1970 P.124) 

Research carried out by Reiss (1971) again emphasised 

police conduct as opposed to police decisions to apprehend, 

arrest, or refer individuals to a further stage of processing. 

Nevertheless, Reiss does contribute a number of important 

points which need to be investigated. The first contribution 

of significance to this debate includes a tabulation of many 

thousand observations of encounters between police and white 

and Negro suspects. Reiss concludes that the police are more 

likely to be hostile towards a suspect when he is agitated, 

rather than calm or detached, regardless of his race. Sim

ilarly, if the suspect was antagonistic rather than civil or 

very deferential, police treatment was more hostile, yet again, 

showing no evidence of Negro bias. In fact, of those suspects 

who were antagonistic, the police responded hostilely in 64 ~ 

of encounters with whites, compared to 44 ~ of encounters with 

Negroes. 

l.~uch of the remainder of Reiss's research relies on 

impressionistic statements which continue to emphasise the 

absence of racial bias. The paradox between police thought 

and action, as outlined by Hagen (1972), recurs. As Reiss 

suggests: 

Although more than three-fourths of all white 
police officers made prejudiced statements about 
Negroes, in actual encounters the police did not 
treat Negroes un-civilly more often than whites ••• 
Both Negro and white policemen, more-over, were 
most likely to exercise force unduly against members 
of their own race. (1971 P.147) 

But this is not to say the police are completely unbiased, nor 
does it imply that class discrimination may not still occur. 
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Almost all "lictims of force were ch'~l'acterised 
as suspects or offenders. 'rhey were young, 
lower-class malGs from any racial or ethnic 
group. (1971 P.147) , 

Reiss goes on, however, to expla.in this, lll)t in terms of class 

per se, but in terms of the suspects emotional state and this 

relationship to social class. 

The fact that lower-class males are dispropor-
tionately the targets of police misconduct, 
particularly in the undue use of force, requires 
explanat ion. Males, of course a.re more likely 
to aggress physically against authority ••• 
The literature on aggresion suggests that middle
,class.males respond to aggression against them with 
subtle forms of symbolic aggression, and they tend 
to postpone any resolution of the conflict. 
( 1 971 p. 1 51 ) 

Unfortunately, this very important statement was not sub

stantiated in the same tabulated form as conducted for racial 

differences. The exact nature of differential treatment thus 

remains vague. Similarly, the value of research based on 

police conduct rather than police labelling patterns has to be 

treated with caution. 

Skolnick (1967) again takes up the issue of police att

itudes in relation to ·a.ction, and concludes that negative 

attitudes towards the Negro were the norm among the police 

studied, although racial prejudice was probably' no higher than 

in the co~unity at large. Similarly, this type of attitude 

could be construed as no more than, 'the kidding around among 

men', which tend to be linked with a 'broader pattern o-f ethnic 

and racial stereotyping.' (1967 p.82) 

It is not 'to be assUffied, suggests Skolnick, that this 

attitude will manifest itself in terms of police bera~r.our. In 

th~ case of the traffic policeman 3t least, this docs not seem 

to be the situation. 

Examining the work of the traffic policeman, ho',':
ever, the contrary (to a.ct illg out pre j ud ices) 
appears to be true. Followed on his rounds, the 
warrent police~an seems to use relatively 
objective criteria. (1967 p.89) 
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There is no reason to believe, suggest Skolnick, that this 

is not the same for other police officers. 

The explanation for this could either be that, 'kidding 

around' prejudices are not in fact indicators of a vehement 

hatred fo= coloured folk, or that there exists various con

straints affecting the manifestation of these attitudes. The 

power of the civil liberties movement, as outlined by Westley 

(1970) above, was similarly observed by Skolnick. 

Indeed, as a result of the civil rights movement, 
white policemen sometimes seem more colour con
scious in en interesting fashion. They perhaps 
used to unconcernedly push a black man around ••• 
Now, the pclicerran may think twice - a Negro sus
pect may appear to him not only as a man with rights, 
but one with exceptional power as well. (1967 p.86) , 

He goes on to conclude that it seems unlikely that the police 

respond to racist predilections alone, but that a number of 

.factors are relevant. 

In sum, neither philosophical principles nor 
personal prejudices should be taken as the most 
significant factors for understanding police 
conduot on the job. Their a.ctual behaviour 
seems to be influenced more than anything else 
by an overwhelming concern to show themselves 
as competent craftsmen. (1967 p.111) 

Wilson's comparative investigation (1968) over eight diff

erent police districts combines both official data and'obser

vation techniques, and in so doing tends to confuse the source 

of some of the statezents made. A particularly important 

contribution that Wilson makes, however, is the categoric ad

mission that police departments will vary in the degree to 

which they opel'ate under the influence of an individual's so-

cial or personal characteristics. Through this, ha locates 

three different policing otyles; two of which tend to operate 

in a discriminatory .n:anner, and one which refers to .r::.rdnly 

legal con3iderations. 

Much of the action OJiCI e of poli ce d iscrilIlinat ien war:! 
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expressed by Wilson from the basis of the official records 

of the three areas concerned, although SOllie supplementation 

was made through impressionistic statements and specific case

examples. 

The 'watchman's' style of policing, found in three of 

the eight areas, was one in which the Negro, and possibly, 

'other identifiable groups' were likely to be over-represented 

in terms of arrest. The police were more likely to r~ect 

vigorously . suggests Wilson, when the policeman's author! ty 

has been chall nged. As this seems to be the case more often 

in Negro encounters, Negroes tend to be discriminated against 

more often than whites. It is likely, however, suggesto Wilson, 

that these tendencies may be increasingly constrained for the 

same reasons outlined by Westley (1970) and Skolnick (1967) 

above. In other words, civil liberty movements and 

better~ organisation have given the Negro more political 

power to resist such treatment. :B'or the time being, however,· 

it is assumed that some discrimination does continue to exist 

along racial lines. 

With the 'service' style of policing, found in two of 

the eight areas, the police are more concerned with maintaining 

order rather than enforcing the law. This resulto, partic

ularly in dominantly middle-class areas, in a considerable 

amount of leniency shown to high status law-breakers, who were 

quite happy to have order restored info:oally rather than form

~lly. Wilson cites an example of a 'peeping-tom', who was an 

executive of an important local firm, and who wa3 reported to 

his wife following apprehension rather than taken to the station, 

presumably as this resulted in the more expedient way of 

restoring orde~. The police are expected to, 'treat somcbod iea 

differently fr.om nobodies.' (1968 p.222) 
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'fhe 'legalist ie' style t on the other haml, rigorously 

and formally enforces the law. Three of ~ilsOll' 8 eight COIDln

unities were of this nature~ With this style of policing, 

•••• equality does not depend on attributes of person, but 

on attributes of behaviour. 'All men are equal before the law' 

TlleallS that the only just distinction that may be made among 

them are on the basis of their behaviour in areas defined by 

the law.' (1968 p.188) This w~s borne out by the observations 

that during the time of the research no significant difference 

was found in the treatment of Negro and white offenders. 

23. Case-study example~. 

Although other authors do make references to specific indi-· 

vidual cases, Cicourel (1968) uses this technique of preBentat~on 

as the major expression of his 'results'. Because of the 

specificity of these examples, however, the problems experienced 

by the loose language of the impressionistic statements become 
. , 

further exacerbated. Much of the evidence on racial discrim-

ination by control agencies is presented in three case-stUdies' 

alone, although Cicourel does supplement to some extent these 

verbatim case-histories with his contextual analysis. 

In the case of the • Smithfield' example, a young Negro 

male, Cicourel makes a number of tangential statements which 

imply that this might be extrapolated to Negroes in general. 

Notice that a police officer's interrogation of 
someone like Smitr~ield presumes that a male 
Negro is a basic source of trouble in the comm
unity, a generic source of trouble for ull agencies 
of social control, an offender wto cannot be tr~sted, 
and someone viewed as a prime suspect whenever there 
are crimes without suspects. Interviews I have 
observed between o~'ficers and lower-income Negro 
males typically involve direct accusations about 
the youth's dishonesty, his general style of l1fe, 
and his defiance and disrespect of authority, as 
revealed in his posture, speech mannerisms, 
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demeanor, dress patterns, lack of remorse, 
seemingly unconcerned view about the con
sequences of hio acts," what could happen to 
him, and sO on. (1968 p.215) 

The consequences of-this attitude thus become the basis for 

discriminatory action • 

••• it 1s difficult to imagine how the spirit, 
much less the practice of juvenile court law, 
could be implemented by agencies of social 
control when juveniles like Smithfield are 
handled. The police or probation officer's 
report, therefore, is not the objective report
ine of a detached interview where the object's 
social standing in the community, his physical 
-appearance, and immediate behaviour (in an 
extralegal sense) are suspended so that the 
'facts' of the case can be discerned and reported. 
(1968 p.216) 

In the case of social class discrimination, the issue is 

approached more directly by Cicourel. In the spirit of la-

belling theory, he observes the affect of class on the legal 

process in terms of the ability of individuals and their fam

ilies to affect favourably the official definition, and attempted 

imputation, of the deviant label. This ability was seen to be 

much more developed in the case of the middle-class suspect, 
, 

as expressed in two middle-class case-histories, than by the 

working-class. 

The first three cases (working-class)"were sim
ilar; the families involved 'liould not 'close 
ranks' and mobilise all possible resources 'to 
protect' their child from law enforcement off
icials ••• (1968 p.243) 

'j/hen parents challenge police and probation "im
putations of deviance, when parents can mobilise 
favourable occupational and household appearances, 
and when parents directly question law-enforcement 
evaluations and dispositions, law-enforcement 
personnel find it difficult (because of their 
own commitments to appearances - lack of a broken 
homet 'reasonable parents', 'nice' ncighbourhood3 
etc.) to make a case for crimi.nality in direc"t 
confrontation with family resources and a 'rosy' 
projected future. (1963 p.243) 

Cicourel obligingly eeneralises this exa~ple. 
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I want to argue that Donald's case occurs 
frequently a.:nOD.g middle-class families. 
(1968 p.291) 

It has to be assumed, however, that unless Cicourel's choice 

of examples are completely representative of the racial and 

class community at large, these cases cannot be just-

ifiably generalised. There is no reason, of course, to assume 

that he intended his research for this purpose, as it seems 

that 'intuitive insights' rather than 'universal statements' 

are much more the product of ethnographic methodologies. 

24. The results distribution reconsidered 

Taking into account the methodological context and the speoific 

research orientation sugges1B a more complicated distribution 

of conclusions that at first suggested in Tables 9 and 10. , 

Researches have tended to vary in terms of the independent var

iable studied; particularly differentiating between those di-·, 

rQctly concerned with police labelling through observation of 

apprehension, arrest and disposition outcome deciSions, and 

those only indirectly concerned with police labelling through 

police conduct, force and violence. 

Possibly the most important criticism of all, is that in 

the majority of these studies, no attempt was made to relate 

police practices to the nature or seriousness of the offence 

committed. There seems to be no rea~on why observation re-

search should not observe the same control Ulechanis!!ls expected 

of official data analyses. This would also suggest controls 

for prior record and the frequently mentioned influence of the 

complainant. 

Unfortunately, only Black and Heiss (1970) and lundman 

(1975) utilise specific offence controls, and incidently rep

resent the only two auttor:J to test for the inflnenl"!e of the 
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complainant, and, not surprisingly, the only two to present 

the major part of their results in the tabulated form. It is 

interesting that these two particulnrly relevant studies to 

the debate conclude tha.t either no associe:tion or only a weak 

association exists between police la.belling and social cha.ract

eristics. Black and Reiss (1910), it will be remembered, found 

no police discrimination once the influence of the complainant 

had been controlled. 

It should be noted, howev~r, that by referringto these 

as the best of the observation studies fOI" testing labelling 

theory, does not necessarily refer to their more general so-

ciological merits. For example, one of the marginally sig

nificant researches for this debate, that of Cicourel (1968), 

is possibly one of the most highly acclaimed investigations 

relating the ethnographic methodology to the study of juveniles. 

The observation stUdies referredto here are specifically 

significant in the degree to which they relate to the testing 

of labe~ling theory, and as such, need to be ranked in accord

ance with their merits for this purpose. Although it is not 

intended that the initial distribution shown on Tables 9 and 

10 need to be changed, the significance of these conclusions 

require elaboration. 

Only marginal support was forthcoming favouring an asso

ciation between social class and discriminatory practices. One 

of the tabulated studies was directed towards this problem, 

that of Lundman (1915), and failed to find any association be-, 

tween police arrest rates and white and blue-collar workers. 

Th~ impressionistic statement conclusions were once again di

vi.ded, with Wilson (1968) finding some class discrimipation in 

. t service I styled police departments. This, however, comprised 

only two of the eight areas studied with three of the areas 
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characterised as 'legalistic' showing no such association. 

Werthman (1967) does not directly collfrorrtthe social class 

issue at all, even though his 'results' appear to be strongly 

class related. In the absence of a substantive statement to 

this effect, the suggestion of some class relationship can 

only be implied. Reiss (1971) finds some class relationship, 

although this is again concerned with police conduct and di-~ 

rected towards class-related demeancurrather than more general 

class characteristics. Cicourel (1968) presents an informative 

account relating individual social status to ability to 

negotiate the deviant label, although again this was only the 

selected result of a few specific statements.and examples. 

Assessing the distribution in terms of racial discriQ

ination, suggest5 a slight emphasis in the direction of a non

white a3sociation. The basis for these conclusions, however, 

tend to be generally weak. Comparing studies by methodological 

technique, shows that the two ta.bulated studies of Black and 

Reiss (1970) and Lundma.n (1975) provide d~.ssimilar conclu.sions. 

It is not until the wishes of the complainant a.re controlled 

that they tend to concur in the direction of favouring no clear 

police discrimination. The impressionis·tic conclusions, on 

the other hand, suggest a three-to-two balance favouring some 

association, although Piliavin and :Briar (1964) and Werthman 

and Piliavin (1967) consider tni~ only peripherally to their 

main research and offer only a. limited number of statements 

relevant to this issue. Wilson (1968) clearly suggests some 

racial d iscri!1linat ion in three of the eight com.n:.uni ties at ltd ied, 

although implies that this might be reducing due to the greater 

political power attributed to the Negro through the last decade 

of civil li1:erty DIOYements. Further, Wilson considers tha.t no 

such 9.Dsociation is likely jon 'legalistic I styled police 
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departments. The researches of Westley (1970) and Rciuo (1971) 

sioilarly contradict one another, but relate not so much to 

police disposition decisior.s, but to police conduct. The 

final study of Cicourel (1968) refers mainly to case-study 

examples and suggests some racial discrilt.ination, although 

this is done ir..d1rectly through these specific examples and 

only superficially confronts this issue in the text. 

Thus, although there are marginally more references im

plying some racial discrimination by the police, observation 

studies so far analysed have failed to approach this problem 

with the sarte degree of rigour as official data studies. The 

lack of categoric statements and the continued 'existence of 

competing and ccntradictory conclusions, plus the recurring 

references throughout these studies to the increasir..g influence 

of civil liberty movements, suggests at least that 

police discrimir..ation in terms of racial characteristics i3 

nowhere nearly as rampant as many theoretical writings have 

suggested. 

25. Research &!ld labelling theory: Conclud ing c£1l1ment. 

Hypotheses One to Four were presented in the null form and 

anticipat~d no iLdependent effect of either c1&ss, race, age, 

or sex on official disposition outcome, as a ~~ans of challeng

ing the propOSitions extracted from the writil1i;s of labelling 

theorists. Official data and observation researches have gen

erally failed to offer a definitive conclusion on this issue. 

al tl:ough certc.in tendencies have been suggested. 

If the two research techniquea are coubined, albeit r~ther 

crudely , it can be seen that for police-juverdle encounters, 

four studies generally favour the view of some social status 

a.ssociation with police treatmer..t, and one GO (ls;aociation. 
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With respect to racial characteri3"tics, tr .. e resul t:3 are ~Ilch 

more strongly located, with a total of ten researches con-

eluding some racial discrimination in terms of police processing 

compared to two concluding no such association. The influence 

of age and sex, it will be remembered, was excluded from the 

analysis of observation studies because of the infrequency of 

references to these influences. Only three official data stud

ies refer to age with two of these favouring scme association 

with disposition and only two refer to sex with both favouring 

no association. 

The combination of official data and obserlation tech

niques suggests that the labelling proposition relating dis

position and social factors is most strongly supported in terms 

of racial characteristics, although even then the association 
r 

is usually I'ather weak and has not as yet been shown to be 

more influential in predicting disposition outcome than'~hi:;~l 
- /-? -:> 

seriousness of the offence committed. . _! ",,~~':.n . 
- . -\' 

Fr.om the analysis of two different research methods,' the 

issue of official labelling and its relation to social charact

eristics still remains uncertain. Contrc.diction appears to be 

the general theme, yet along with this goes an underlyinti ten-

dsncy to generally favour slightly some association between 

social factors and labelling. Possibly some of the contra-

diction in results could be eliminated if it is assumed that 

labelling tr.eory is regionally specific; sometimes supported 

and sometimes rejected, although it is not difficult tc feel 

that serious methodological inadequacies exist for zlany of 

th~se researches which serve to undermine the va.lidity of some 

of these conclusions. It is with this underlying doubt in 

-mind that the third related research technique is considered 

in_t_1:l~ .-l'!~~t c~la~t~r. of self-report analysis as a credibility 
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check on these results through the investigation of the· 

epidemiology of juvenile crime. 
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CHAPr ER THREE 

TH}~ EPIDEMIOLOGY OF ,TUVENIlE CRI~:E: 

SEIF-REPORT STUDIES 
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1. Self-report studies 

Combining the results and insights of both official data and 

observation investigations has provided only tentative and 

often questionable evidence from which to evaluate Hypotheses 

One to Four. Generally, the study conclusions have tended to 

offer some support for labelling theory, although this was 

rarely sUbstantial or without contradiction. An alternative 

method by which the validity of these results may be assessed 

is to incorporate the findings of self-report analysis. If it 

is possible to discover the 'actual' population of offenders, 

through self-reported admissions to criminal activity, then 

this may be compared to the official sample of offenders 

selected for processing. Assuming, for example, that the dis

tribution of all admitted offences was fairly evenly divided in 

terms of the offender's class, race, age, and sex, then the 

precepts of labelling theory might be more reasonably supported. 

The tendency for the official distribution of offenders to be 

possibly over-represented in terms of these characteristics 

would, therefore, be at variance with the population of 

'actual' offenders. If, on the other hand, the distribution 

of all admitted offences was over-represented around these 

social characteristics in a similar manner as the official dis

tribution of offenders, then the principles of labelling theory 

would be more open to question. The selected population would 

be congruent with the 'actual' population and thus requiring 

little further explanation as to why certain types of offender 

tend to dominate offiCial statistics. 

The method of presentation in Chapter Two was to balance 

the authors' general conclusions regarding the association or 

lack of association between class, race, age, and sex, and 

offiCial disposition. Invariably this involved some studies 
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supporting one conclusion and a greater or lesser r.u~ber of 

s"tudies Gupporting the other conclusion. It wa.s assumed tha·t 

the larger the difference between those studies favouring one 

conclusion compared to the other, the more likely that con

clusion may be indicative of the general trend of official 

treatment. The validity of such an assumption is of course 

open to question, although was the only one possible given 

the paucity of research in this area. The same techniqu~ may 

be similarly applied to the analysis of self-report invest

igations, such that the official and 'actual' distribution of 

offenders might be compared. If the conclusions of official 

data and observation researches more strongly favoured some 

association between social characteristics and official la-· 

b311ing, as in the case of .race for exruaple with a ten-to-two 

balance of conclusions favouring this result, and the 6elf

report distribution of conclusions supported more strongly the 

conclusion that on average the racial factor was not related to 

self-admitted delinquency, then the view of the labelling 

theorists might be strengthened. If, on the other hand, either 

of the reverse situations occurred that is, if the official 

data and observation results more strongly supported the view 

of no association between social factors and disposition 

(e.g. age and sex), or that self-report analyses more eften 

cor.cludea that the distribution of udn:ltted delincluency was 

in fact biased around cluss, ruce, age, and sex cr~aracteristics, 

then support for labelling theory would ba weakened. 

The following therefore, is an analysis of the methods 

and fir:dings of self-report investigations with the view of 

locating -the 'actual' population of juvenile offe:nders and 

comparin~ this to the findings of official data and obsel~ation 

researches. 
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2. General developments 

The technique of investigating admissions to criminal activity 

as a means of revealing 'real' crime rates, as opposed to 

'detected' crime rates, has somewhat later origins than off

icial data analysis. Early report studies were primarily 

interested in the fact that not all individuals guilty of an 

offence were successfully processed through the legal system. 

Robinson (1936), for example, published findings to the effect 

that less than two-thirds of criminal offences brought to the 

attention of agencies in New York, ever reached a court hear

ing. Porterfield (1943) in a comparison of college students 

and delinquents, found that all the students had committed 

offences which could easily have sent them to court, and an 

investigation of 114 boys by Murphy (1946) concluded that 

although 101 of them had admitted being guilty of a criminal 

offence, only 40 had ever been to court. 

If many more offences were committed than detected, and 

subsequently recorded, it seemed possible at least that the 

social distribution of infractious behaviour might be at var

iance to that officially known. One of the first studies to 

test for the social character of reported criminal activity 

was the now classic work of Nye, Short, and Olson (1958). 

Comparing a population of official delinquents from a State 

Training School, with an ordinary school population, they dis

covered that, although fifty percent of the incarcerated youths 

were from the lowest socio-economic levels, in the school 

population lower and upper status youths admitted fairly equal 

quantities of deviant behaviour. They thus concluded, 'A dis

proportionate number of official delinquents come from the 

lower socio-economic categories.' (1958 p.381). It was 
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possibly this finding that was to be the catalyst of the 

rapid increase in self-report methods in the analysis of the 

social distribution of criminal behaviour. 

Soon after this came a number of self-report stUdies 

largely substantiating the findings of Nye and Short. Dentler 

and Monroe (1961), concentrated their analysis on one offence, 

theft, and investigated a number of independent variables, 

including, father's occupation and edLlcation, age and sex. 

They concluded, 'Following Nye'... (we) found what he found: 

no association between occupational level and deviance.' 

Empey and Erickson (1966) similarly discovered little asso-

ciation between class and reported delinquency. 

One of the first studies to contradict the Nye and Short 

findings was by Clark and Wenn:l.nger (1962), who concluded 

that although no significant association could be observed 

within areas of specific socio-economic types, substantial 

association could be found between these areas. Reiss and 

Rhodes (1961), on the ether hand, quite categorically stated 

that, in general, the low status boy and the low status area 

showed a greater predisposition towards delinquent behaviour. 

A similar situation was occurring for the other social 

factors. Dentler and Monroe (1961), one of the early invest

igations to analyse age and sex, showed a strong association 

towards delinquency for both of these characteristics; which 

was confirmed by Akers (1964) for sex, and Elmhorn (1965) and 

Hardt (1968) for age. On the ether hand, contrad ictory re-

sults were presented by Voss (1963) for sex, and Casparls (1973) 

fo~ age. Race was oonsidered an associated factor to de-·· 

linQuency by Hardt (1968) and Williams (1972); w!1erec.s no such 

associat ion was fo und by Gold (1966) and Gould (1968). 
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The position remains, therefore, surprisingly similar 

to that for official data analysis, in that studies appear to 

contradict cne another. ' " 

3. The provisional distribution of study conclusions 

The same method of presentation used for official data and 

observation researches may be repeated for self-report invest

igat ions, in that the authors I. general conclusions are tab

ulated in terms of falling into one of a number of categories. 

Although innumerable articles have been published relating to 

tr..e self-report technique, so far only twenty-one studies ha've 

been located which directly bear on the problem of the social 

distribution of admitted delinquency. The representat iveness 

of this sample _ is, of course, open to the same doubts B.nd 

uncertainties as was the case for official data and observation 

researches, although it is once again felt that the majority of 

the most important and most discussed investigations are 
, 

contained here. 

Tables 1 to 4 represent the provisional distribution of 

conclusions to date for the characteristics class, race, age, 

and sex. A brief over-view of these tables suggests, as might 

have been expected, that a variety of conclusions exist for 

each of these social factors. The distribution for class and 

race and delinquency seems to be much more problematic than 

tl" .. at for age and sex. Six of the class-related investigations 

conclude that there is an inverse relationship between class 

and a.dmitted delinquency, seven conclude that there is no ass

ociation, and three conclude th:;;.t there is a positive rela-

ti.onship. ~'our of tr...e researches concerned with race and de

linquency conclude that non-white youths are .!tore delinquent, 

two that there is no association, and ona concludir.g that 
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Table 1. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOi''lIC STATUS AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY 

LOW S.E.S. 

WEAK 

Hardt '68 
Belson '75 

STRONG I~O ASSN. 

Gold '66 Nye '58 
Clark '62 Dentler '61 
Reise '61 Casparis '73 
~cDonald '69 Empey '66 

Arnold '65 
Akers '64 
Hirschi '69 

Table 2. 

HIGH S.E.S. 

WEAK 

Christie '65 
\,lilliams '72 
Voss '66 

STRONG 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN 

NON-WHITE 

WEAK 

Hardt '68 
Ylilliams '72 
Forslund '75 
Jensen '76 

RACE A~"D REPORTED DELINQUENCY 

STRONG NO ASSN.' 

Gould '68 
Gold '66 

WEAK 

WHITE 

STRONG 

Voss '63 

white youths are the more delinquent. The distrib~tion of 

conclusions for age and sex characteristics are much more in 

agreement with five of six investigations, in both insta.nces,. 

concluding that there is some association to delinquency_ 

In ~~ny ways, however, these studies are not really 

comparable. Other than the simple research inadequacies, which 

will be discussed later, there exists ~ fundc~ental problem 

concerning the manner in which 'delinquency' 1s defined. 
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Table 1. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS m:GARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETViEEN 

AGE A!'."D REPOHTZTI DELINQqENCY 

WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. 

Dentler '61 Casparia '13 
Williams '12 
Elmhorn '65 
Belson '75 
Hardt '68 

(*Considered relatively)1 

Table 4. 

WEAK 

YOUNG* 

STRONG 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWE~.!! 

BOY 

WEAK 

SEX AND R~~fill'rED DEIJINQUENCY 

STRONG NO ASSN. 

Dentler '61 Voss '63 
Gold '66 
Akers '64 
Williams '72 
Jense:l '76 

WEAK 

a. InterEre!ations of delinquencl 

GIRL 

STRONG 

A particularly relevant feature of the distribution indicated, 

is the variability of .methods of .measuring 'delinquency'. 

From the analysis, three different methods h9.ve been used for 

this purpose; admissions to one or more delin~uent acts, cd~is-

siona to serious delinquent acts, and adminsions to the fre

quent commission of delinquent acts. In other words, Tablas 1 
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to 4 represent the distribution of authors t conclusions as 

to whether certain social factors were, or were not, asso--

eiated with 'delinquency', which could have been defined in 

any, or any combination of, these three ways. Hardt (1968), 

for example, considers juveniles from 10wer-cla9s areas more 

delinquent than middle-class areas, because they more fre-

quently admit committing certain offences. (1968 p.137) Akers 

(1964), on the other hand, considers that there is no asso-

ciation between class and delinquency by refer.ring to signif

icant differences in the percentage of total admissions to 

the commission of one or more offences contained in the check

list items. 

ll:ost studies, however, refer to more than one technique 

although the combination of these methods does not particularly 

lead to any degree of clarity as to what constitutes the 

notion of 'delinquency' from which these investigations might 

be compared. 

b. Back to the'dat~ 

The following is an attempt to look back through the author's 

conclusion to the data, with the view of not only revealing 

the particular definition of delinquency used, but also to 

provide a useful 'degree' of delinquency control. Through 

this, it may be discovered whether social factors are related, 

or not, to the comrnission of, one delinquent offence, to ser

ious delinquent offences, or to many delinquent offences. 

Because of the importance of this distinction, the ini-

tial motivation to clarify the study author's definition of 

delinquency has been in part superseded by the obvious need to 

establish a 'degree' of delinquency control, anj as such, each 

of these three methods of presentation will be calculated from 

the published research data, where possible,' eVdl.l if they have 
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not been specifically referred to in the text. The results of 

tl:is manipulation are illustrated in the following twelve 

tables contained in their respective sections concernine the 

four social characteristics; class, race, age, and sex. The 

calcul~tions used to extract these data are outlined in full 

in the notes. 2 

4. pate. versus the text 

There are two main forms of data presentation used in self

report investigations; the simple percentage number of indi-

viduals admitting to one, to serious, or to frequent offence 

commissions, or the number of statistically significant diff

erences in association discernable, over a range of offence 

types, between these admissions an~ the specific character

istic in qu~stion. The following tables express both these 

forms of presentation under the one table heading. 

a. Socio-economic status 

Tables 5,6, and 7 'indicate the distribution of results as 

presented, or calculated, from th~ research data relating 

various degrees of delinquency with socio-econo.Cl.ic status. 

Combining the results of these "three tab~.es, and consider

ir~ first the most supported category of no association be

tween class and delinquency, the results of Nye (1958), Cas

paris (1973), Arnold (1965) and Hirschi (1969) seem justi~ 

fiable from the data given. So~e variations occur, however, 

for the rema.ining authorn, once the reriousness and frequel~cy 

controls are taken into consideration. 

Bentler and Konroe (1961) fail to detect any overall 

difference betv.een soci£!l status adlUissioL1S. Controllir..g 

for the ~ost frequent offender does, however, reveal some 
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Table .5.-

BE?ORTED OFFENCZ cm~.:rSSION AIm §.g.9..IO-E9.o:mrl~IC STATUS: 

ONE1 OR !WRE O?FENCE Ar!\~ISSIONS 

(Percentages, or n~ber of significant associations) 

LOW S.E.S. NO ASSN. HIGH S.E.S. 

Reiss '61 61~ 13% 
Dentler '61 3~o 41% 
Hirschi '69 4410 43% 

McDonald '69 19 23 1 
Clark '62 5 19 11 
Casparis '73 3 16 2 
Empey '66 5 17 0 
1'1ye '58 5 119 2 
Akers '64 0 41 0 

Christie*'65 7.5 8.9 *mean crima 
points 

Table 6. 

REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND SOCIO-ECONmnC STATUS: 

CONTROLLING OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 

(Percentages, or number of significant associations) 

OFFENCE LEAST SERIOUS ~iOST SERIOUS 

--
S.E.S LOW HIGH NO ASSN. LOW HIGH 

Belson '75 90% 85~ 9;~ 1.411 I .." .Akers '64 47/~ 49fo 13i~ 7;1-
Empey '66 51 231 

~ .. ' Reiss '61 52~ 10~ ~Q 3iw 
Gold '66 20~ 39% 40(0 11% 
','1111 i runs '72 6810 46~ 32i~. 54% 
Arnold '65 30% 37% 
Voss '66 12~ 15~ 

Clark '62 2 9 19 3 2 
!:cDcna,ld ' 69 11 0 23 8 1 
C::.sparis '73 3 1 16 0 1 
Nye '58 3 0 119 2 2 
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Table 7.. 
REPORTED OFF3I\CE COI.J.:ISSION Arm SOCIO-ECONOI.:IC ST1.TUS: 

CONTROLLING FREQU2NCY OF OFFENCE COi,:!I:ISSIOH " 
------.---------~---- -----

(Percentages, or number of significant associations) 

FREQUEHCY LEAST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT 

S.E.S. LOV! HIGH NO ASSN. LOW HIGH 

13elson '75 18~ 28~ 23% ,." 
14/0 

Dentler '61 3010 37~ 9. 2'~ 4.5" 
Hardt '68 46% 50~ 20% 16~ 
Voss '66 71~ 60% 29% 40;: 
Gold '66 8% 35,;<f 36% 11% 
Hirschi '69 23% 

t; 
20~ 17% 2610 

Nye '58 487 9 8 
Akers '64 7 0 0 
I!~cDonald '69 34 8 0 

class association. (Table 7. 9.2% Low S.E.S., 4.5~~ High S.E.S., 

for n:ost frequent offender·s.) Accepting that the percentage 

difference is small, it remains that more than twice as many 

10Vl social status youths admit frequent offence commissions 

than do high status youths, and that this association is 

statistically significant. (P ~.05) 

Similarly, Empey (1966). finds no significant association 

for overall admissions, yet, controlling for offence seriousness. 

reveels a substantial difference for ~ost serious cffences. 

(Table 6. 5% Low S.E.S., 23% Eigh S.E.S.,for most serious 

offenders) 

Akers (1964), on the other hand, failed to discover any 

Significant association for total offence commissioI1s. If 

the least serious and mest serious offence catecories ~re 

compared (see notes) a Blight variation becomes apparent in 

the direction of a negative associa.tion. (Table 15. I,o\'l S.E.S 1.~~, 
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High S.E.S. 7~, for most serious offences) If the four !tost 

serious and the four least serious offences a,re averaged and 

compared, a similar trend occl1rs, a.l though on this occasion 

the difference is not significant. 

Conducting the same type of analysis for those 6tL~dies 

showing a provisional negative association between delinquency 

and socio-economic status, both Gold (1966) and Reiss (1961) 

appear to make compatible conclusions to their results. 

Hardt's results (1968), however, appear to make his position 

even weaker than suggested, if the race of the offender is 

controlled. Doing this reveals only a marginal association 

which applies to older boys only. 

Belson (1975) concludes, along with Hardt (1968), that 

only a weak negative association exists, although the consist-
, 

ency of this find ing for both frequent offenders and serious 

offenders suggests a possibly stronger conclusion. (Table 6. 

~ Low S.E.S., 1.4~ High S.E.S. for most serious offences) 

Clark and Wenninger's (1962) confusion of racial factors, 

strongly affect their conclusions. Controlling for race 'by 

comparing white areas, reveals only a slight association, and, 

if anything, in the reverse direction to the dominant con- _-

elusion offered. 

~cDonald (1969) similarly claims a strong cegative ~ss

ociation in her conclusicns (1969 p.9S) and states, 'There are 

differences between the social classes in rates of admitted 

delinquency, measured several ways, consistently showing l:igher 

rates on the part of the working class boys.' Yet only nine 

of 'the possible forty-two relationships Vlere significant for 

most serious offences, and eight for most frequent offenders. 

'(All but one showing a negative association) It seems the 

impetus for her statements derive a.lmost solel'v from what now 
• 
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seems to be a disproportionate report inc; of minor offences by 

working-class boys, and thus not particularly meani~~ful if 

discussing stronger defir.itions of delinquency. 

For studies concluding a positive relationship between 

admissions and delinquent behaviour, no obvious disparities 

appear to exist between what is stated in the text and the 

tabulated results. 

Ass imilat ing the preferences of Bytheway and If.ay (1971) 

for the investigation of the 'facts' rather than the textual 

corr~ents, it is considered here that the distribution of self

report studies should be reformed to incorporate a more 

sUbstantial definition of delinquency, which gives greater 

weight to the influence of serious and frequent offence admiss

ions, than to single or minor offence admissions. The proposed 

revised distribution of conclusions .is thus shown telow in 

Table 8. 

Table 8. 

REVISED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETv.'EEN 

SOCIO-ECONO~lIC STATUS AIm REPORTED DELINQUENCY 

LOW S.E.S. 

WEAK 

Hardt '68 
McDonald '69 
Dentler '61 
Akers '64 

STRONG 

Gold '66 
Reiss '61 
Belson '75 

NO ASSN. 

r;ye '58 
Casparis '73 
Arnold '65 
Hirschi '69 
Clark '62 

HIGH S.E.S. 

WEAK STRONG 

Chrj,stie '65 Empey '66 
Williams '72 
Voss '56 

This move has altered the balance slightly in the dj.-, 

rection of favouring the possibility of some negative correl

ation (Comparing Table 'j and Table 8), between social clazs 
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and reported delinquency, at the expense of thoDe conclusions 

suggesting no association. 

b. nace -
Treating the racial factor in the same reanner as socia-econ

omic status, and giving preference to the notion of delin

quency based on the most serious and most frequent admissions, 

strongly re-shapes the original distribution of conclusions. 

Table 9. 

REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND RACE: 

ONE z OR MORE OFFENCE ADMISSIOHS 

(Number of significant associations) 

NON-WHITE NO ASSN. WHITE 

Forslund '75 5 22 2 

Considering first those studies originally categorised 

as indicating no association, Gold (1966) appears to more 

strongly suggest some association between most freQ.uent off

ence admissions and race. This, however, was largely 'the re-

Si,llt of the non-white sample being skewed towards the lower 

socia-economic categories. Controlling for social class mekes 

the result more compatible with the original 'no association' 

conclusion. Gould's finding (1968) of no delinquent asso-, 

eiation with race was also eene.rally supported .by the data. 

Studies favouring a. weak association between race and 

delinquency are compatible with the data for WilliarJs (1972), 

and Jensen (1976), altl:ou[,h SOIDe discrepencies exist' for 

Forslund's investigation (1975). In order to im9rove study 

comparability other varia.bles he,d to be standard ieed. and tht.~s, 

I 
.1 

I 

I 
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Table 10. 

REPORTED OFFENCE CO~OOISSION AND RACE: 

CONTROLLING OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 

(Percentages, or number of significant associations) 

OFFENCE LEAST SERIOUS :MOST SERIOUS 

RACE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE 

Jensen '76 (Negro) (Negro) 
47% 53% 12% 6% 

Gold '66 (Negro) (Negro) 
27% 33% 25% 21% 

Williams '72 (Negro) (Negro) 
4~ 47% 58" . 53~ 

Forslund '75 (Am. Indian) (Am. Indian) 
5 2 0 0 

where possible sex has been controlled by referring to Eale 

racial differences only. Forslund finds no significant asso

ciation between race and delinquency for male respondents, 

although sixteen of the twenty-nine comparisons for females 

were significant. It has been decided, therefore, to continue 

the sex control and categorise Forslund as indicating a finding 

of no association between race and delinquency. 

Hardt (1968), on the other hand, only tentatively suggests 

some association between delinquency rates and racially diff

erent areas, yet offers relatively strong evidence to support it. 

Because of this the study has been reclassified as suggesting 

a strong association between race and reported delinquent 

behaviour. 

The final author in this group, Voss (1963), offers quite 

a wide range of variation for the six racial categories 

investigated. The three selected here for comparison show 
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Table 11. 

REPORTED OFFENCE Cm,m~ISSIm{ AKD RACE: 
~~--~-------------------------

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF OFFENCE CO~T.\';ISSION 

(Percentages) 

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT 

RACE NON-WHITE WHITE NOn-WHITE WHITE 

Hardt '68 (Negro) (Negro) 
1~ 41% 46% 34% 

Gold '66 (Nagro) (Negro) 
13% 2~1, 26% 18% 

Williams '72 (Negro) (Negro) 
3 % 36% 62% 64% 

Gould '68 (Negro) (Negro) 
47% 41% 10% 12.5~ 

Voss 163 (Jap. ) (Jap. ) 
73~ 60% 27% 44% 

Voss '63 (Chins. ) (Chins.) 
54% 60% 46% 44% 

Gould '6tS (Oriental) ., (Oriental) 
47% 41% 13% 12.5% 

,,' 

conrlicting results. Comparing Caucasians to Chinese suggests 

a similar amount of reporting for most frequent admissions, 

and thus no racial association. Comparing Caucasians to Jap

anese, on the other hand, shows a relatively strong asso-

ciation. It is for this reason, therefore, that the findings 

of Voss (1963) have been divided into two comparison groups. 

The rearranged distribution for, r~ce, giving, as suggested, 

greater weight to the results of admissions to serious and 

frequent offence eo.::un.iss ions, is ind ieat ed belO\? in Table 12. 
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Ta.bl~ 12. 

REVISED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE 

A~"1) RE!'ORTED DELINQUENCY 

NON-WHITE 

WEAK STRONG 

Williams '72 Hardt '68 
Jensen '76 

c. Age 

NO ASSN. 

Gould '68 
Gold '66 
Forslund '75 
Voss '63 
(Chins.) 

WEAK 

WHITE 

STRONG 

Voss '63 
(Jap. ) 

In the same way that socio-economic status and race were both 

contentious and problematic, both age and sex appear rel~ 

tively consistent in terms of data and conclusions drawn. All 

but one of· the studies described in Table 3. conclude a. 

strong .positive associa.tion between offence reportage ao-j the 

juvenile's age. 

Table 13. 

REPORTED OFFENCE cO:r.:n;rSSION AND AGE: 

ONE, OR lIlORE OFFENCE ADMI.§SION~ 

(Percentages, or number of significant associations) 

OLD 

Dentler '61 

Casparis '73 1 

Eln-.horn*'65 39.2 

NO ASSN. 

36 

YOUNG 

2 

9.0 
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Table 14. 

REPORTED OF?:EHCE COIVJ·:ISSION AND AGE: 

CONTROLLING Ol!'FENCE SERIOUSNESS 

(Percentages, or number of significant associations) 

-
OFl!'ENCE LEAST SERIOUS l,:OST SERIOUS 

• 
AGE OLD YOUNG OLD YOUNG 

Belson '75 90~ 84~ 8.4% 3.4% 
Williams '72 58% 72% 42% 28% 

Casparis '73 1 1 0 1 

Elmhorn*'65 5.9 1.0 *Index 

Table 15. 

REPORTED O~"FE!lCE COIt.MISSION AND AGE: 

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF OFFENCE COMMISSION 

(Percentages) 

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT r.~OST FREQUENT 

AGE OLD YOUNG OLD YOUNG 

Belson '75 17~ 36% 35% 1210 
Dentler '61 3710 29'~ 14% 6% 
Hardt '68 40% ~ 23% 12~ 57,0 
Vl1lliams '72 41% 59% 59~ 41i~ 

Nothing from Tables 13 to 15 seems to challenge this 

conclusion. The distribution is therefore suggested as 

remaining in its original form as shown in Table 3. 
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d. Sex. -
The situation for sex and its association to delinquency, 

again appears much less problematic than that of social status 

and race. Comparing Tables 17 and 18, shows', with only the 

one exception, (Voss 1963), a consistent and strong relation

ship b-etween boys and more serious and more frequent offence 

admissions. The distribution described in Table 4, therefore, 

remains unaltered. 

Dentler' 61 

OFFENCE 

SEX 

Jensen '76 
Akers '64 
Gold '66 
Williams '72 

Table 16. 

REPORTED OF:B'EIWE COMMISSIOn AND SEX: 

ONE l OR h:ORE OF!'ENCE ADr,CISSIONS 

(Percentages) 

BOYS NO ASSN. GIRLS 

55% 30% 

~able 17. 

REPORTED OFFENCE COl\mISSION AND SEX: 

CONTROLLING OFJ4'ENCE SERIOUSNESS 

(Percentages) 

LEAST SERIOUS rWST SERIOUS 

BOY GIRL EOY GIRL 

53% 31~ 6~ 1~ 1° . 

48~ 45~ 20~ 3-' i'J 

33% 70% 21% 2~ 
57% 77% 43% 23% 
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!able-1.~. 

REFORrED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND SEX: 

CONrROLLING FREQUENCY OJ!' OFFENCE COIv~.MISSIOH 

(Percentages) 

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT 

SEX BOY GIRL BOY GIUL 

Voss '63 56% 50% 44'~ 50% '10 

Dentler '61 43% 25% 12'% 5% 
Gold '66 22% 41% 18~ 2% 
Williams '72 35% 6~% 65% 32~ 

5. Methodological problems 

" 

So far the results of the various publications have been 

manipulated with little regard for the processes by which 

they were generated. In other words, the data has been taken 

in 'good faith'. It is now necessary to question these 

methods in order that it may be ascertained the extent to 

which the distribution of studies are grounded 1n method

ologically adequate research. This is a particularly relevant 

pOint for this type of analysis, considering the wealth of 

criticism that has recently been lodged against self-report 

techniques. 

The following section is designed, therefore, to illwnin

ate the most important of these criticisms, in order that the 

relative strengths and weaknesses of the various studies may 

. be assessed. The distribution of conclusions pertaining to 

each of t.he social factors can thus be compared using only 

the better self-report analyses. 
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6. Valld i ty of resE.£..ll~ 

a. General problem3 of self-report studie! 

Although many of the criticisms regarding the validity of 

results obtained through reporting techniques are related to 

specific studies only, certain general problems apply to all 

of them. One of the most damaging criticisms requireo rel

atively little imagination to generate; quite simply the res

pondent might not be telling the truth. The strength of any 

statement concerning the I real·' behaviour of adolescents, rests 

on the juveniles' willinBness to supply the sociologist, or 

research worker, with a complete catalogue of incriminating 

offences. The situation thus arises as exemplified by Gold 

(1966) in a statement made .by a respondent who considered 

that the interviewer would ha.ve, I ••• enough on me to send me 

. up for thirty years.' (1966 p.32) It seems hardly feasible 

that a youth at the most suspicious of ages is w11ling to 

reveal criminal activities to an unknown person for no more 

of a reason than the fact that he would be doing him a fa-

vour. What seems more likely is that some youths will tell the 

inte.rv1.ewer the truth and co-operate, while others will not; 

which profoundly confuses the issue. 

The debate concerning honesty in Gelf-report literature 

has usually been presented in two categories; that of under

reporting (concealment) and of over-reporting (exaggerction). 

i. Under-reporting offences 

The biggest problem associated w1th under-reporting, is not 

so much concealment per se, but the variations that might 

occur in concealment patterns. Gold (1966) expresses this 

problem when he states: 
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We did not know what proportion of our sample 
would conceal offences; we did not know whether 
concealment would vary with factors like social 
status, race, and sex; and we did not know whether 
certairL offences would be cOllcealcd more eften. 
than others. (1966 p.32) 

Gold concludes from this research tha.t over 17~~ of his sampla 

could be regarded as 'concealers', and 11% at least as 

'questionables'. It was also found that concealment patterns 

did vary, particularly with the type of offence committed. 

Males predominately concealed 'breaking and entering', and 

girls most frequently concealed 'fornication' and 'theft'. 

Of particular concern is the possibility that under

reporting may be associated with social factors. Box (1971), 

for example. discusses some contemporary viewpoints to this 

effect which state, he suggests, that the working-class youth 

is m.ore likely to be a concealer than the middle-cla.ss youth, 

on the grounds that he will tend to mistrust the middle-class 

researcher, and fear punishment through double-dealing. The 

middle-class individual, on the other hand, will ide.ntify 

with the researcher, feel less suspicious, and respond gen

era.lly more honestly. (From Box 1971 p.72) 

ii. Over-reporting offences 

In many ways, exaggeration is more of a problem to the re-

searcher than concealment, because it cannot so easily be 

detected or checked by conventional validity control techniques. 

Along with this, however. remains the same problem !!os berora 

concerning the social distribution of cver-represent~tion. 

It could be argued, for instance, that the wor~ing-clasB youth 

might have a greater desire to display signs of masculinity 

and courage tr.LI'ough exaggeration and boa.sting, and ~hus, once 

. again distort the distribution of tactual' cri~1nal activities. 

Explanations of this type t nevert·heless, B..1"'e hypothetical 
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such that the exact distribution of both concealment and 

exa.ggeration must remain for the time being as unknown • 
. ,-

iii. Detected act admission 

The debate over concealment and exaggeration has the accom-

panying problem of the relationship between detected and 

reported offences. Farrington (1973), fo~ example, considers 

that it seems more likely for individuals to admit to offences 

for which they, had alrea.dy been caught • 

••• official delinquents were particularly like
ly to admit the offences for which they had been 
convicted. However, this high admission rate 
may not apply to deviant acts which have es-

caped detection; for acts might become particu~ 
larly memorable if they result in court appear
ance. (1973 P.102) 

Alternatively, it could be considered that there is nothing 

to lose adIti tt ing offences for' which the ind i vid ual haa 

already been caught. 

b. Problems related to the ferm of the questionl"!a1.re 

Self-report methodologies generally use one of two techniques 

of gathering research data; the anonymous quest ionnaire, and 

the personal interview. Both these methcd3 require the res

pondent to answer a series of set questions concerning tho 

individual's behaviour. This introduces the second .major 

problem of question interpretation. 

i. Difficulties of interpretation 

Part of the problem of interpretation arises from the present

ation of the offence act in the questionnaire, or, as read by 

the intervie~er. Sometimes the item is left in a particularly 

ambiguous form. For example, Blackmore (1974) makes the 

pOint that if the question reads, 'Taking an ur ... known, person's 

car or motor bike for joy-ridine', does this also ir.clude 

scooters or mopeds? An example of thi~ problem 10 illustratea 

by Clarl( and Tifft (1967) who found that a nun:ber of replies 
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for some offences were incomplete because of the difficulty 

the respondent ha.d found in interpreting the act. In a. 

footnote, the author's cozr:.ment, 'Percentage3 do not add to 

100~ because of inaccuracies arising from respondents mis

understanding the meaning of the item.' (1967 p.518) As this 

consistently occurred for only a few offences, it seems more 

likely that the error was more an expression of the question 

itself, than of the interpretational abilities of the juven

ile. For example, the item, 'Had in my possession pictures, 

books, or other materials which were obviously obscene, and 

prepared to arouse eomeone sexually', apparently baffled 

nearly one third of the respondents completing the question

naire. 

The same type of problem arises with the instruction 

notation. If the respondent is requested to reply in the 

form of 'often', 'seldom', or 'never', variations may once 

again occur through differences in interpretation. As 

Farrington (1973) suggests, ' ••• objectively, the sam~ number 

may be rated 'seldom' by one person and 'often I by another.' 

( 1 973 p • 1 00 ) 

ii. Difficulties of definition 

The difficulties of definition arise not so much on how the 

item is understood on reading, but on the personal definition 

assigned to the act by the individual. Quite simply, one 

person's definition of an offence might be quite different to 

that of another. Self-report studies tr..U3 becom.e faced with 

differentiating what Gould (1968) describes as 'perceived' 

rather than 'actual' delinquency. 

This is by no means an academic quibble, as Gold (1966) 

points out after sllpplementary probine of response;) by the 
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interviewer. 

Indeed, our subsequent analysis of data shows, 
for example, that ha.lf of the acts of propel'ty 
destruction, one fourth of the confidence games, 
and one fifth of the personal assaults to which 
our saffiple initially admitted, could not con
ceivably be called chargeable offences. 
(1966 p.30) 

In a check for exaggeration, Gold discovered that the degree 

of distortion, brought about by variations in definition, can 

be. quite considerable • 

••• some concealed weapons turned out to be Boy 
Scout pocket knives; some gane fights were nothing 
more than minor playground scuffles; soma instances 
of auto-theft were only quick spino around the 
block in the family car. (1966 p.34) 

. iii. Summary 

Unlike the general problems, which might be considered intrin

sic to self-report analysis, the problem of interpretation can , 

vary with the quality of the specific resea.rch study. The 

issue of interpretation can best be assessed, therefore, 

through the individual investigation of the studies involved; 
. . 

favouring, of course, those expressing clarity and simplicity 

of offence presentation. The second issue of offence def

inition seems to be the more effectively controlled through 

the llse of the personal interview technique, as cppose'd to 

the self-administered questionnaire. Although the anonymity 

of the latter may encourage individual responses, the quality 

of these responses may best be contro~led through the more 

detailed enqltiries of the personal interview. It is not 

suggested here that the anonymous questionnaire 1s to be con

sidered of no value, only that some preference does seem 

appropriate for the personal interview method of investigation. 

c. Problems related to the construction of the qu~~Z'.i~e 

The questionnaire structure is possi.bly one of "tho Lll~st 

criticised ele.:n.ents of the self-report tp.chniquc, and also,. 
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one of the most variable. 

i. Over-representation of ~inor offences. 

One of the most striking aspects of the items included in 

many of these questionnaires, both personal and anonymous, i6 

the relatively low seriousness of the offences presented. It 

is not uncommon to include such activities as, 'Defying par

ent's authority,' (Gould 1968), 'Had a fist-fight with another 

person,' (Voss 1966), or, IUsed swearNords or dirty words 

out loud in school, church, or in the street, 60 other people 

could hear me' (Clark 1962). Considering that almost every 

child is guilty of these 'offences', (Gibson 1970), it is not 

surprising that a number of studies have tended to emphasise 

the absence of behavioural differences between social classes. 

Some items such as 'letting off fireworks in 
the street', or 'ridine a bicycle without 
lights after dark', ••• Vlere endorsed by a 
substantial maj ori ty of both delj.nquents and 
non-delinquents. (1970 p.278) 

As opposed to including behaviour which may have some form 

of official counter-part, many studies have emphasised what 

Voss (1966) refers to as 'nuisance offences', or as Box (1971) 

calls simply 'bad manners'. 

It seems, therefore, that to make any meaningful con

tribution to the problem of the epidemiology of juvenile 

delinquency, self-report investigations must largely direct 

their attentions towards delinquent activities which ·are, at 

least, offences against the law. 

ii. Over-representation of class-specific offences 

The notion that some crimes Bre more associated with, and %ore 

frequent.ly committed by, one social class as opposed to 

another,. is not without adherents. Vaz (1966), fo!' example, 

suggests that middle-class delinquenc~ is 'sociable' in 

quality, where Stinchcornbe (1963) emphasises its more priva.te 
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nature. 

Box (1971) offers a speculative assess~~nt of the re

l~tionship between social class and specific offences • 

••• it is certainly known that some offences are 
more typically co~~itted by one social c1as3. 
Thus, 'breaking and enterine' is more fre~ 

qllent1y a working class offence, whilst embezz
elment is more typically a middle class offence. 
Property damage is more typical of the working 
class, whilst car theft or joy-riding, is more 
common among the middle class. (1911 p.81) 

Whether this is, in fact, the'case, it is certainly worth 

noting his advice when he suggests: 

Unless care is taken in the selection of items 
in a self-report schedule, it is possible that 
it will include a disproportionate number of 
offences more typically co~itted by one group 
rather than another. (1911 p.81) 

A number of self-report studies have directly contri

buted to this analysis by cooparing the relationship between 

class and type of offence. Empey and Erickson (1966), for 

example, suggest that middle-class delinquents were more 

likely to coromi t acts of forgery, theft, and property ~lio- -

lation, where working-:-class delinquents were more likely to 

be involved in alcohol and drug offences, driving offences, 

and assault. (1966 p.552) 

The absence of any obvious similarity between these 

accounts by the various authors, indicates that the exact 

relationship between offence type and social class, is by no 

means clear. The fact that some relationship does seem at 

least plausiblet however, encourages the need for some att

ention to be pai,d to the offence items chosen for the queot

ionnaire. Perhaps an omnibus approach might prove the least 

problema.tic, 'by includin.g as wide a range of acts a.s posoible. 

If this view is taken, then the reliability of studiee using 

Ollly a small number of offence items, becomes qllestionablc. 
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iii. Summary 

Questionnaire construction is, therefore, of critical import

ance to the validity of the type of results that can be att

ained using self-report analysis. In terms of method quality, 

it seems that some preference should be given to those studies 

including relatively serious offences, at least capable of 

invoking some form of official reaction. The problem of class 

representation is more difficult to resolve, although it may 

b~ alleviated somewhat if a wide range of behaviour is in

cluded in the questionnaire design; which necessarily involves 

a fairly large number of offence items. 

7. Regional variations 

In the same way that the specific study methodology affects 

the validity of its conclusions, so too does the type of 

area in which the research io conducted. It seems possible, 

at least, that the kind of area investigated is related to 

the kind of conclusions that might arise from the inv~st

igation. Clark and Wenninger (1962), for example, suggests: ' 

This apparent discrepcncy in the literature can 
be resolved, however, if one hypothesises that 
the rates of illegal conduct among social classes 
vary with the type of community in which they 
are found. Were this so, it could be possible 
for studies which have included certain types of 
community to reveal differential illegal beha-

viour rates amone social classes while studies 
which have involved other types of co~tunities 
might fail to detect social class differences. 
(1962 p.827) 

If this were the case, it would seriously undermine the value 

of some studies. So far, two important area variations have 

been considered in the research literature. 

a. Area size 

A number of self-report stUdies have been conducted in rel

atively small, rural areas; but as Clark and Wennil~~er (1962) 
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point out, most theories and pI'oble.m9 relat ing to delin

quency, have been directed towards large, metropolita.n areas. 

Without wishing to. anticipate the next problem of class-' 

structure, it seems unlikely that rural and small urban areas 

will contain the more usual urban social structure to test 

for social class relationships. As Clark B.nd Wenninger 

comment: 

Perhaps, it is only here (metropolitan areas), 
that there is a sufficient concentration of those 
in the extreme social-economic classes to afford 
an adeguatc test of the 'social class' hypoth
esis. (1962 p.827) 

Although these comments are specifically related to class 

characteristics, the same conditions might exist for other 

social factors. It does seem, however, that the class con

sideration is the most important. As Box (1971) suggests: 

••• it could be argued that, in farm or small
town areas, class stratification differences 
are so poorly developed that not much inter
class behaviour differences would be expected. 
(1971 p. 83) 

b. Class-structure. 

The class-structure of an area is, of course, connected 1~ 

part to the area size; although some independent influences 

do seem noticable. Harry (1974), for example, explains: 

The diversity of findings on the class-delin
quency relationship stems from the variety of 
different communities or areas studied. I 
sUBgest that it is the variation between co:nm
unities in class differences and in inter
class social contacts which may be determining 
the extent of the class-delinquency relation
ship. (1974 p.294) 

Harry goes on to produce a theory of school structure and 

e~pected self-report findings. He proposes that in middle

class s,~hools e.nd class mixed schools there will be a sim-

ilarity of group cultures developinB, producing little diff

erence between middle-class and working-class reported 
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delinquency rates. In the C8.se of the predominantly working

class school, its relationship to ~biqllitous middle-class 

norms and values p!oduces a truly. heterogeneous culture, and 

a distinction between working-class and middle-class delin

quency patterns should be apparent. 

A similar pOint is made by Clark and Wenninger (1962) 

who emphasise the significance of the dominant class culture 

of an area in producing a dominant delinquency pattern; im

plici tlY.~ suggesting that it is the cultural interaction 

within an area that determines its delinquency patterns. 

c. Summarl 

Considering these two main points encourages the conclusion 

that stUdies carried out in small urban, or rural areas, vlill 

not favourably compare with the lareer metropolitan districts 

which form the basis of much of the social theorising concern

ing juvenile delinquency patterns. 

The latter issue concerning inter-area class structure, 

provides a more complex problem however. On the same grounds 

that a regular metropolitan, or large urban area, Vias fa-

v:lured, it seems similarly desirable, with respect to recent 

theoriSing and study co~parability, that the area should be 

relatively mixed in terms of social class. Ifchoosing a 

mixed area does lead to its own specific conclusio~s, as 

Harry (1974) sugGests, then it is surely this specific con

clusion that sociologists are most i~terested in. 

8. Elimination . 
From this ana.lysis of method quality tt was hoped that SOlLe 

inSight could be !lJ.F.lde into the best £:.r .. d worst features of 

self-report analysis. .AssuI!lix:e tha.t the weakest studies 

should be eliminated on "the erounds that the final distri-
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but ion of social factors should be based on the strongest 

possible research methods, two of the most criticised problem 

areas seem most appropriate for this purpose; the question

naire design and the region studied. 

a o Questionnaire design 

The most important criticism of the questionnaire design was 

the preponderance of minor or 'nuisance' offences and the in

adequate distribution of offence types. Certain studies need 

to be presented, therefore, which are seemingly deficient 

in one of these respects, either in terms of the over

representation of minor offences, or in terms of the use of 

a particularly small number of offences which fail to include 

a suitable range of behaviours. 

Gould's study (1968) is particularly bad in this respect. 

Not only does he use a small number of check-list items, (nine 

in all), but also fails to include any offence more serious 

than theft under the value of two dollars. At least six of 

the remaining eight offences could not in any way be considered 

chargeable under the law. 

Arnold (1965) includes a twenty-one item check-list, 

which by most standards is relatively large, yet both of his 

more serious scales of • vandalism' and 'assault·, are partic

ularly weak in terms of including 'real' offences. Admitt

edly, many of these items would invoke some attention from a 

passing police officer, but such acts as, 'walking on some 

grass ••• where you weren't supposed to', or 'purposely said 

mean things to someone ••• ·, only barely reach Box's definition 

of 'bad manners' (1971 po 82) • 

Akers (1964) uses eight offence items, at least half of 

which cOEprise 'nuisance' offences, although does include three 

theft items, the most serious of which was 'taking things of 
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medium value, or 'taking a car without the owner's know

ledge', which ever is the more costly. 

It is significant that, as might hQve been predicted, all 

three of the above authors fa.iled to find any association 

between delinquency and social factors. One of the weaker 

studies, in terms of questionnaire design, which does find 

a s1ight association, is that of Voss (1966) who, although 

i~cludes one serious offence ~theft over fifty dollars), makes 

up the majority of t~e remainder with 'school-boy pranks'. 

b. Area. researched 

On a number of grounds, research carried out in soall urban, 

or rural,areas, seems inadequate for the present invest

igation purposes. Three studies stand out as being deficient 

in this respect. 

Nye and Short's research (1958) was conducted in one 

sLi.burban and two rural towns with a population net exceeding 

2,500, in city areas ra~ing from 10,000 to 25,000. Casparis 

(1973) states that, 'Unfortunately we were not able to get 

permission to study boys from either a metropolitan or an 

ir.d ustrial centre', and suggests that only one city covered 

contained a population of over 10,000 inhabi.tants. (1973 p.49) 

~mpey and Erickson (1966) corifined their research to 'rel

atively small [tah cities', and concluded that, 'The sarr-e 

research conducted in a large, urban center ~ay have resulted 

ir.. an er..tirely different picture.' (1966 p.554) 

c. SwrJLa!l 

There are many problems associated with self-report techniques 

of which only a few ha.ve been discllssed here, and only a few 

have been selected as a basis for study ex~lus1on from the 

f1r~al distribution analyois. The grour..do for this selection 

are necessarily arbi tary , although it is f'~l t-·thra.t some· 
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impl'ovements in terms of both meaning and study comparability 

have been made as a result. 

9. Final distribution 

Reforming the distribution of study conclusions concerning 

the association between admitted delinquency and class, race, 

ege, and sex in terms of ffiethod quality, produces the final 

balance of 9pinion shown in Tables 19 to 22. The final anal

ysis reconsiders.these investiga.tions with respect to their 

relative merits, rather than weakneGses, with special atten

tion given to studies using personal interview techniques, and 

those referring to notions of delinquency based more firmly 

on official or legal definitions of what constitutes delin

quent activities. 

a. Socia-economic statue 

Consideri~ first thoDe investigations favouring the personal 

interview technique, only four of the twenty-one stUdies used 

this method, although they are all contained in the final 

distribution shown in Table 19, (Gold 1966, Reiss 1961, 

Belson 1975, and Williams 1972). Ironically, three of those 

four investigations·show a strong negative ~ssociation between 

social class and delinquency. The fourth (Williams 1972) also 

fin.ds an association, although this is weak end in the I'everse 

direction. 

~ith respect to the definition of delinquency, all but 

one of the stUdies shown i~ Table 19. (Clark 1962) did refer 

to either more serious of more frequent offence commissions, 

although much of this information was extracted or calCtllated 

from the data rather than supplied directly by the author. 

Two of these studies used both mere serious and more frenuent 
;0. 

measuring criteria.,· and both concluded tt.at tr.erc was 0. stror~g 
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Table 19. 

QUALITY COnTROJ.JTED CONCLUSIONS BEGARDING THE AS::OCIATION 

BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS ArID REPORTED DELINQUENCY / 

LOW S.E.S. HIGH S.E.S. 

WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. WEAK 

Hardt '68 Gold '66 Hirschi '69 Christie '65 
McDonald '69 Reiss '61 Clark' 62 Williams '.72 
Dentler '61 Belson '75 

negative association. (Gold 1966, and Belson 1975) 

STRONG 

One of the weaker studies, on these grounds, was that 

of Clark (1962), who not only failed to use a personal inter

view technique, but also chose to display the results in terms 

of the number of significant associations for one or more 

offence admissions. The seriousness rating shown in Table 6, 

was calculated from -the dat~ provided, and, although suitable 

for the stronger' definition of delinquent involvement, was 

not used to its full advantage by the authors. Hir3chi (1969), 

on the other hand, similarly finds no association between 

class and delinquency, and, although he again favours the 

self-administered questionnaire, the general quality of the 

research appears to be generally reliable. 

The two studies aho\'/ing a weak positive association, 

(Christie 1965, and Williams 1972) seem to run against all 

expectations. Vl1l1iams, however, only finds this asoociation 

for the more serious offences, which he states are theft, car

theft, and assault. Christie, on the other hand, considers 

that had they used interview or observation techniques, their 

conclusions might ha.ve been quite different. ('965 p.107) 
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It is possible thut variation3 in study conclusions 

could be brought about by the same conditions outlined by 

Harry (1974), and suggested in the conclusions of the off

icia.l data section in Chapter One, in that crime, and app

rehension patterns, may be related to the area investigat"ed" 

and as such, the differences between conclusions need not be 

considered problematic. However, from the selected sample 

of self-report studies investigated here, some favouring do~~ 

seem app~rent towards a conclusion of a negative association 

between class and delinquency. 

b. Race . -
Treating the issue of race and delinquent a.ssociation in 

the same way, does not seem to clarify the situation quite 

so easily. Only two of the investigations ~hoVln in Table 20 

use the personal interview method, Gold (1966), who indicates 

no association between race and admitted delinquency, and 

Williams (1972), who sllggests a weak associa.tion in the di-

rection of some non-white over-renresentation. 
" ~ 

Considering thooe atlldies classifying behaviour in the 

form of most serious, or most frequent offence co~~ission3, 

reveals that only two researches use both techniques; which 

again turn out to be, Gold (1966) and Williams (1972). The 

other four authors use at least one of these methods, or 

present their data in a form whereby either seriousness or 

frequency may be calculated, yet arrive at quite dissimila.r 

conclusions. 

If tho data presented on Tables 10 and 11 are compared, 

however,. the differences between Gold (1966) and Williams 

(1972) do not appea.r so great • Altho ugh basically showing 

no association between race and delinq'lency, Gold does suggest 

Bome tendency towards tha same conclusions as Williams. 
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Table 20. - -,--
gUALI'£Y COI~TROLLED CO~WlUSIOHS HEGARDING THE ASSOCIATIOH 

BETWEEN RACE AND REPORTED DEI,I}lQUENCY ---------------,- - .. 

Non-WHITE 

WEAK STRONG 

Williams '72 Hardt '68 
Jensen '76 

NO ASSN. 

Gold '66 
F'orslund '75 
Voss '63 
(Chins. ) 

WHITE 

WEAK STRONG 

Voss '63 
(Jap.) 

Whereas Williams suggest a slight non-white over-repre~ent

ation for the more serious offences, in terms of the fre-

quency of commission, however, no association is diacernable. 

Gold, on the other hand, only shows a non-significant diff

erence in terms of race for serious offences, although a 

slighter stronger difference was apparent for more frequsnt 

offenders. 

If the unexpected result of Voss (1963) 1s ignored for 

the moment on the grounds that studying Japanese youths as 

a non-white category might present a special case, the over

all balance of conclusions appears to hinge around suggesting 

either no association between race !;:..nd admitted delinquency, 

or only a marginal relationship. Hardt's strong association 

(1968), refers primarily to racial areas, of which the struc-

ture, both in terms of class and race, is not at a.ll certain 

beyond the brief description given in the text • 

. c. ~i!.! 

The position for age is quite different from the other 

. social considerations in as much as the study conclusions 

are unanimous in their findir..gs. All five e.uthors suggco~ 
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a strong positive associa.tion between age a.n.d delinquency; 

both in terms of serious and frequent offence admissions. 

Table 21. 

QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIA'rION 

BETWEEN AGE AND RSPOR'rED DELINgUENCY 

OLD 

WEAK STRONG 

Dentler '61 
Williams '72 
Elmhorn '65 
Belson '75 
Hardt '68 

YOUNG 

NO ASSN. WEAK STRONG 

Two of-the five studies use the personal interview tech.

nique, Williams (1972) and Belson (1975), and the same two 

authors present their results expressing both the most ser

ious and most frequ,ent condi tiona ~ 

This conclusion might not appear surprising, in as much 

as the older youth has had more time to engage,in delinquent 

behaviour. Some separate control would have to be made to 

relate age to offence commission during a particular age 

period, rather than simply me~suring an accumulation ~f de~ 

linquent activity over a number of years. Although the concept 

of age haE been treated here as a relative category, compar

ing relatively older youths with relatively younger youths, 

these results do appear to suggest that age is likely to be 

a particularly influential variable in the pattern of de-' 

linquent activity. 
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d. Sex 

A similar situation occurs for sex, in th~t four of the 

five investigations conclude that boys admit more frequent 

and more serious offence commissions than do girls. Only 

Voss (1963) suggests that there is no association in terms 

of sex, although this result was calculated from his data 

and was not central to the research. 

Table 22. 

QUALITY CONTROI.LED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING Th~ ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN SEX AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY 

BOY 

WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. 

Dentler '61 Voss '63 
Gold '66 
Williams '72 
Jensen '76 

GIRL 

WEAK STRONG 

Two of the four studies showing a strong association 

use the personal interview technique, (Williams 1972 and 

Gold 1966), and again, the same two authors refer to both 

delinquency scales. The results thus appear to strongly 

favour the view that male offenders dominate the delinquent 

populat ion. 

10. Conclusions .-
It was suggesteJ at the beginning of this cr.apter, that the 

results froD self-report ana1ysis may be used to substs.nti~te 

or weaken the findings of official data and observation 

studies. To support t.he notions of labelling theory, a.nd to 
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reject the Hypotheses One to .Four, it would have to be shown 

that, not only Vias there a. re~sor ... a.ble weight of evidence 

favouring a conclusion of some ~ssociation between official 

labelling and class, ra.ce, a.ge, and sex, but a.lso that no 

similar association was found for the distribution of admitted 

juvenile delinquency. In ott.er words, the officia.l dis-

tribution of dispositions has to be shown to be discriminatory 

and selective in a manner out of accord with the 'actual' 

distribution of offenders. Reviewing the evidence for both 

officially selected and 'actual' offenders provides differ

ing support for the labelling proposition depending on the 

social factor considered. 

The results of the official data and observation studies 

concerning official labelling and socio-economic status pro

vided a combined conclusion of four out of five investigations 

favourir4S the view that there was eyidence of official class 

discrimination with respect to the police treat~ent of ju--

veniles. Eecause of the small number of studies involved, only 

a tentative conclusion was proposed. Although social cla.ss 

may nct be a dominant factor affecting official disposition, 

nor a universally applic&ble one, of the five American based 

studies analysed the majority supported the view that the 

working-class child generally fared less well in the system 

than his middle-class counterpart. 

For the self-report investigations to substantiate the 

conclusion that the working-class child is treated discr1rr.

inator11y by the police, they would have to show that juven

ile delinquency was a universal phenomenon. The ideal sit

uation would be to co~pare the distrib~t1on of admitted de- -

linquency in the same States of America from which the officiai 

selection of offenders had been invc3t1gated. This, unfor-
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tunately was not generally possible, (with the exception of 

Hardt 1968), although the majority of these researches were 

in fact carried out in the tntted States of America. The 

result of the self-report analysis for socio-economic status 

did not generally support the view that juvenile delinquency 

was a universal phenomenon. The majority, and the best, of 

the studies so far analysed concluded that there was some 

association between admitted delinquency and low socio-econ

omic sta.tus. 'If working-class' youths are proport ionat ely 

more delinquent than middle-class youths, it would be expected 

that some over-representation would also be apparent in the 

official statistics. Of course, this does not necessarily 

detract from the value of those official disposition studies 

shoViing some class differences after legal variable controls, 

although the validity of these findings are now brought into 

question. What is weakened by the self-report result is tha 

possibility that the dominant official data and observation 

study conclusion might be generalised. 

It is, of course, not possible to offer any definitive 

conclusions to this effect because of the continuing contra

diction and uncertainty 1n the results of both official dis-, 

PJsi tion and self-report researches. If it is assun:ed, however, 

that the five official disposition studies and the ten self-

report do represent a reasonable sample and cross-section of 

the American situation, then the general impression of off

icial police processing policies may well be viewed as one 

slightly more discriminating in terms of lower socio-economic 

youth. Fcur studies to one suggest some official over-rep-

resentation, six studies to four susgest Gome tactual' 

o·Y'er-represeIltation; which ma.y be seen, albeit rather crudely 
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as the former being marginally stronger than the latter. 

There might be some grounds, therefore, for supporting Gold's 

conclusion (1966) when he states: 

But, 

••• behaviour among boys is related to social 
status just as the much criticised official 
records have demonstrated over and over 
again. (1966 p.44) 

••• the official records exaggerate the diff
erences ••• (1966 p.44) 

From his own official data conclusions, Gold suggests: 

About five times more lowest than highest 
status boys appear in the official recorda; 
if records were complete and unselective, 
we estimate that the ratio would be closer 
to 1.5 : 1. (1966 P.44) 

Unfortunately, the only valid test of this assumption can 

be realised from the combined results of a substantial number 

of researches, well above that considered in this, or any 

other analysis, so far discovered. Until then, any conclusion 

can only really be based on impression, which a.t the moment 
-

seems to suggest that on-some occasions, in some areas, there 

might appear a olight official over-representation of juven

iles from lower socio-economic categories; a conclusion quite 

independently arrived at, using a slightly different approach 

to the problem, by Hirschi (1975) when he sltOUl:arises his own 

evaluat ion. 

It stands to reason that, at least at some time 
in some jurisdictions ••• lower-class kids ••• 
are going to be more likely to receive extensive 
processing. (1975 P.194) 

The weakness of this association, however, is noted by 

T.i ttle (1975) in his own conclusions • 

• •• the availa'ble evid ence , although s:ufferin..3 
from many methodological defects, is contrary to 
the thesis that disadvantage variables h~ve more 
influence on criminal labelling than does actual 
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rule-breaking, but is generally consistent 
with the view that d isadvB.r.t3.ge varia.bles have 
some effect on labellinG. Thus, the stringent 
and more interesting form of the labelling 
proposition is negated by the data, while the. 
weak and essentially nonnovel form of the prop
osition is found to have some empirical ground
ing. (1975 P.170) 

The relationship between the official disposition 

researches and self-report analyses with respect to racial 

characteristics seem to be slightly clearer than for social 

class, and tending to favour'the labelling position. The 

combined official data and observation study results indi--

cated a ten-to-two distribution of study conclusions favouring 

some r'acial discrimination by official agencies. It was 

decided in Chapter Two that this represented reuch stronger 

evidence of official discrimination, although the same 

proviso was made that this association would probably vary 

between areas studied. 

If self-report analyses were to show that ethnic min

orities we~e no more likely to commit delinquent acts than 

were white, the evidence suggesting some police discrim

ination might be substantially strengthened. Re-examining 

the distribution of conclusions, stows only one of the 

seven stUdies favouring a strong association between race and 

reported delinquency, with the best two researches, that of 

Gold (1966) and Williams (1972), ind icat ine either no asso-

ctation or only a weak association. If it may be ass~~ed 

from this that there is no stro~g evidence to lead to tho 

conclusion that non-white youths are fundamentally more 

delinquent than white youths, then it might similarly be 

assumed that the results of the official disposition studies, 

and the precepts of labelling theory, have been strenethened 

with respect to the influence of race on of!iclal disposition. 
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Once again, however, the contradictions and methodological 

inadequacies of many of these researches reduce this to an 

impressionistic rather than a categoric statement. 

The situation for age and sex are both very similar 
J ~-in terms of both officia.l disposition results and self-report/ 

analysis. Only three official data studies concerned with 

police-juvenile encounters were directed towards the issue 

of age and the distribution of official dispositions; two 

of them favouring a conclusion of some association, and one 

no association. Obviously the size of the sample precludes 

any meaningful conclusion in this respect. Assuming neverthe

less, that this two-to-one balance did indicate official 

discrimination, how would the evidence of self-report 

analysis contribute to this? Quite simply, all five research 

investigations conclude that older youths are generally 

more delinquent than younger youths, both in terms of off

ence seriousness and the frequency of offences. Were this 

result to be a reflection of the actual distribution of 

delinquency, then the evidence of police discri~ination in 

tel~s of the offender's age would be further weakened. 

In the same way, not only was there 11 ttle evidence of 

official discrimination by sex, with both official data. 

studies concluding that there was no association, but also, 

there was a four-to-one balance of self-report study conclu-· 

sions favouring the view that boys were in fact more de

linquent than girls. Little evidence from either group· of 

studies, therefore, lends much support to labelling theory. 

Further research, however, particularly using ,refined meth

odological techniques and conducted in different areas or 

countries, might well alter this 8i t uat'ion. 
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The only p.roper general conclusion to this analysis of 

all three research methods (official da.ta, observation, and 

self-report), is, quite simply, that they are largely so 

inadequate as a gronp and individually as to be incapable of 

testing such a generalised set of ideas of the nature con

tained in labelling theory. They are inadequate in terms 

of the variable nature of their research method and design, 

i.n terms of general study comparability with respect to the 

area studied or the organisational level investigated, in 

te~ms of extraneous variable controls such an police mo-· 

bilisat ion patterns, the role of the vict 1m, th3 complainant 

or the community, and perhaps the most important, in terms I 

of the sheer lack of an adequate number of investigations 

avai1abl~ for comparison. Labelling theory can only really , 

be'tested in this context on a single situation basis. To 

extract any more general conclusion from these studies seems 

somewhat contrived , although some dominant trends do seem to 

pervade. With respect to class, race and age factors at 

least, some slight association may be discernable to official 

labelling. In this sense, the null hypotheses One to Three, 

(but not Four) are called into doubt, although it is' not 

really possible to categorically su,?port or reject any of 

the~. From the other point of view, however, official dis

crimination, as far as the police treatment of juveniles is 

concerned, appears to be much less apparent, frequent or. 

certain as recent sociological theorj,sing might hav~ us be

lieve. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
T • 

THE JUVENILE BUREAU SCHEME AND THE TREATMENT 

OF YOUNG OFFENDERS 
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1. Introduction 

The location for the present research project was a large 

divisional Juvenile Bureau oftha London l,:etropoli tan 

Police District. Every juvenile suspected of an offence 

commission in the area is referred to, and processed by, this 

Juvenile Burea.u. For purposes of anonymity, the police 

division referre-d to is 'I' Division; a letter not used by 

the Metropolitan Police for divisional notation. Because 

of the size of the district policed, 'I' Division Bureau 

comprises three sub-divisional Juvenile Bureaux, covering 

each of the three London boroughs contained in the area; 

fictitiously named here as, 'Westborough', 'Northborough' 

and 'Eastborough'. 

The idea that juveniles should be treated differently 

from adul to is not a particularly new concept. Since the 

early nineteenth century, variations were apparent by way 

of children's prisons and reformatories. By 1908 a spec

ialised Juvenile Court was established with the Children's 

Act of that year, and in 1933, the Chlldren and YOllng Per

sons Act emerged as emphasising a general welfare perspect

ive concerning the legal procedures relating to juveniles. 

The first of a number of Juvenile Liason Schemes was started 

in 1949, which now operate on a regional basis throughou't 

many areas of the British Isles. However, one of the more 

substantial differences between adult and juvenile processing 

might well be associated with the introduction of the 

Juvenile Bureall system now operating ill the Greater London 

area. 

The special handling of juvenile offenders is not with

out consequences for the precepts of labelling theory. If 

anything, the developments of juvenile procosoing see~' 
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almost to have been directed by it. The 1969 Children B.nd 

Young Persons Act, founded on the insights and recommend

ations of the White Paper, ·Children in Trouble (1968), 

appears primarily directed at reducing the effects of juven

ile labelling through emphasising the alternative need for 

care, protection and control. An important element of this 

operation, at the police level of processing at least, appears 

to be the ability to withhold criminal sanctions through 

the procedure of a caution. 'Although this facility has 

existed in other parts of the country for some time, it seems 

of central importance to the operation of the l\~etropolitan 

Juvenile Bureau Scheme which utilises this procedure in its 

own special way. 

The system of cautioning .allows the ~ess. ser.ious ju-

venile offender to avoid the imposition of the criminal 

label completely. The criminal, or delinquent, label in 

this respect refers specifically to the acquisition of ,a 

Criminal Record N~~ber (C.R.O.), and the appearance at a 

Juvenile Court. Although approximately 35% of a.ll offenders 

processed through the Juvenile Bureau Scheme tend to be 

cautioned, (Oliver 1973) this is likely to be much higher 

for offenders with no previous record. 

Thus, the Juvenile Bureau system, based on the precepts 

of the 1969 legislation, is founded on principles of re-

stricted labelling of delinquents, individual juvenile welfare, 

and, above all else, with the desire to reduce the numbers 

of future juvenile delinquents. As such, the force of the 

labelling propositions mieht ceem to be substantially n~ut

ralised in the light of recent developments; yet on the other 

hand these changes have brought about police discretionary 

decision-making to vil·tually an unprecedented level. 
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The fact that the police, in some inatanc<;3, decide 

not to enforce the law, is not now, nor since the system of 

cautioning was officially recognised in this country, a 

topic of contention, but an open and everyday occur.rence 

It was suggested in the Ingleby Report (1960), for instance, 

that strict principles of the law need not necessarily 

always be upheld. 

It is generally accepted that the police are 
not obliged to prosecute every offender against 
the law who comes to their notice even when they 
have a clear case: they may properly excercise 
discretion in deciding whether to bring pro
ceedings or merely to administer a caution. 
(1960 p.49) 

This was similarly expressed in the 1968 White Paper 

which clearly stated: 

The commission of an offence by a child of this 
age (10 - 14) will cease to be, by itself, a 
sufficient ground for bringing him before a 
court. (Children in Trouble 1968 p.6) 

Of course, the same White Paper outlines circumstances whereby 

criminal proceedings for. an alleged offence are most likely, 

and as such serves to guide police discretionary decision

making. Uevertheless, the police are now in a particularly 

strong position to make independent judgements regarding 

whether or not a juvenile is to be officially labelled and 

summonsed to a Juvenile Court. 

The introduc"t ion of t he JU~/enile Bureau Scheme, there

fore, appears highly significant for the testing of both 

main labelling propositions. The extent to which police 

practices have been affected by these procedures is, of course, 

p~rt of the research project to be discussed in Chapters Five 

and Six; as specifically related to the operation of the 

'I' Division Bureau. The following, however, represents a 

more detailed outline of the growth and oparation of 
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juvenile processing both in the general and specific context. 

2. The~rowth~of the Juvenile Bureau Scheme 

The Juvenile Bureau system represents the result of many 

years of legislation and research. Excluding the very early 

legislation relating to the juvenile offender, the more 

recent origins of the present system was possibly the 1960 

Ingleby Committee's report. Part of the request made in this 

report was to raise the level of criminal responsibility from 

the age of eight in stages to fourteen, such that the under 

fourteen year olds could be treated from a welfare rather 

than from a criminal perspective. The Children and Youn~ 

Persons Act (1963) fell short of these propoDals, but did 

raise the age of criminal responsibility to ten years of age; 

as it remains today. 

As a sign of the dissatisfaction felt ~or the 1963 Act, 

the government continued their research into juvenile treat

ment and published the 1965 White Paper, The Child, th~ 

Family and the You~ Offender. The White Paper recommended 

the replacement of Juvenile Courts with 'Family Courts' and 

'Family Councils', and the setting-up of 'Observation Centres' 

to provide facilities for the assessment of juvenilea. The 

White Paper was rejected, and in 1968 a secon'd White 'Paper 

was prepared, Children in Trouble, which proposed a series of 

suggestions which were to form a large part of the subsequent 

1969 Children and Young Persons Act. This too served to 

govern the present system of legal proced~res relating to ju-

v-grt1Ies. . 

The emphasis of 9h1ldren in Trouble (1963) was one in 

which the offence committed, particularly in ~elation to the 

younger offender (10 - 14 yea.J.°s old), was to be given 
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secondary importance in the recommendation of suitable 

treatment. Proceedings for the'ten to fourteen year old 

wereto be instituted on the basis of care, protection and 

control, which the paper relates particularly to the con

ditions of the juvenile's home-life. As far as the older 

offender was concerned, the police were first obliged to 

consult with other welfare authorities and the youth's 

school, and then apply to a Juvenile Court magistrate for 

a summon~ or warrant before the child cOltld be sent to court. 

In cases of more serious offences the individual could still 

be charged directly as before. 

The consequence of these recommendations was, as sugg

ested in the White Paper, to encourage an appreciation by the 

police and other agencies, of the problems of juvenile de

linquency. 

One major effect of the proposals described in 
this Part will be to encourage and atrenBthen 
consultation and co-operation between the juven
ile court magistrates, the police, the local 
authority 6,ervices concerned - including the 
schools - and the probation service. The regular 
discussion of individual cases will be valuable 
in enabling magistrates, police and social 
workers to appreciate different aspects of the 
problems of delinquency. (1968 p.7)' 

Although not all the recommendations of the 1969 Act have 

so far been implemented, these policy directives havo cer

tainly had some impact on the present juvenile justice system. 

The operational expression of these last few decades of 

public opinion, government reports, and legislation, has 

manifested itself' most promin9.ntly in the Metropolitan 

J~venile Bureau Scheme, although, for some years now, ju-' 

vaniles ha.ve beeIl sp~cially hondled through the broader based 

Juvenile Liaison Scheme. As this in many ways represents the 

predecessor of the Juvenile Bureau system, some special 
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acknowledgement seems to be warranted. 

a. The Juvenile Liaison Schem,,! 

The first of the Juvenile Liaison Schemes was operated as a. 

pilot study in Liverpool, 1949. By 1954, after its workings 

had been investigated by the Advisory Council of the Treat

ment of Offenders, and by a conference of chief officers of 

the police, the Home Office circulated information to all 

chief constables so that they might decide whether or not the 

system co.uld be operated in their area. A dozen or so re-

gions soon adopted this scheme, including West Ham of the 

Metropolitan Police District. This modified Juvenile 

Liaison Scheme, as it was called, was instituted in this area 

as a special response to a request by the chief education 

officer of the borough, and from parents and head~aster3 of 

the local schools (Mack 1962). Other than this, no general 

attempt was made to adopt such a system in the Greater London 

Area. 

Although the ope~ation of the Juvenile Liai~on Schemes 

tend to vary slightly from region to region, the basic 

procedure largely follows that of the original.Liverpool 

system. The staffing structure of the Liverpool Office 

was two sergeants and seventeen constables, under the super

vision of a chief inspector (Uack 1962). This was reflected 

in other regions and closely resembles the present day struc

ture of the r,~etropolitan Juvenile Bureaux; particularly the 

larger ones. The selection of officers is from experienced 

police men and women who have a special interest and aptitude 

to· dealing with juveniles. The Ingleby Co:runi ttee Report (1960) 

explains these qualifications in terms of, ' ••• high noral 

standaltis and a good knowledge of thd kind of people living 

in the area, and of the cond1t:i.ons under which they live.' 
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(1960 para. 141) Again, this reflects the primary qualif

ications required of Juvenile Bureau officers. 

The emphasis of the schema, as the Ln..Ill,e suggests, is one 

of liason between the police and all other agencies concerned 

with the welfare of the child; particularly the schools and 

welfare departments. Once the young offender has had dealings 

with the Juvenile Liaison system, a police officer will con

tinue to keep in touch with him, enlistine the co-operation' 

of other relevant agencies where need be. This aspect rep

resents a marked departure from the Juvenile Bureau system 

. which does not in fact keep in contact with individuals once 

their case has been completed. 

Unlike the Bureau scheme, the Liaison scheme can initiate 

a youth for treatment, either as a result of an offence comm

iss"ion, or as a result of a referral by a parent or teacher on 

the grounds of, 'playing truant, being unruly, staying out 

late at night ,andeo on' (Mack 1962). These a.re descri.bed 

as 'potentia.l delinquents', which according to r.r:ack represent 

nearly half of the total referred to the scheme. 

The decision to prosecute a youth or to administer a 

caution and refer him to a Juvenile Liaison Officer, 1s ta.ken 

by the assistant chief constable, who generally decides to 

caution when the youth is a first offender, or secondly, when 

the offence is a minor one. (Ingleby 1960) If a caution is 

administered, the Juvenile Liaison Officel' will consult with 

the parents of the youth and establish a follow-up operation 

which, according to the Ingleby Report, may re,nee from one 

month to over a yeD.r. 

b. The Juvenile Bureau cchema . 
. It was from this background of legislat10n and estEblished 

juven1le processing methods, th::d the Juvenile Bureau Sch9.me 
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of the Greater Londen Area was introduced. 

Prior to 1969, the juvenile offender was treated in 

much the same way as the e,dult offender, in as much as he 

was taken to a police station and 'charged' for the offence 

committed and would then appear before a court. Court re-

ferralswere thus the general rule, on the grounds that 

justice for the young should be certain and swift. 

During the time following the 1965 White Paper public

ation, the 1Ietropolitan Police were considering plans of act

ion which seemed to be inevitable once successful legislation 

had been prepared. In 1967 the late Sir Joseph Simpson 

referred two police officers from the rt.etropoli tan Police Re-, 

search and Development Era.nch to study the methods and pro

cedures ot juvenile treatment in the :rt.etI'opolitan area, and 
{ 

to comparethie to other procedures in this country and 

abroad. The research team observed closely the reception of 

the 1965 White Paper and were similarly aware of a new White 

Paper being prepared. The research paper was presented in 

1968 and recommend ed that the Metropolitan Police Force 

should amend its procedures concerning the 'charging' of 

young offenders, and instea.d summons delinquents, sa.ve in 

exceptional circumstances, and that a small bureau of spec

ially selected and trained officers, headed by a uniformed 

Chief Inspector of each division, should be established. 

(Commander Neivens 1971) 

An Advisory Co~~ittee, coneisting of Senior Officers 

from all departments of the Force, as well as a member of the 

Police Federation, was set up to study the research paper's 

recommendations. The C0.I:lD11ttee recommended that the procedure 

be changed from. 'charging' to 'su..a:rr.onsing' and at the se.a:.e 

time to-introduce a system. of 'cautioning'. In view of the 

i 
I 

• I 
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impending legislation, a concrete proposal appea.red to be 

necessary for dealing with young offenders, and thus, the 

Advisory Committee extended the research report's recomm

endations to include the implementation of a co-ordinated 

Juvenile Bureau Scheme. 

On August 30th 1968, a pilot Bureau was established 

at Eltham Police Station covering the boroughs of Bexley 

and Greenwich. The pilot scheme proved successful and be

tween February and April 1969 the Juvenile Bureau Scheme was 

phased in throughout the remainder of the Metropolitan 

Police District. 

3. The treatment of yOUng offenders: ger.eral procedure~. 

a. The structure 

Although there may be variations in the staffing of Ju-

v~nile Bureaux, depending on the size of the division and the 

usual work-load that this entails, the general relationship 

between officers 'remains' similar. At "the head of each div

isional Bureau is a chief inspector who not only is concerned 

with the internal operation and decision-making of the Bureau, 

but also acts as a Community LiaisonOfficer (e.L.O.) for tho 

division in which he is located. In some of the busier div

iSions, an inspector may act as deputy to the chief inspector 

and take on some of the responsibilities of Bureau admin

istration. In all bureaux, there is a sergeant who may take 

on the role of the deputy in the absence of an inspector, 

although it is notuncom.mon for there to be both a sergea.nt 

arid an inspector assisting the chief inspector. Ur.der these 

more senior officers are a number of police cor.stables; both 

men and wo~en. Usually there a.re about six conGtables Dar 
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division; approximately four police conotables and two 

WoIten police constables, although in the larger Bureaux 

there might be as many as fifteen in all. 

Most divisions, as suggested, have a chief inspector 

acting as a Community LiaisonOfficer. These officers are 

co-ordinated through A7, the Community Relations Branch at 

New Scotland Yard; the body responsible for the implementation 

of the Juvenile Bureau proced ure throughout the r.:etroI=ol1s. 

The function of the Community ·Relations Branch is similar to 

that of all community relations work, in that a large part of 

its operation is communication between the police and tho 

public. Although its early frame of reference was largely 

in connection with race relations and ensuring the smooth 

operation of the new Juvenile Bureaux, its role now is more 
r 

expanded than this. As Marshall (1974), the Commander attached 

to the Oommunity Relations Branch, suggests in his artiole 

to New Communit:z: (1974): 

••• its task ••• is to help overcome problems 
of communication and understanding between the 
Metropolitan Police and the oitizens of ••• 
the Metropolis, firstly by interpretine the role 
and responsibilities of the police ••• to all 
sections of the public; and secondly, by inter
preting significant social facts and movements 
of opinion in the community to police officerg 
to enable them to carry out their duties mora 
effectively with the minimum of friction. 
( 1974 p. 1 95 ) 

The divisional O.L.O.'s thus play an important role in tapping 

local community opinion and assisting in making the police 

aware of these movements. Nevertheless, 1 t st ill seems to 

be the case that Conmunity Relations is strongly concerned 

with race relations, particularly in terms of monitoring 

racial tensions and where possible keeping the police aware of 

. these tensions. 
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b. Pr~essinG ,offenders 

The step-by-step procedure from· the apprehension of a ju

venile follows a di~tinctive pattern, quite specific to the 

Juvenile Bureau Scheme and quite dissimilar to that for the 

treatment of adult offenders. 

When a juvenile is arrested, he is taken to a police 

station where it is decided whether of not an offence has 

been committed and whether there is credible evidence to 

SUbstantiate the offence 1n court. After a few formalities 

the juvenile is u311ally released into the custody of his 

parents, although on some occasions he may not be released 

if the offence is particularly serious, or if the parents 

refuse to accept custody or responsibility for him. On these 

occasions the individual would be charged, although this 

represents a departure from the purposes of the Juvenile 

Bureau system, and as such occurs relatively infrequently. 

The arresting officer then submits an outline of the case to 

the Juvenile Bureau of that division in order to register 

the juvenile. He gathers together the circumstances of the 

offence, all statements made, and his report on the conditions 

of the arrest, and submits this to his station inspector or 

senior officer, who forwards it on to the Juvenile Bureau. 

At the Bureau, a Juvenile Bureau officer is attached to 

the case and he collates all the information available on 

the youth from the various agencies concerned with juvenile 

welfare. These include ·the Social Services Department of the 

Local Authority, the Probation Service and the Education 

Service. He then makes an appointment to visit the juvenile'S 

home, where he interviews tha youth and the parents, a.nd at 

the same time assesses the general envirorunental and circum

stantial conditions of the juvenile's home life. The results 
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of this visit would be written up in a home visit report and 

submitted, with all other relevant documentary evidence, 

including those of previous contacts with the Bureau, to-

the chief inspector in charge. The chief inspector is then 

required to read and assess every aspect of the offence and 

the Circumstances, and to finally make a decision either to 

summons the youth to court or to administer a formal caution. 

The existence of these two decision possibilities, to 

caution or to summons, represe-nts the key-stone of the 

Juvenile Bureau procedure. It is here, where, with legislativo 

endorsement, the police are conferred with discretionary de-

cision-making powers, and it is with this decision that the 

youth may experience either the stigma of official labelling, 

through an eventual court appearance and the acquisition of a 
f 

CrLminal Record Number, or be given a relatively private 

reprimand at his local Juvenile Bureau Office. 

The decision to caution an individual is made by the 

chief inspector alone, but of course, he too is governed by 

a variety of directives. A juvenile can only be cautioned, 

for example, if he admits the offence for which he has been 

apprehended. Without this admission, the only recourse is to 

send the youth tc court. In certain circumstances, such as 

when the case is in some way incomplete, it might be de-

cided instead that 'no further action' (N.F.A.) be taken. In 

the same way, he can only be cautioned if the juvenile's 

parents or guardians agree to a caution being given, and if 

the victim, or complainant is willing to leave the matter in 

the hands of the police. 

A variety of directives which were operative at the 

time the researched data was compiled by the Bureau (1973), 

have now been a.mended. Before the end of 1973, any j u·.,enile 
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apprehended for an offence in conjunction with an adult 

offender was automatically summonsed, although now the two 

individuals are separated and dealt with independently •. 

Similarly, before the Spring of 1974, a group of juvenile 

offenders would be treated as a unit; in other words they 

would all either be summonsed or cautioned. Now the indi~-

vidual offenders are separated and again assessed indepen

dently from one another. 

Once these directives have been complied with, the de-

(ision to caution is thus reserved for the chief inspector 

to make, who responds to various recommendations made to him 

by the Juvenile Bureau officer attached to the case, and by 

the sergeant in charge of administration. In most cases he 

will agree to these recommendations, although it is not 

uncommon for him to over-rule them if he feels in a better 

position to judge the case. 

If a decision to caution is made, the juvenile and his 

parents are 'asked- to attend a police station where t~e chief 

inspector, in full uniform and under formal conditions, will \ 

administer the caution. In a small number of cases, such aa 

with minor traffic offences, the caution may be given in a 

written form and sent to the: juvenile by post. 

If it is decided that the juvenile should be prosecuted, 

once again the youth and his parents are requested to &ttend 

the police station, but on this occasion the arresting off

icer wi1l serve the offender with a summons. It is here also 

where finger-prints may be taken if necessary. 

c. Statistical data 

There is surprisingly little published informution on 

the state of juvenile crime in the t~etropoli tan Police District t 

and much less on the distribution of Juvenile Bilre::.Ju decision.-
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making. Some data has been made available by Chief Inspector· 

Oliver in his article published in CrimiLal Law Review (1973), 

and as such, much of the folloViing data has been extracted 

from this. 

Table 1. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF POLICE DISPOSITION DECISIONS FOR THE 

METROPOLITAN POLICE DISTRICT, OVER A PERIOD OF FOUR YEARS 

(Juveniles only: Source - Criminal Law Review (1973 P.499) 

1971 1972 1973 1974 

DISP- Number % Number cfc Number ~ Number ~ 
OSITION 

Cautioned 11,213 35 10,516 ' 34 11,126 35 13,569 36 
Summonsed 11,831 37 128106 40 12,323 39 15,906 42 
Charged 6,144 19 4, 14 16 5,108 16 5,122 13 
N.F.A.* 2,837 9 3,013 10 3,108 10 3,249 9 

(*No further action) 

Totals 32,026 100 30,449 100 31,665 100 37,846 100 

Table 1. represents the number of individual cases 

dealt with by the Metropolitan Juvenile Bureaux in terms of 

the four main decision possibilities for four of the seven 

years since its inception. 

As can be seen from the table, there is a remarkable 

degree of consistency concerning the perc·entage of indi- . 

vid.uals who are caut ioned over those who are sU!rJIlonsed. Aver

aging the four year period shows that approximately ·thirty-

. five percent of all cases are dealt with by way of cautioning, 

and slightly more than this ,approximately forty-percent, 
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are su~~onsed to court. Of course, this refers to both 

first offenders and recidivists alike, such that it would 

be expected that a higher percentage of first offenders would 

be cautioned, and a lower percentage of recidivists. 

Information for the division studied, 'I' Division, was 

available only for two of these four years. In 1973, 3079 

cases were brought to the attention of the 'I' Division 

Bureau, nearly one-third as much again as any other r.~etro

politan Bureau. The distribution of decision-making tends 

to follow the same percentage distribution as for the Metro

politan District in general. Combining decisions for 1973 and 

1974, reveals that 3~~ of 'I' Division cases ended in a 

caution, compared to 35~ for the Police District in general, 

and 41~ of cases ended in summonses, compared to 40% tor 

. the London area. The higher rates for both decisions rep

resents the slightly fewer cases which result in a 'charge' 

or 'no further action' in the 'I' Division area. 

In terms of the frame of reference of the 1969 Children 

and Young Persons Act, therefore, the situation has now been 

created whereby approximately tr~rty-five percent of all off

enders are diverted from the normal processes of juvenile 

justice. This, of course, spares the over-worked juvenile 

courts a considerable amount of time, but more so, it spares 

a large number of juveniles from the stigffia of being crim

inally labelled. In many cases, first offenders who had the 

good fortune to have been cautioned, later recidivate ~nd 

eventually acquire delinquent identification. On the other 

hand, in a number of cases the cautioned first offender does 

not recidivate, and has thus been permanently diverted fro~ 

criminal proceesing. 
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4. The treatment of young offenders: 'I' Division Bureau 

a. The structure 

'I' Division is the largest of the Metropolitan divisions, 

and as such, has the largest Juvenile Bureau system and the 

greatest number of staff. Because of its size, it is sub

divided into three separate Juvenile Bureaux,covering the 

boroughs of Westborough, Northborough and Eastborough res-

pectively. The Westborough and Northborough section is housed 

in the same building in Westborough, whereas the Eastborough 

Bureau is seperately situated 'in Eastborough. 

The, complete complex is staffed by one chief inspector' 

in charge of all three Bureaux, one inspector, two sergeants, 

one in Westborough and one in Eastborough, and fifteen 

police constables. The chief inspector has the combined 

function, as do all chief inspectors or sllperintendents in 

charge of Bureaux, of also being the Community Liason Officer 
, , 

for the area. This involves a number of tasks, perhaps best. 
'. 

explained by the 'chief inspector of 'I' Division during a 

taped interview. 

My role as a e.L.O. is to work with the comm
unity, particularly the coloured coremunity, the 
immigrant community, to try and bring about more 
harmony within society, particularly in my div-
ision. ' 

This entails considerable involvement with various services, 

agencies and individuals outside of the police. This was 

again explained by the chief inspector. 

We try and work as closely as we can with the 
Social Services, Probation, Education Welfare 
Officers, the schools, the Education Authority, 
and as many local organisations that are running 
that we can get involved with, as ~any of the 
immigrant communities that we can get involved 
with. Virtually, we will try to get involved 
and work with anyone who is working for the 
betterment of society. 
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This heavy workload on the part of the chief inspector, 

results in much of the day-to-day administration being supp

lemented by the inspector of the Bureau. Of particular 

importance, however, is that because of this much of the 

decision-making concerning the outcome of juvenile cases has 

to be made by the inspector when the chief inspector is 

indisposed. 

b. Processing offenders 

The establishment of the Bureau Scheme was intended, as sugg

ested earlier, to generate more of a welfare perspective to 

the treatment of juvenile offenders; particularly those of 

the younger age group. In this sense, the system of cautioning 

enables some youths to avoid cr1minalisation entirely. Although 

being summonsed to a juvenile court might suggest that the off

ender is seem to be needing punishment, it should be made clear 

that many individuals are sent to court to benefit directly 

from the welfare facilites that the courts might be able to 

offer as a result of the case (ie. being put into care or placed 

under the guidance of a social worker). This pervading 

welfare perspective was reflected in the views of both the 

inspector and chief inspector of 'I' Division when asked of 

their opinions concerning the aims of the Bureau. 

The main aims are to prevent children from 
receiving criminal records, and the main aim 
is to see that children are dealt with in any 
way other than going to court. It is hoped that 
they can be taught the difference between right 
and wrong rather than being punished for it. 
(Inspector) 

The chief inspector similarly say the primary task of the 

Bureau as restricting the number of juveniles receiving a 

criminal label, and to provide a basio welfare orientation 

to their processing decisions. 
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The general aims of the Bureau are to prevent 
from going to court children who are not likely 
to get into trouble again. Our object is to 
prevent then from going to court, stopping them 
from gettine a Criminal Record Number, setting 
them back on the straight and narrow. We will do 
what we can for them in the meanwhile. We will 
often infor~ the Social Services if we feel the 
family is in need of something, or want a bit of 
help. The idea is always to the benefit of the 
juvenile and the welfare of society as a whole. 
As long as we work towards these ends; we view 
this as our object. . 
(Chief Inspector) 

In many ways, of course, it is the combination of various 

decisions concerning the type of individual, or conditions, 

which would most benefit from welfare styled treatment, rather 

than criminal processing, which in turn defines the distrib

ution of juvenile dispositions. 

i. The disposition recommendation 

The decision-making process of 'the Bureau, and the frame 

of reference in which these decisions are made, are thus 

critical to the distribution of officially labelled delin-

quents~ 

The evolution of the decision to caution or not to 

caution a particular youth, begins with the Bureau Officer'S 

investigation. This is especially important, as it is more 

often the case than not that the final recommendation made by 

the Bureau Officer will eventually be endorsed by the chief 

inspector or inspector in charge. The officer gains inform

ation relevant to his recommendation from the various agencies 

involved with juvenile welfare and education, and from the 

arresting officer's report on the circumstances of the offence. 

By far the most important source of information available to 

him however, is that gained from the visit to the j~veniletB 

home. During this visit the officer interviews the youth 

and the parents, and at the same 'time considers the conditions 
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and circumstances of the juvenile's home-life. 

Once this general impression has been established, and 

all Bureau directives have been observed, the officer then 

returns to the Juvenile Bureau and sometime later writes up 

the home-visit report. An interesting aspect of this report 

is that it is in fact written up by the officer in his own 

words. He does not fill in a pre-structured form-sheet, but 

fully documents his experiences in a semi-journalistic 

fashion. Depending on the conditions met with, this report 

couldeasily run into five hundred words or more. 

This procedure is encouraged by the chief inspector, 

and welcomed by me as a researcher, on the grounds that a. 

mO.re sensitive insight can be obtained on the circumstances 

of the juvenile. Along with this, the chief inspector also 

gains greater insight into the interaction of the Bureau 

officer and the family. As he suggested during a taped inter

view, 'If they (the Bureau officers) have a personality 

clash with the parents, they would show it in their reports.' 

In other words, the observer has access to the conditions of· 

both the researcher and the researched. The chief inspector 

would then seek to temper any extraneous affects during his 

own decision-making. 

The style of the home-visit report is dominantly that of 

a long-hand dialogue, although some kind of regular structure 

is generally discernable in these reports. The opening 

paragraph usually houses the main objective data siBnificant 

to the case, which includes the name and address of the fam

ily, the type of ownership of the accomodatlon, and the occu

pat ion of the husband and possibly the wife. From this point 

the actual ordering of the information varies, although its 
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general content is consistent. A co~nent on the level of 

concern shown by both the parents and the youth with regard 

to the offence, is usually expressed fairly early in the 

report. This is followed by.the situation at school; whether 

there is any truancy, and general school progress, and the 

situation at home. This includes the juvenile's behaviour 

at home, the amount of pocket-money received, what it is 

spent on, hobbies and interests in general, and out of home 

pureuits and activities. Various other aspects concerning the 

circumstances of the juvenile and his home-life are quoted 

by the individual officer as he feels they are relevant and 

enlightening to the case. Particular family problems are 

always outlined in some detail', along with any anecdotes 

which the officer feels somehow exemplifies the conditions of 

the juvenile's home-life and general life-style. 

The final paragraph of the report is normally taken up 

with a summary of the conditions and circumstances which 

have led the officer to his decision regarding the best way 

to deal with the individual. The recommendation of the 

Bureau officer then forms the last one or two sentences of 

the report, where he comes down in favour of either a caution 

or court proceedings. On the occasions when the officer 

could not come to a decision, he would fully outline why he 

did not make a reco~endation, and leave the matter to the 

chief inspector. 

ii The disposition decision 

Both the chief inspector and the inspector are in a position 

to make the final outcome decision. The inspector usually 

carries out this role when the chief inspector is re~uired 

to perform some other function related to his position. In 
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both cases, however, the final decision rests with tho one 

officer who must decided, from the information before him, 

whether the individual should be cautioned at the police 

station or sent to court. 

iii. The disposition procedure 

As far as the Juvenile Bureau is concerned, the most impor-

tant disposition outcome is that of the caution, because in 

the case of the summons or charge, the procedure is effect

ively taken out of the hands of the Bureau officer's, whereas 

the caution is administered at the Juvenile Bureau itself 

by the chief inspector. This is done especially formally, 

as it is hoped that the juvenile, and possibly the parents, 

will be impressed by the procedure, such that it might have 

some preventative effect. 

The child is brought to the police station and then up 

to the Bureau Office. During this movement he will see 

police staff carrying out their normal duties, and eventually 

meet the chief inspector who is always, and for the ~xpress 

purpose of effect, in full uniform. 

The actual process of cautioning a juvenile was con

sidered a private affair, and as such was not made access i.ble 

to me. However, the chief inspector was willing to depict 

verbally the type of procedure that might occur. This was 

stated largely in the third person. 

The juvenile is taken in front of the chief 
inspector who will then first of all make sure 
that the juvenile admits the offence, so that we 
are on good grounds straight away. Then he 
point out to him the error of his ways. Sometimes 
they are quite mild. You have children in here 
from ten years old, they've come in for some 
minor offence and the mother says, 'I'm having 
terrible trouble with him.' ',;e11, if the offence 
is there, you would caution him because the 
mother has asked for it. ~e get older children, 
and the cautions are quite severe, to say the leaot. 
They're sort of insulting sessions. 
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The aim of the caution is to point out to the 
child the error of his ways first of all. 
Secondly, we try to get him to redeem himself. 
We do this by pointing out that he wouldn't be 
getting a caution but for the trust that various 
people had put in him; because it would be a . 
waste of time if no one had any trust in him. 

Cautions are done individually to fit the offence 
and to fit the individual. 
(Chief Inspector) 

Thus, the caution when applied may be mild or it may 

be severe; in some cases it might even reduce the child to 

tears, b~t nevertheless, it still remains the 'soft option'. 

Cautioning is a private reprimand, and as such, does not 

carry with it the possible stigma and ancillary influences 

that a court hearing might produce. In the context of the 

f~llowing analysis, therefore, the caution is primarily 

viewed as !being let-off'. 

c. The location 

'I' Division Juvenile Bureau covers three London Boroughs 

which are quite different in terms of social and environ

mental structure'. During my atta?hment with the Bureau, I 

was driven around these areas on a number of occasions by 

the chief inspector. This was usually en-rout~ to a variety 

of meetings that the chief inspector participated in his role 

of Community Liason Officer, and ' which I tad the oppor- . 

tunity to attend. On one of these occasions, I was taken on 

a fairly t.horough tour of the three boroughs, such that I 

could observe their general character. Otherir~ormation 

was supplied in casual conversations with the Eureau officers. 

The borough of Westborough is generally considered the 

least desirable of the three areas. The south-western part 

of the area was originally h'ighly industrialised, comprising 

engineering works, ancillary dock-worKs, ship repairers, 

sugar refiners, and the usual dock-lund occupations. During 
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the war, this was greatly run down which has resulted in 

large areas of waste-land and dilapidated buildings. These 

have been crudely fenced off with wire or corrugated iron, 

and generally give an air of extreme neglect. At the time of 

the research many of these iron fences and walls were daubed 

with 'George Davis is innocent' slogans, which were left 

untouched for the duration of the research and are probably 

still there. 

The.housing of the south-west has been substantially 

rebuilt, although for one reason or another, has been treated 

particularly badly by the occupants, such that these too 

present an overall picture of deterioration. The residents 

of this area are largely immigrant families, particularly 

from ASia, although there are a smaller number of migrants 

from various areas of the British Isles. 

The eastern part of the borough is possibly the better 

maintained sector, with a certain number of owner-occupied 

properties, and, although most of, these were built at the 

turn of the century, many of them are still in very good 

repair. Within this area there are small pockets of Asian 

families, although the majority of the inhabitants are indig

enous to the borough. Most of the West Indian and African 

1n~igrants to the area live in the northern part of the re-

gion. 

The statistics for Westborough, as taken from the 1571 

Census, shows that of 81,035 total tenures, 26,530 are owner

occupied (331a,compared with 66% for Eastborough), 24,025 are 

council 'properties (30~, compared with 23(0 for Eastborough), 

and 30,015 are rented from private landlords (37~, coopared to 

10% for Eastborough). The data levels for immigrant residento 

in the borough is contused by the 'place of birth' notation 
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used in the Census,' which presU!Il8.bly over-looks the numbers 

of coloured persons who were in fact born in Britain. 

Nevertheless, the ,numbers of immigrant residents born abroad 

is certainly much higher than either of the other two boroughs 

with part icularly high densities of West Ind ians and Asians. 

Northborough is the less easily definable area of the 

three boroughs •. During an interview with the inspector of 

the Bureau, he was asked to describe Northborough and replied 

that it was, 'one big housing estate'. This is certainly 

backed up by the data for the area. Over 6~~ of all prop

erty tenures (37,670 in 1971), were rented from the council. 

The most characteristic feature of Northborough, and poss

ibly connected with the housing structure of the region, is 

the massive motor vehicle production works located in the area. 

With its many thousands of employees, the dominant parental 

occupation taken from the data sample of juvenile offenders, 

was that of 'car worker', and as such could almost be consid

ered a social class in itself. 

In the northern sector of the borough there is a small 

area of owner-occupied properties consisting of slightly 

higher valued houses than the rest of the borough. According 

to the 1971 Census information, there were approximately 

13,670 owner-occupied properties in Northborough; around 25~ 

of the total. The nUlllber of 1,'iest Indian and Asian immigrants 

resident in the area were much less than in the Westborough 

populat ion. 

In general, however, the Borough of Northborough appeared 

environmentally at a higher standard than Westborough. This 

might in part he due to the fact that until a few years ago 

the property of the borough was controlled by the G.L.C. who 

tended to have stricter standards for housing conditions than . 
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possibly many of the local boroughs. It is now controlled 

by the borough council who have on the whole maintained 

these condition. In terms of social class, however, both 

Northborough and Westborough are best cor.sidered as generally 

working-class areas. 

Eastborough, on the other hand, is largely a middle

class area. Over 6610 (53,470) of the tenures in 1971 were 

owner-occupied , with only 23/~ (18,845) rented from the 

council and 10% from private landlords. There is o.ne large 

council estate which is situated to the north of the borough. 

The remainder of the area is generally sub-urban in style, 

and in many instances sporting quite expensive rows of houses; 

a number of which could easily be valued over £30,000. Many 

streets flourished an amount of greenery, shrubs, bushes and 
( 

trees, characteristic of a middle-class environment. The 

occasional Rolls Royce or Jaguar was not an uncommon sight 

to be seen lining the verges. On the whole, Eastborough is 

much more associated with a provincial rather than a metro-

politan area. 

5. Concluding comment 

The three boroughs of 'II Division thus provide a variety of 

socio-environmental types. Westborough and Northborough 

represent two dominantly working-class boroughs, whereas 

Eastborough, as far as can be discerned from the quality of 

the housing and the environment, is dominantly middle-class. 

Vlestborough is a relatively racially mixed area; over 13,1 of 

the population in 1971 was born overseas, whereas Eastborough 

is more racially homogenous; less thnn 4~ Qf the population 

in 1971 were born overseas. (Census Report 1971) 

Data on· the distribution of juvenile apprehensions and 
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dispositions for all three areas were collected during the 

research attachment with 'I' Division Juvenile Ilurenu, for 

the year 1973, and forms part of the analysis of the follow

ing chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

LABELLING JUVENILE OFFENDERS 

IN A METROPOLITAN JUVENILE BUREAU 
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1. Introduction 

It was suggested in Chapter One that labelling theory could 

be divided into two main areas of interest based on the dis-

tinction between labelling as a dependent and independent var

iable. In this chapter, some of the propositions relating to 

labelling as the dependent variable are investigated in the 

context of my own research at the 'I' Division Juvenile Bureau. 

. A recurring theme running through many of the observation 

based researches in particular, is the disparity which seems 

to occur between thought, or belief, and action. As Hagen 

(1974) suggests: 

There seemo to be no escape from the persistent 
paradox of a sharp disparity between police be- ~ 

liefs and police behaviours ••• (1974 P.158) 

_ In pract ice this was shown to present a serious methodo"'j . 

Iogic~l problem, 1n that the results obtained froQ researchc3 

relying he~vily on police depictions of what police think 

they do, tended to be at variance to researches investigating 

what police actually do. Reiss (1970) for instance, suggests: 

Although more than three-fourths of all white 
police officers made prejudiced statements about 
Negroes, in actual encounters the police did not 
treat Negroes un-civilly more often than white3. 
(1970 p. 147 ) 

This difference was similarly reflected in the researches of 

Skolnick (1966). 

Examining the work of traffic policemen, however, 
the contrary (to acting out prejudices) appears 
to be true. Followed on his rounds, the wa.rrent . 
policeman seems to use relatively objective 
criteria. (1967 p.89) .. 

The irony of the situation is that the police seem to suggest 

more biased behaviour in their attitudes, than possibly OCCl1rs 
1 

in their behaViour. There is, of course, a number of pos3ible 

explanations for this. Specific prejudices and harsh att

itudes, may in fact be no more than, 'the kj.dd1ne around 
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among men', suggested by Skolnick (ibid p.82), and not rep

resentative of a bitter hatred for certain social groups. 

Secondly, there are a number of social and legal constraints 

which prevent thought materia1isinB into action. 

It should not be construed from this that research method- \' 

ologies relying on attitudes and verbal depictions of supp-

osed behaviour, such as the interviewing technique, should 

be disregarded as worthless. ~here may well be an inter

relationship between thought and action, which although may 

not be immediate discernible is nevertheless significant. 

What should be learnt, however, is that the distinction be- , 

tween what police say they do and what they actually do, should 

be kept quite separate in everybody's mind. 

Because of the significance of this difference, much of 

the following has been organised around the distinction be-

tween what police think and what police do. This has been 

extended to include also the difference, of particular rel

evance to observation studies, of what researchers think 

police think, and what researchers think police do. 

2. Apprehension and arrest: 

what we think police believe, what Eo1ine s3I theI believe 

One of the most illuminating and encompassing concepts which 

has emerged of relevance to both police beliefs and police 

actions, in relation to deployment, apprehension and arrest 

policies of police departments, is the notion of 'police 

theory'. This was originally expressed in this form by Paul 

Rock (1973 PE. 176-180), although a number of writers have 

referred to similar ideas of a 'working philosophy' (Box 1971), 

'ways of looking at the world' (Skolnick 1966), or methods of 

'pragmat.1c induction' (Werthman and Piliavin 1967). 
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Like a~~ bureaucracy, suggests Rock, the police have to 

organise knowledge about itself and the outside world, in 

order to simplify and make comprehensible the chaos of act

ivity around them. The police thus evolve a 'lay sociology' 

(Rock 1973) of crime and the criminal, which nay be used to 

guide and direct their actions. Rock continues: 

This lay sociology may be called 'the police 
theory. It will stress certain themes. 
(1973 P.176) 

These themes include where to look and who to look for. 

(Certain) cues suggest who might have committed 
an offence. Certain groups are assumed to be in 
a much higher risk category than others. Wear
in6 particular clothes, associating with certain 
people, and, in particular, possessing a police 
record are likely to lead to interrogation. The 
police theory's conception of typical criminal 
processes prompts officers to look for an off
ender amongst the ranks of those who have comm
itted the same offence in the past. 
(1973 P.178) . 

Apprehension and arrest of juvenile suspects, therefore, 

involves a specific process whereby the officer does not 

simply ask himself', 'Has the person I am confronting comm

itted an arrestable offence?', but, in the words of Box (1971); 

'Does the person I am confronting resemble a delinquent? 

Does his behaviour, deportment, demeanour, speech, etc., sig

nify that he really is a law-breaker?' (p.189) •. 

Much of contemporary theorising on this issue can be 

equated with the broader principles outlined under the one 

heading of 'police theory'. The majority of the observation 

studies analysed in Chapter Two, for instance, hypothesised 

that the police are more responsive to the characteristics, 

appearance, and behaviour of the suspect, than simply the fact 

that an offence had been committed. 

An analysis of police beliefs and perceptions, therefore, 

may reveal some elements of 'police theory' which might. serle 
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to guide police actions in the selection, apprehension, and 

arrest of juveniles for processing. This has been organised 

around the specific characteristics which observation re-

83arches have indicated as important directives for police 

operations. 

a. Social class 

A number of the observation and interview based researches 

.have assumed that police beliefs are strongly oriented around 

the notion that the working-class. individual is inherently 

criminal. Wilson (1968) for example states: 

The patrolman believes with considerable just
ification that ••• lower income persons commit 
a disproportionate share of all reported crimes. 
Patrolmen believe they would be derelict in their 
duty if they did not treat such persona with 
suspicion, routinely question them on the street, 
and detain them for longer questionipg if a crime 
has occurred in the area. (1968 p.40) 

And conversely, it has been suggested that they are sim

ilarly hesitant to arrest middle-class individuals. 

Asked to specify the kinds of people they would 
rather not be faced with arresting, officers listed 
••• affluent and influential people. . 

Class status very clearly carries with it an 
implied threat. 
(Bayley and Mendelsohn, 1969, Pp.101 & 102) 

The view that the police do believe that working-class 

individuals are more criminal than other social groups, was 

examined through a tape-recorded, semi-structured interview 

with eighteen Juvenile Bureau officers. All of these off

icers have worked on foot or mobile patrols for at least five 

to ten years prior to their attachment with the Bureau. Sim

ilarly, the majority of these men were transferredto the 

Bureau in the last two or three years, which means they have 

all spent a major part of their working lives as ordinary 

police constables or sergeants. 

It goes without 3aying that a sample of just eiehteen 
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men might not be representative of all police officers; which 

of course is probably true. Admittedly these men were se-

lected to the Bureau because of their special (ie. different) 

qualities. But other than this, they are exposed to the same 

dominant cultural milieu of the Metropolitan Police Force 

as are all police officers, and thus might perhaps be viewed 

as reflecting those special features of all police staff. 

However, it is not really intended that the results obtained 

from this research should be generalisable beyond the struct

ures of the Metropolitan Juvenile Bureau scheme. 

As part of a half-hour interview, each of the eighteen 

officers were asked, 'Generally speaking, what kind of per

son is a juvenile delinquent?' This was supposed to be an 

open-ended question which could promote discussion and an 

extended .reply. It was also -- hoped th.at a more open re-

sponse might be attained than would be possible through a direct 

class-oriented question. The question was based on a sim

ilar inquiry conducted by Westley (1970), in which he asked 

thirty-eight police officers, 'What kind of a person is the 

criminal anyway?' 

SurpriSingly, the eighteen responses obtained were at 

some variance to that suggested from earlier writings. Twelve 

of the eighteen replies (67%) gave answers to the effect that 

the juvenile delinquent could be any type of person. 

You can't sey what type of person 1s a ju .... -
van11e delinquent, because any child can 
become a juvenile delinquent. 

(Respondent 18) 

Anybody can be a juvenile delinquent. 

(Respondent 15) 

They come from every source. 

(Respondent 9) 
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I don't think you can generalise. 

(Respondent 4) 

It was also apparen~ that the social class implications of 

the question had not been over-looked. 

I don't think you can put it down to any part
icular type of person really. We go to police
mene' houses, we go to the firemens' houses, we 
go to the local toe-reg's house who we know is 
a criminal, and we also go to a good class home. 
I think it's very difficult to say it's any part
icular sort of person • 

. (Respondent 1) 

And more specifically, 

Well, a juvenile is just an ordinary person. 
I think they come from all walks of life; 
upper-class, lower-class. 

(Respondent 5) 

Family andenvironmental conditions were similarly considered 

before judgement was made. 

I donlt think there is a particular kind of person. 
l've been here for two years now and I've dealt 
with most kinds of children and families, and I 
think they are of such a cross section. I don't 
think you cansey what type of person becomes a 
juvenile delinquent, because, on the one hand you 
get the kid down the road who has been in trouble 
from the word go, has no stable family, his home 
is perhaps very, very poor, and there might well 
be trouble between mUm and dad. At the same time, 
you get a boy from the other end of the ground 
who is committing the same offences from the same 
age, and has got a good home and he's had every
thing a kid can want. 

(Respondent 2) 

Of the remaining six responses, three of the eighteen 

(16%) saw the juvenile delinquent as someone who was intell

ectually or educationally backward. 

I think they are below average intelligence. 

(Respondent 11) 

He is· educationally low. 

(Respondent 10) 
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Just a mindless person. 

(Respondent 12) 

And three of the eighteen (16%) saw the delinquent as coming 

from a broken or otherwise inadequate home. 

It sticks out a mile; kids from broken homes 
are the most common offenders. 

(Respondent 3) 

Generally, the delinquent does come from a 
rather bad home. 

(Respondent 13) 

I would say seventy-five percent of cases you 
get older brothers or parents that have gone the 
same way before. 

(Respondent 6) 

As a double-check to this, the eighteen officers were 

also asked the supplementary question, 'If you were asked to 

depict a typically law-abiding youth, how would you describe 

him? Four did not reply as they considered that they had 

already answered the question previously. Five of the fourteen 

respondents again stressed the difficulty of distinguishing 

between law-abiding and delinquent juveniles. One of these 

officers suggested that no one is completely law-abiding. 

Are there any? We've all got a little streak 
in us somewhere. 

(Respondent 5) 

Other responses reiterated the earlier themes. 

You can't depict between the two. 

(Respondent 15) 

I don't think there is any difference at all. 

(Respondent 9) 

Once again, the class reference recurred. 
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You've got crime in the upper and middle
classes, so you can't really say er~ juvenile is 
more or less crime free. 

(Respondent 13) 

And perhaps more topically: 

What about our great friend llr. Stonehouse M.P., 
a man reputably of the highest, and yet to my 
mind one of the biggest villains this country 
has ever seen. 

(Respondent 14) 

Of the nine remaining responses, seven made references 

to the level of parental control with no specific class 

implications, one suggested that the working classes were 1n 

a better position to produce law-abiding children, and one 

suggested that they were in a worse position. 

Why should the majority of these replies be so different 

fro~ the kind of statements made in the observation studies? 

One reason may be that the majority of these studies pre-· 

sented their results in the form of 'impressionistic state

ments ' with few systematically tabulating the events. Westley 

(1970) however, did present his sample of interview results 

in this form of percentage responses, and came much closer to 

the conclusions reached above. Forty-four percent of Westley's 

sample saw the criminal as the 'average man' as compared to 

sixty-seven percent of the 'I' Division sample. Nineteen 

percent of the sample saw the criminal as mentally or intell

ectually deficient, compared to sixteen percent of the 

'I' Division group. From this point, however, the similarity 

reduces, although we have already considered over half the 

total replies. 

It is possible that some of the dispa.rity betwe~n thesa 

and other studies may result 'from methodological differences, 

in as much as, 'What researchers say police believe', might 
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be at variance with 'What police say they believe.' In this 

sense, the use of impressionisti,c accounts may be misleading. 

b. Social class of area 

The second well documented aspect of 'police theory' is the 

significance of the social class of the area. Werthman (1967), 

for example, tells us: 

Past experience leads them (the police) to con
clude that more crimes are committed in the 
poorer sections of 'town than in the wealthier 
areas. (1967 p.75) , 

Similarly. Bayley and Mendelsohn (1969) write: 

Policemen do believe that crime emanates from 
the disadvantaged more commonly than from members 
of the Dominant or well-to-do community. ' 
(1969 p.93) 

In order to examine if this belief was held by the 'I' Div

ision police, they were asked, ~In what social or geographical 

areas do you think juvenile crime is typically more prevalent?' 

There was indeed no uncertainty in their replies. Twelve of 

the eighteen officers referred categorically to working-class 

areas. 

In the working-class areas. 

(Respondent 11) 

I think probably the lower-class areas. 

(Respondent 1) 

Undoubtably in the poor areas there is more. 

(Respondent 4) 

Four of the eighteen referred implicit ly.,' to working-class 

areas. 

Where there are large housing estates and lack 
of .amenities. 

(Respondent 7) 

In th~ deprived areas. 

(Respondent 15) 
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And two of the eighteen named specific working-class regions 

in the Metropolitan area. 

There is, of course, an important consideration to note; 

namely that 'I' Division operates over some of the most delap

idated slum areas of the Metropolis, covering oneot the largest 

working-class communities, and housing one ot the largest 

amounts of juvenile crime in London. Obviously it is not 

intended that the hypothesis u~der test should be prejudged. 

In other words, it could be assumed that these high levels ot 

juvenile crime are the result of police labelling; but this 

remains to be seen. 

Again, a double-check question was asked to the same 

offioers. 'Are there any sooial or geographical areas where 

juvenile crime_ is particularly low?' The results were gen

erally similar. Twelve of the eighteen officers ret erred 

either explicitly} or implicitly.-- to middle-class areas. 

This was subdivided into the following: five categoric ret

erenoes to olass.~~ 

Well I think where you've got the professional 
classes. 

(Respondent 10) 

Good middle-class residential areas. 

(Respondent 13) 

Well, the so called better class areas. 

(Respondent 14) 

••• tive mentioned private estates ••• 

Where you,get people who've got private d~elling9. 

(Respondent 12) 

••• and two mentioned better environmental areas. 
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I think there is less crime where the environment 
is good. 

(Respondent 4) 

The remaining five answers related to the population density 

of the particular region. 

We are immediately faced with a second problem of why do 

the respondents of 'I' Division believe that the juvenile 

delinquent can be from any social class, yet simultaneously 

believe that delinquency is mo~t prevalent in working-class 

areas? The main answer to this is that there need not, in 

fact, be an inconsistency here. The police were asked, 'What 

kind of person is a juvenile delinquent?' not, 'Who commits 

more crime, the working-class or the middle-class?' The 

question was thus framed in an open fashion to encourage 

impressions rather than facts, and to invite the use of stereo

types. On the other hand, the question relating to area was 

structured· in a manner which could more easily be answered in 

accordance with what was actually known, or felt to be known. 

What seems to be the case, is that the police of 'I' Division 

tended to answer both questions directly, without the flourish 

shown in the American police studies, and to refer specifically 

to what was 'known' to exist. 

If we take this view, it appears all the more surprising 

that, faced with the knowledge that the working-class area 

in which most of them were dealing had one of the highest 

rates of juvenile crime in the Metropolis, this was not assim

ilated into the first question. As it happens, it seems that 

from their experiences they 'know' that all social groups 

have been involved in criminal activities, and they .'know' 

that areas like parts of 'I' Division do have high local 

crime rates. There is not evidence from this, therefore, that 

the police do hold prejudiced beliefs or atereotypes . 
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concerning the social class of the person or the area, as 

nothing was said which could not be directly related to the 

'facts' of the situation. Possibly the use of different 

questions mi6ht have produced different results. 

c. Co-o'Oeration and attitudes _ .. . 
The importance of co-operative, respectful demeancurduring the 

decision-making process has been outlined in some detail by 

Piliavin and Briar (1964). 

Other than prior record, the most important of 
the above clues was a youth's demeanor. 

The cues used by police to assess demeanor were 
fairly simple. Juveniles who were contrite 
about their infractions, respectful to officers, 
and fearful of the sanctions that might be 
employed against them tended to be viewed by 
patrolmen as basically law-abiding or at least 
·salvageable'. (1964 p.210) 

It does seem possible, however, that the middle-class 

delinquent may be in a better position to realise, through 
" . 

his superior social training, that the best way to get-Off 

lightly with anyone in authority, is to be at least polite 

towards "them. Applying his knowledge of social encounter 

management, he may be better equipped to challenge the off

icer's attempts at identifying him as a typical juvenil,c de-

linquent. As Box (1971), for example, suggests: 

••• by engaging in dramaturgical manipulations 
and putting on a display of middle-class propriety, 
coupled with a flattering recognition of the 
policeman's authority, many suspects are able to 
convince their inquisitors that they are not really 
criminals, even though the evidence that they 
have broken the law is considerable. 

A more middle-class stance towards authority 
may, therefore, result in a much less severe 
police disposition. (1971 p.190) 

If this is the case, there could exist a class bias in 

juvenile arrest rates, based, not so much on related appear

ance, but on related behaviour. In order to assess whether 

the officers of 'i' Division did indirectly believe tha't 



-188-

certain individuals were more delinquent in terms of beha-

vioural types, they were asked, Iv/ould you be more inclined 

to make a harsher d~cision if an individual was disrespectful 

and,unco-operative?' The responses to this were equally div

ided, with seven of fourteen officers suggesting that they 

would take harsher action ••• 

If he has committed an offence, and in addition 
refuses to co-operate, I would not hesitate to 
deal with him for that offence. 

(Respondent 5) 

If he's defiant and disrespectful to me, then 
obviously you're ••• on the best side of the 
law to take him in. 

(Respondent 6) 

••• and seven of the fourteen suggesting that it would make 

no difference. 

I wouldn't personally, no. I expect a certain 
amount of resentment from a person being 
quest ioned. 

(Respondent 12) 

••• it is no offence beine disrespectful or 
even rude to' a policeman. 

(Respondent 2) 

Thus,· for the time being, it seems better to assume that there 

is some uncertainty in the contribution of behavioural char

acteristics, although this will be discussed again later in 

the section 'what police do'. ' 

d. Race 

The suggestion that persons of ethnic minority status are 

believed to be more criminal by the police than members of 

th~ dominant society, is possibly one of the best documented 

characteristics relating to police arrest decisions. 
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There can be little doubt that policemen are 
sensitised to minority people. • •• they believe 
that the involvement of minorities with crime 
is greater than for other ethnic groups. 
(Bayley and Mendelsohn 1969 p.96) 

For the police the Negro epitomises the slum
dweller, and he is considered inherently crim
inal both culturally and biologically. 
(Westley 1970 p.99) 

It is difficult to devise a question which might facil

itate the expression of a belief in racial discrimination 

without affronting police sensibilities through appearing 

underhand. A fairly open and vague question was finally 

elected; one which was more general than specific and would 

promote discussion. Eleven officers were thus asked. 'Do 

you think that immigrant offenders are more of a crime problem 

than other juvenile offenders?' Nine officers thought they 

were about the same. 

Not now-a-days; because a lot of these immigrant 
families, they were born in this country and 
b.rought up here. They speak better Cockney than 

. a good Cockney in the east-end • 

. (Respondent 5) 

I don't think there is any difference. I just 
think they copy the badder elements of the 
white population. 

(Respondent 11) 

One of the eleven thought they were more of a problem, and 

one stated that he did not know what the position was. 

Again, the anomaly between these responses and other 

conte~ary writings seems related to the tendency for these 

officers to answer in accordance with what "they 'know' to be 

the case in their particular area. Officers from Eastborough, 

for. example, where the immigrant population was less than 

four percent in 1973, quite clearly confined their responses 

to this area, and even with some encouragement by way of su~p

.lementary. questioning_, .. f!l.iledtomake any generaliD-atior.s. 
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Officers from Northborough and Westborough, on the other 

hand, were involved with larger immigrant communities, although 

there were not racially 'hot' areas of the Metropolitan 

district. It is surprising, therefore, that at the time of 

writing this there were intense racial problems between police 

and immigrant groups in other parts of London, and yet this 

was not incorporated or generalised into some kind of typified 

response to a question of this nature. Obviously, the gen

eration of stereotypes and beliefs is an area of which we 

know very little about. 

e. Sum:narl 

The analysis of police beliefs through the 'II Division sample, 

have shown a sharp difference to what might have been expected 

from many of the American writings. The explanation for this 

could be that this is an isolated uncharacteristic sample, 

although there is no good reason as yet to believe that this 

is the case. It was apparent during the interview that the 

officers of 'I' Division were generally interested and serious 

in their replies, such that, although they may express harsher, 

attitudes in the company of their colleagues they appeared con

cerned to answer the questions in a manner which fairly rep

resented their beliefs. It should be rememberad that 

Skolnick found no evidence that these hard-line beliefs of 

the American police were ever manifested in practice. However,. 

there is a substantial weight of evidence which does suggest 

that police behaviour is discriminatory, and it is thus 

towards police behaviour to which we shall now turn. 
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3. Apprehension and arrest: 

what police say they do 

The basis for this analysis so far has been the distinction 

between thought and action, or beliefs and behaviour. The 

previous section has dealt with beliefs, so ideally this 

section should be dealing with behaviour; what police actually 

do. In fact, as the sub-heading suggests, this is not as 

easy as it may seem. The arrest situation, unlike the final 

decision-making situation, is often private and transitory. 

The most suitable methodology for this type of investigation 

would preferably be the observation technique , although con..:..·· 

temporary efforts in this area have generally been disappointing. 

Observation research would be more valuable if its results 

were more thoroughly codified or tabulated instead of main

taining the insistence of providing impressions as represent

ative of concrete situations. It is particularly difficult 

to discriminate what the researcher has perceived and selected 
'. 

\ ,-

to be sigllificant, as compared to what is happening on a 

wider and more general' basis. 

, For all their failings, however, observation techniques 

do provide an interesting approach to the nature of the 

arrest situation. During my attachment with the 'I' Division 

Bureau, it was not possible to carry out 'in the field' observ

ations of this kind. In order to obtain some insight into 

what police actually do, a second-best technique was adopted. 

This was originated by Leslie Wilkins (1965) and developed by 

Sullivan and Siegal (1972), and is referred to as the 'inform

ation board'. 

a. The information board method and Folice decision-makin, 

Although Sullivan and Siegal give great credit to the original 

idea by Leslie Wilkins, much of the development of the , 
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information board can also be attributed to them. Easically 

this is a hypothetical, retrospective test relating inf~rm

ation to decision-msking, which according to Sullivan and 

Siegal: 

••• can not only simulate the real-life use . 
of information but also reach the degree of 
experimental control necessary for a rigorous 
empirical approach to decision-making. 
(1972 p.255) 

Sullivan and Siegal constructed an ir1ormation board 

containing twenty-four hinged over-lapping cards with the name 

of the information topic on the card visible to the respondent, 

and the details of the ir~ormation hidden on the rear of the 

card. With all the cards facing in the same direction, only 

the twenty-four topic names are visible, such that each card 
-

has to be lifted in turn to reveal the details underneath. 
-

The topics used refer to the kind of information the 

police officer might need in the arrest situation, such as, 

the time, the place, area of the offence, the attitude and 

appearance of the suspect, and the number of juveniles in

volved. Thus the time or the place would represent the topic 1 

name, and the information, '12-)0 a.m.' or 'in the city 

centre' would represent the hidden topic details. 

The subject of the board was a case of a fourteen year 

old, drunken and abusive youth, and the officer tested was 

required to build up a picture of this situation tt~ough se-

lecting topics in the order that he thought relevant, until he 

felt that he could make a decision. The order of i~ormation 

topics selected, the decision reaching topic, and the decision 

arrived at, were all recorded. 

The results of tr.e Sullivan and Siegal test are not dir

ectly relevant here, although will be brought in later in the 

analysis. What is important is the methodoloeY l~ged and i't 
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was from the basis of this that the 'I' Division information 

bo~rd was constructed. 

b. The information board and the 'I' Division sample 

It was stated earlier that this method approaches a real-life 

situation and provides a degree of experimental control. 

Perhaps another way of looking at it is that what is lost in 

terms of real-life may be gained in terms of experimental 

control. Although Sullivan and Siegal only use the one board 

with the ~ne offence situation, it seemed possible that with 

a number of boards a sophisticated series of controls could 

.be established. Two situational characteristics were selected 

as independent Variables; the social class of the subject, and 

his attitude and level of co-operation in the arrest situation. 

Four separate information boards were thus necessary for the 

dichotomised· characteristics. All other information topics 

were held constant, such that some form of experimental control 

could be operated. In order to test for the independent con

tribution of offence seriousness and class related charact

eristics, the four offence cards were methodically and surrep-

titiOusly moved around the four situations depicted on the 

'situation' cards. It was therefore possible to relate sep

arately 'on-the-street' decision-making with offence·and Bocial 

factors, and, in accordance with the distinction made by 

Tittle (1975), be in a positio~ to assess which gave the 

greatest contribution. 

The actual boards used, comprised twenty information topica 

and one offence card. These topics were largely based on the 

Sullivan and Siegal information board, although they Vlere 

ammended slightly for the purpose at hand. The following 

topics were thus chosen and randomly dtstributed on the boards 

in the ord er shown. 
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1. Place (area of offence) 
2. Presence of an audience 
3. Previous knowledge of the offender 

as a trouble-maker 
4. Attitude of the offender 
5. Sex 
6. Age 
7. Number of associated offenders 
8. Dress 
9. Employment 
10.Time of day 
11.Race 
12.Degree of co-operation ., 
13.0ffender's area of residence 
14.Father's occupation 
15.Armed 
16Cleanliness 
17.Alone, or with another officer 
18.Physical size 
19.0ther duties to pe rform 

" 

The SOCial class of the offender was mainly represented 

by the topic 'Father's occupation', although the 'Place', 

'Dress', 'Employment', and 'Area of residence' and 'Clean

liness' were also related to social class, perhaps rather 

crudely, through typified versions of either working-class 

or middle-class individuals. The basis for these impressions 

of clas~':"related characteristics derive from my own exper

iences of cultural stereotypes as presented through the mass

media and other sources. 

The topics, 'Attitude of the offender', and 'Degree of 

co-operation', were intended to express the interactional 

state of the individual at the time of possible arrest. Both 

these sets of criteria were allowed to vary such that the 

four boards represented the conditions of: 1. a middle-class 

co-operative youth, 2. a middle-class unco-operative youth', 

3. a working-class co-operative youth, and 4. 'a working-class 

un~o-operative youth. Through this distinction, the influence 

of social class could be assessed independentl:,>' from behaviOur, 

thus removing the confusion between specific class effecto and 
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related behavioural effects. The age, sex nnd race of the 

juvenile were all included as information, but could not be 

controlled in this manner without considerably more boards 

being used. 

Four minor offences were devised, which might have 

elicited a variety of responses from a police officer on the 
2 

street. These included: 1. a minor theft, 2. an unlawful 

entry, 3. a traffic offence, and 4. a suspicious person. 

Thus, each of the nineteen Bureau officers were presented 

with the four information boards. The four offence situations 

were fixed, and therefore related to the specific boards, 1,2, 

3, and 4. The four 'offence cards', 1,2,3, and 4, slotted 

in transparent envelopes at the top of the 'situation cards' 

were variable._ Thus, the first officer was given the situations 

1 ,2,3,4 with the offence cards similarly ordered, 1,2,3,4,. 

Before the second officer arrived, the offence cards were 

moved around one board position, so now the situation carda 
\ .... . 

all had different offences relating to them; in this instanoe, 

boards 1,2,),4, were matched with offences 2,),4,1,. The 

offence cards were moved around one position for eaoh new 

respondent, such that each of the four class and attitudinal 

situations ~t some point had all four offenoes relating to it, 

and conversely all offences had all situations referring to it. 

It was therefore possible to assess if disposition decisions 

were correlated with either the situation or the offence. 

The officers were then asked to look at all the topic 

names and the offences shown, to familiarise themselves with 

the' layout of the information board. They were then told to 

select information as they required it, recording on a record

ing sheet the number of the topic they had referred to as they 



-196-

referred to it~ They were to keep selecting cards until 

they thought they could make oneof four decisions; 1. release 

on the street with a warning, 2. take the suspect into cus-

tody but release later, 3. arrest, 4. any other decision. When 

they had recorded on their sheets that a decision had been 

made, and the nature of the decision, they were asked to con

tinue looking at the remaining cards to see·1f they would 

change their mind in the light of the extra information. It 

tt.ey did, this too was to be re·corded. 

Thus, we have a rather crude but interesting alternative 

approach to compare the relationship between what police 

believe and what police sa~ they do. This, of course, is far 

removed from the ideal of observing and comparing what they 

actually do in the arrest situat,ion, but does otfer an alter-

native double-check to interviewing methods. 

One of the simplest results obtainable from the inform-. 

ation board test was the total number of referrals to the 

various~in!or.mation topics. The top four referral topics were 

'age' with 56 referrals 'place' with 51, 'time ot day' with 

48, and 'previous knowledge of the offender' with 43. This 

compared to the Sullivan and Siegal results of; 'previous 

record' top of the list with 20 referrals 'presence of an 

audience' next with 18 referrals and 'p]S.ce' with 15. The 

average number of referrals per offence was 5.27 coItpared with 

5.0 for the Sullivan study. 

A more significant analysis might be to look instead at 

the 'deciSion topics'; that is, the last topic referred to 

before a decision was made. The highest scoring character

istic in this sense was the ~attitude of the offender', which 

was the decision topic on 13 separate occasions. This also 

corresponded to the Sullivan and Siegal test which quoted 
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attitude as the most frequent decision-making piece of inform

ation. The third most frequent decision topic was the asso-' 

eiated degree of co-operation, with the remaining class asso..:. ' 

(iated characteristics appearing fairly low in the hierarchy. 

The race of the individual seemed to playa very minor 

role, both in terms of total referral and deciSion topics, 

being right at the bottom of both lists; and correspondingly 

so for the Sullivan and Siegal research. Age was referred to 

more than any other variable, but became a 'decision topio' 

on only six occasions. The other social factor, the sex of 

the offender, appeared half-way down the total ref'errallist 

and was never used as a decision-making topic. 

' .. At first glance, the behaviour of the juvenile 

during the interaction sequence seems more important to the 

police than his appearance or social class~ As suggested 

earlier, however, styles of behaviour and social class may be 

related. The race and sex of the juvenile seemed to playa 

relatively unimportant role in decision-making, although some 

influence appeared to be exerted by the age of the individual. 

The most important aspect to investigate, however, is 

the significance of situational criteria in relation to the 

type of offence co~~itted. As each of the offence carda had 

been moved around the four situations, it was possible to 

assume that any association app'arent for each board woilld be 

related to the situation and not the offence. Considering 

first the olass of the individual :' regardless of his behaviour, 

presents the distribution shown in Table 1. Boards 1. and 2. 

were combined to provide the non-manual section, and 3. and 4. 

to provide the manual. Each class category thus contair.G.J both 

co-operative and" unco-operative elements. The sev'erity of 

decisions were ranked as shown, and, although decision 
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possibility 4. was in fact 'any other decision', this was 

unanimously stated as being a release with some form of action 

taken. 

The number of arrest decisions for youths from non-manual 

as compared to manual backgrounds was roughly the same, although 

the number of custody decisions for manual workers' sons was 

over twice that for non-manual workers' sons. The two release 

decisions slightly favour the non-manual workers' sons. 

Table 1. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITION DECISIONS SHOWING 

CLASS VARIATIONS REGARDLESS OF BEHAVIOUR 

DISPOSITION NON-MANUAL MANUAL 

!3l Arrest 15 21 
2 Custody 
Severe disp.) 

(4) Release 23 17 
(with action) 

(1) Release 
(no action~ 

(Lenient disp. 

TOTAL 38 38 

Combining the two severe and two ienient dispositions, as 

shown in Table 1., suggests some movement in the direction 

hypothesised by labelling theorists, with a greater number of 

severe dispOSitions for manual workers' sons, and a greater 

number of lenient dispositions for non-manual workers' sons. 

These differences are not, however, substantial and may well 

have occurred by chance. The effect of reversing the two main 

variables so that the influence of behaviour could be observed 
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regardless of social class is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITION DECISIONS SHOWING 

BEP~VIOUR VARIATIONS REGARDLESS OF CLASS 

DISPOSITION CO-OPERATIVE UNCO-OPERATIVE 

~3~ Arrest 17 19 
2 Custody 

(Severe disp.) 

(4) Release 21 19 
(with action) 

(1) Release 
(no action~ 

(Lenient disp. 

TOTAL 38 38 

Other than a slight spurious tendency, there seems to 

be no independent behaviour effect. What is surprising from 

this is the obvious significance paid by the police to the 

two attitudinal and behavioural information topics, both in 

terms of total referral and more important in terms of dec

ision topics, and yet they seem to have such little importance 

to the final decision outcome. To examine this anomaly 

further, the class and behavioural components have been rep

resented separately in Table 3. (Severe dispositions only) 

Again, the movements are in the hypothesised direction, 

with the co-operative youth from a non-manual background rec

eiving the least number of severe dispositions, and the unco

operative youth from a manual background receiving the greater 

number, but, as before, these differences do not appear esp

ecially striking. 
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Table 3. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITIONS FOR CLASS AND 

BEHAVIOUR COMBINED: SEVERE DISPOSITIONS ONLY 

BEHAVIOUR NON-N.ANUAL MANUAL 

Co-operative 7 10 

Unco-operative 8 1 1 

To examine the influence of offence on decision-making 

the four offences were compared to disposition outcome as 

illustrated in Table 4. below. 

Table 4. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITION DECISIONS FOR 

VARIATIONS IN OFFENCE CO:MMITTED 

DISPOSITION OFFENCE NUMBER* 

1. 2. 3. 

/

3) Arrest 
2) Custody 
Severe disp.) 

6 o 15 14 

Release 
(with action) 
Release 
(no action) 

13 19 4 5 

TOTAL 19 19 19 19 

* 1. minor theft, 2. unlawful entry, 3. Traffio offence, 
4. suspicious person. 
(See note 2. for details) 

It clearly can be seen that a substantial amount of 
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'following the offence' has occurred, even though the offence 

cards were moved around all four situations, and considerable 

attention was paid to equating the offence examples in terms 
4 

of seriousness and decision outcome possibility. Thus, the 

police of 'I' Division apparently take far greater notice of 

the type of offence committed than any social or situational 

factors. 

c. Summary 

In terms of both police beliefs, as expressed through the 

interview reponses, and police behaviour, as indicated hypo

thetically through the information board test, little attention 

was seen to be shown towards the social class of the indiv

idual; although in both cases some concern was shown for his 

behaviour. The tendency for the police to respond to the 

demeanour of the youth, as reflected in both the interview and 

in the frequent choice of this topic on the information boards, 

seems to be of no more significance to decision outcome than 

say the similar propensity to refer to the 'time-of-day' topic. 

Interest, quite apparently, need not be related to decision 

outcome. 

Although the influence of ethnic origin could not be 

tested in the same controlled manner, there was again no in

dication from police beliefs or police behaviour that this was 

crucial to decision-making. In terms of 'what police say they 

do', there is little evidence so far to suggest that they 

respond unfavourably to the social characteristics of the 

offender. 

It has to be reiterated, of course, that the information 

board technique suffers from a number of methodological 



-202-

inadequacies. The police are presented with a hypothetical 

situation in which they have to imagine, and sa;y, what they 

£2; which may not in fact be equa-ted :; with what they actually 

do. Similarly, the information available for the police to 

arrive at a disposition decision is limited, structured, and 

possibly not quite in the form that the officer might have 

desired. Nevertheless, it was the intention of this section 

to produce a second-best methodology, in the absence of being 

in a position to observe police encounters with juveniles, which 

might give some insight into how police behave, and which 

might be compared to the results obtained through interviewing 

techniques. 

Considering the original distinction made by Tittle 

(1975) between 50cial factors having some effect on dis-

position, or ~aving a major effect, it seems that at this point 

no support is forthcoming for either of these propositions. 

From both the interview section, comprising police beliefs, and 

from the selection-test, comprising hypothetical police be-

haviour, there has been no strong indication that social or 

situational criteria have any important influcllce on outcoIte 

decision. 

4. The disposition of offenders processed by the Juvenile 

Bureau 

Where most of tLe research relating to the arrest situation 

was derived from observation studies, the majority of invest

igations concerning the final disposition decision can be 

found in official data researches. It also will be remembered 

that although there we.s no degree of unanin:.i ty ShOVJIl in these 

results, some preference was shown towards the conclusion thnt 

there was a slight association between social factors and 
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pollcereferraldecisions. This tendency, however, was gen

erally unequally applied, such that the sex of the offender 

appeared least strongly related to disposition, and the race 

of the individual appeared most strongly related. The age 

and socio-economic status of the juvenile only marginally 

favoured the conclusion of some association to outcome. 

In the following analysis the distinction between what 

police say and do has been maintained, although on this occa-

sion the latter is considered before the former. The outcome 

disposition is here divided into the more lenient ~caution', 

where the juvenile does not acquire a cr~inal record number 

and does not appear publically in connection with his offence, 

and the more severe 'summons'. and 'charge', where the individ

ual does experience the conditions generally associated with , 
official labelling. 

Three different methodologies have been used to assess 

this problem. F~rstly, a data sample of 984 juveniles we~e 

gathered from the Bureau files for the year of 1973. These 

files were particularly detailed and illustrative, such that 

a number of social and legal criteria could be associated with 

each juvenile and each decision outcome. Secondly, the Bu-

reau staff were again interviewed in connection with their views 

on the causes of juvenile crime, and what they looked for 

during their homevisit from which their outcome recommendation 

was based. Thirdly, a sam~le of home-visit reports were taken 

as a means of collating what police do, as determined through 

the data sample, and what t~ey believe, as expressed through 

the· taped interview. 
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a. What police do: the data sample 

The sample of 984 juvenile offenders was selected from the 

'I' Division Juvenile Bureau files, and, because of the nature 

of their filing system, the structure of the sample was very 

much affected by it. Juvenile offenders were filed in accord

ance with the year of their first offence commission and, 

although subsequent offences were added as they occurred, the 

individual remained so classified. The sample selected was 

taken from all the existing cases of juveniles who committed 

their first offence in 1973. Because these were all first 

offenders in that year, the corresponding number of 1973 recid

ivists have, therefore, been excluded. 

The sample remains incomplete in a number of other ways. 

Once the juvenile reaches the age of seventeen his record is 

prepared for destruction as he is no longer part of the Bureau 

jurisdiction. This is usually completed before the youth is 

seventeen and one half. Consequently the 1973 sample only 

contains the 10 - 15 year olds who would not have had their 

records destroyed by 1975, the year of the research. Secondly, 

a number of files were being used by Bureau staff for juveniles 

who were committing offences at the time of data gathering, which 

were inaccessible therefore and excluded from the sample. 

Other than this physical absence of cases, the sample was fur

ther depleted by the exclusion of all offences which were record

ed as resulting in 'no further action' (N.F.A.). These off

ences were considered by the Bureau Chief Inspector as in some 

ways incomplete, such that the guilt of the individual had not 

satisfactorily been established. 



-~~~- -------, 

-205-

The sample is misrepresentative of the population of 

offenders, therefore, in terms of the emphasis on first off

enders, although subsequent offences were included, in terms 

of the 10 - 15 year old .age group, as the older groups would 

have been destroyed, and by the absence of those individuals 

who were guilty of committing a further offence during the 

time of data gathering. Because both the offence record and 

the age of the offender represent two of the main variables 

which are to be controlled, these excluded cases will possibly 

make little difference to the nature of the results. 

Five criteria relating to social factors, father's occ

upation, area of residence, race, age and sex, and two var

iables relating to the legal circumstances of the case, serious

ness of offence and the jUvenile's prior record, were extracted 

and coded for computer analysis. The first five criteria are 

henceforth referred to as social factors, and the latter two 

as legal variables. Before the results of this analysis are 

outlined, however, some comment needs to be made of the nature 

of the coding. 

The sex of the offender, of course, was non-problematic. 

The juvenile's age was originally coded into nine categories, 

from under eleven to fifteen plus, in half yearly increments. 

This was eventually simplified by a mid-way dichotomisation 

into a young group and an o.ld group. The area of residence 

relates directly to the three London boroughs, Westborough, 

Northborough and Eastborough. Six race categories were orig

inally used based on the race code system used at the Juvenile 
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Bureau. The small number of individuals in some of these 

categories, however, resulted in the use of only White, West 
5 

Indian and Asian racial groups. The class of the juvenile 

was directly linked to the father's occupation, based on the 

Registrar General's six point scale of occupations. Again, 

this was simplified by combining the first three categories 

as non-manual occupations, and the last three as manual 
6 

occupations. These, on occasions, have been referred to in 

the text as middle-class and working-class respectively. 

The seriousness of offence, the first of the two legal 

variables,was originally classified by referring to the same 

offence types used by the Juvenile Bureau. This provided 

details on twenty-four separate offences. Rather than consult 

an external version of an offence seriousness hierarchy, as for 

example the reputable Sellin and Wolfgang index (1964), the Chief 

Inspector of the Bureau was asked on two separate occasions 

to rank the offences that he was dealing with in order of 

seriousness. As the Chief Inspector was the main source of 

official disposition decisions, a seriousness of offence scale 

as he saw it seemed distinctly appropriate. The two results 

were averaged, producing one hierarchy of twenty-four items. 

These were subdivided into five categories and coded as such 

for computer analysis. This ranking appeared to fall 

roughly into the five categories of; 1. actual threat to the 

person, 2. potential threat to the person, 3. property offences, 
7 4. anti-social behaviour, and 5. victimless offences. 
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This could also be collapsed further into the more familiar 

divisions of 'offences against the person', 'offences against 

property', and the residual category of 'other offences'. The 

prior record of the offender was coded in relation to each 

offence. As will be seen later, because of the shortage of 

multiple recidivists, this variable generally has been divided 

into first offenders and second offenders. 

To test the labelling propositions, and in particular 

Tittle's distinction outlined above, these variables were 

cross tabulated in turn using both legal and Bocial factor 

controls. All the results from the Bureau data have been 

tabulated and presented in the Tables 5 to 10 below. These 

are shown in terms of the percentage number of police cautions 

for each of the social factors and legal variables discussed 

above. 

It can be seen from Table 5 that of the 984 first off

enders, 76.4~ were cautioned by the 'I' Division Juvenile 

Bureau in 1973. How tt.is was divided in terms of fathers' 

occupational status, juveniles' area of residence, race, age, 

and sex, is shown in Tables 6 to 9. Nearly 90% of juveniles 

from non-manual backgrounds (Table 6) were cautioned compared 

to 77% of children from manual backgrounds. This difference 

was calculated to be statistically Significant on a chi

squared test, with P~ .001. The margin for significance 
8 

is considered throughout this chapter as P~ .05. The area 

of the juvenile's residence (Table 7) seemed to have much 
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Table 5. 

PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIh"iE OFFE1IDERS 

CONTROLLING FOR OFFEHCE SERIOUSNESS 

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE 

" N 

No previous Most 60.7 234 
offence serious 

Least 81.3 750 
serious 

Total 76.4 984 

Theft 81.9 . 537 
only 

One previous Most 22.8 114 
offence serious 

Least 26.5 162 
serious 

Total 25.0 276 

Theft 27.0 100 
only 
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Table 6. 

PERCENTAGE CAUTIOnS FOR FIRST AND SECmm-TIME OFlo'ENDERS 

CONTROLLING FOR SE~~IOUSNESS OF OFFENCE AND FATHERS '. 

OCCUPATIon * 

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE NON-MANUAL MANUAL 

% N ~ N 

No previous Most 78.6 28 61.7 149 
offence serious 

Least 91.8 98 81.8 501 
serious 

Total 88.9 , 126 77.2 650 

Theft 92.9 70 82.7 365 
only 

One previous Most 30.0 10 21.3 75 
offence serious 

Least 8.3 12 27.4 113 
serious 

Total 18.2 22 25.0 188 

Theft 0 6 29.2 72 
only 

* (Totals do not add up to the sample total becauso of the 

exclusion of the non-classifiable categories of; the 

. unemployed, fatherless families, and the ... omission of 

occupational details from the files.) 
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Table 7. 

PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AIID SECOlill-TIYJ!: OFFENDERS 

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCE 

AND AREA OF RESIDENCE 

PRIOR RECORD OF]'ENCE WESTBOROUGH NORTHBOROUGH EASTBOROUGH 

~ N .~ N ~ N 

No previous Most 56.7 97 59.2 49 65.9 88 
offence serious 

Least 80.5 293 80.2 202 83.1 255 
serious 

Total 74.6 390 76.1 251 78.7 343 

Theft 81.6 206 ·80.7 140 83.2 191 
only 

One previous 
, , 

Most 13.7 51 25.8 31 34.4 32 
offence· serious 

Least 25.0 68 27.8 54 27.6 40 
serious 

Total 20.2 119 27.1 85 30.6 72 

Theft 30.0 40 20.0 35 32.0 25 
0111y 



-211-

Table 8. 

PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TI1m OFFENDERS 

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCE 

AND RACE * 

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE WHITE. WEST INDIAN ASIAN 

" N % N ~ 

No previous Most 61.1 221 70.0 10 0 
offence serious 

Least 81.9 676 62.5 32 86.1 
serious 

Total 76.8 897 64.3 42 81.6 

Theft 83.1 473 61.5 26 84.4 
only 

One previous, Most_ 24.5 102 0 .7 20.0 . 
offence serious 

Least 29.1 148 0 9 0 
serious 

Total 27.2 250 0 16 10.0 

Theft 30.0 90 0 8 . 0 
only 

N 

2 

36 

38 

32 

5 

5 

10 

2 

* (Totals do not add up to the sample total because of the 

exclusion of race codes containing only small numbers 

of representatives, ie. 'dark-skinned Europeans' and 

Arabs.) 
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Table 2. 
PERCEIITAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OFFE~~ERS 

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCE AND AGE 

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE YOUNG OLD 

~ N ~ N 

No previous Most 71.0 93 53.9 141 
offence serious 

Least 86.9 321 77.1 429 
serious 

Total 83.3 414 71.4 570 

Theft 88.5 234 76.8 302 
only 

One previous Most 30.4 46 17.6 68 
offence. serious 

Least 32.9 76 20.9 86 
serious 

Total 32.0 122 19.5 154. 

Theft 33.3 51 20.4 49 
only 
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Table 10. 

PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OF?'ENDERS 

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCE AND SEX 

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE BOYS GIRLS 

" N ~ N 

No previous Most 61.0 218 56.3 16 
offence serious 

Least 80.4 521 83.4 229 
serious 

Total 74.7 739 81.6 245 

Theft 80.2 .328 84.7 209 
only 

One previous Most 22.5 111 33.3 3 offence serious 

Least 28.6 140 13.6 22 
serious 

Total 25.9 251 16.0 25 

Theft 30.0 80 1;.0 20 
only 
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less influence on outcome , with Westborough, Northborough 

and Eastborough showing very similar cautioning rates of 

74.6fo, 76.1% and 78.7% respectively. Some percentnge diff

erences were discernjble with respect to the race of the off

ender, suggesting that West In~ian youths are cautioned less 

than whites, and Asians more than whites (Table 8.), although 

this was not statistically significant. The age of the ju-

venile (Table 9.) was shown to be significantly related to 

cautioning with 83.3~ of the young category, and 71.4% of the 

older category receiving cautions (P~.001), and so too was 

the sex of the offenders (Table 10.), with 74.7~ of boys 

cautioned compared to 81.6~ of girls (P~.025). 

It will be remembered that in Chapter Two it was stated 

that a statistically significant relationship between social 
-

factors and official outcome need not provide support for 

labelling theory because these groups of individuals might, 

quite simply, be committing proportionately more serious 

crimes, and in a sense deserve more severe dispositions. To 

correct for this, the seriousness of the offence needs to be 

controlled. This has been done in each of the tables, with 

a Single offence control, theft, and through a dichotomised 

range of offence control, represented as 'most' and 'least' 

serious offences. The previously mentioned five point scale 

was collapsed into 'offences against persons' and 'offences 

against'property and other offences'. The latte~ category 

was combined in this way as 'other offences' failed to contain 

sufficient numbers of items to operate as a seperate control. 

Theft was chosen as the single offence control mainly be 

ause it encompassed the largest category of offenders, but 

also because it represented a medium serious offence which VIas 

hopefully not too biased in the social distributton of its 
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commission. 

The total percentage numbe~ of cautions for first off

ence theft was seen to be slightly higher than the average 

rate for all offences, standing at 81.~~ compared to 76.4~. 

The previously significant class relationship remained sig

nificant but at a reduced level (P~.05). The juvenile's 

area of residence continued to be non-significant with the 

addition of a theft control, although the race of the offender 

moved from a position of non-significance to a position ot 

just being significant at the ~.05 level. This difference 

was largely brought &bout by the particularly low levels of 

cautioning for West Indian juveniles, with 83.1~ of all white 

first offence theft cases resulting in acaution, compared with 

61.5% of West Indian. Asian offenders experienced even higher 

cautioning rates than for whites with 84.410 of all such c~ses 

ending this way. The age of the offender was unaffected by 

the inclusion of the offence control, maintaining the higher 

rates of cautioning for the younger offender, and a chi-squared 

significance equal to P~.001. The sex association, on the 

other hand, was eradicated once the theft control had been 

introd uced • 

Thus, with the addition of a specific offence co~trol 

there remains three significant associations to the distri- . 

bution of police cautions; age (P~.001), fathers' occupation 

(P~.05), and race (P~.05). 

What single offence control gains in terms of the qual

ity and comparability of control, however, might be seem to be 

lost in terms of the degree to which it may be representative 

of other offence types. The second form of control, the rar.ge 

of offence, seems to be a desirable alternative, and additional 

method. In this instance, the range of offences has been 
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confined to just the two ca.tegories. 

It can be seen from Table 5,., that 60.7% of all 'most 

serious' offences ended 1n a caution compared to 81.3% of 

'least serious' offences. The slightly significant relation

ship for social class and disposition shown for the theft 

control is maintained and increased somewhat for 'least ser

ious' offences, with a chi-squared probability of ~.025. 

No association was apparent for 'most serious' offenoes. The 

area of residence showed no signs of a relationship to ju-

venile cautioning for either level of offence seriousness. The 

race of the offender continued to be significant, this time 

at the pL.0251e'lel, although this also was for 'least ser

ious' offences only. Age was particularly significant at both 

levels of seriousness control, indicating a probability of 

L·01 for 'most serious' offences, and P~~001 for 'least 

serious' offenoes, and the sex of the j~venile oontinued to be 

non-related to outcome disposition. 

Because of the nature of the Juvenile Bureau filing 

system, the 984 juveniles selected'here for analysis were all 

first-time offenders. This means that the previous record of 

the offender has automatically been controlled. After all, it 

could be argued, in the same manner as for offence seriousness, 

that any social group association to cautioning practices ~ay 

have been brought about by the 'commission of a greater number 

of previous offences. In other words, certain social groups 

may be more frequent offenders, in the same way as they might 

have been the more serious offenders. Police disposition de--

cisions, t.herefore, would be seen as based on 'legal' rather 

than 'social' cor;s iderations. 

The results above have thus been c.ontrolled 1'n terms of 

the two most important legal variables, offence seriousness 
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and prior record, yet still continue to show social factor 

relationships. The most significant of these was the app---· 

are~t association of cautioning practices with the age of the 

offender; in excess of the chi-squared P~.01 for two types of 

offence control, and a prior record control. Both social class 

of the offender, as represented through the fathers' occu-

pation, and the juvenile's race, were shown to be significant 

at the P~.025 level, for least serious offences only. The 

offence theft would also be included in the category of 'least 

serious' offences, and does not really constitute a completely 

independent association. 

So far nothing has been said concerning the second-time 

offender and how this might relate to official cautioning. 

Of the 984 first offenders, 276 of them went on to commit at 

. least one further offence. Only the second offence effects 

have been discussed here, as so few juveniles go on to commit 

three or more offences that the sub-samples would become too 

small for social factor controls. After all the social factor 

and legal variable controls have been made, no association 

approaches near to the level of statistical significance for 

second offenders. This is due to some extent to the small 

number of individuals involved, as for instance, the very amall 

numbers of juveniles from non-manual backgrounds who recidi-

vate. Similarly, the small percentage of non-White youths 

compared to white youths in the original sample means that 

a relatively small n~~ber will go on to commit further off

ences. But, perhaps a more important reason is the apparent 

change in cautioning practices for the second-time offender. 

Whereas 76.4% of all first offenders were cautioned, only 

25.0% of all second offenders were cautioned. This suddan 

low rate of diversion of juveniles from the j uverA,1le proce:::sing 
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system is represented for both 'most' and 'least' serious 

offences, which suggest basically similar cautioning rates. 

(Table 5) What discrimination and flexibility of proceedings 

which appeared to occur for first offenders seems to be re

duced for second-time offenders. This introduces the issue of 

the comparative influence of legal variable to social factors, 

and in particular Tittle's distinction (1975) concerning the 

minor and major effects of social labelling. 

The fact that some social factors are related to police 

cautioning does not by itself indicate how this compares to 

the relative influence of 'legal' variables. The police may 

still be predominantly responding to basically legal criteria. 

Were this the case, social factors could only be viewed as 

having a 'minor' influence on social labelling. The data shown 

in Table 5, indicates the independent effect of offence serious

ness, and suggests that 81.3% of 'least serious' first offenders 

were cautioned, compared to only 60.7~ of 'most serious' cases. 

The chi-squared calculation for this difference was x2= 42.7, 

well inside the 0001 probability level, and far greater than 

the significance ratings given for either the age, class, or 

race associations. The offence effect for second-time offenders, 

however, was below the levels of significance, although so too 

were all the social factor relationships. 

The independent influence of the previous record of off

ences can also be calculated from Table 5. Comparing the two 

totals for first and second-time offenders, shows the staggering 

difference of a 76.4% caution rate for the former, yet only 

a 25.0% caution rate for the latter. It was not possible to 

conduct a chi-squared significance test on this relationship 

as the items involved were not independent. Nevertheless, it 
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seems apparent from the percentage differences involved that 

the dominant predictive factor of outcome decision is formerly 

whether the juvenile has a previous record. 

This is not entirely fair to Tittle's proposition, how-

ever, when he states: 

A valid test would 1. hold constant actual rule
breaking and observe the relationship between 
labelling and disadvantages, and 2. compare the 
magnitude of that association with the one observed 
when disadvantages are held constant and the level 
of actual rule-breaking and labelling ere asso
ciated. (1975 P.164) 

In other words, the social factor has not yet been held con

stant. As we are only interested in the relative influence 

of the previously significant factors; age, class, and race, 

in comparison to legal variables, it is only these which have 

been calculated in this way in the following Tables 11 to 16. 

Table 11 shows the relative effect of the juvenile's age 

and the seriousness of offence, holding constant legal variables 

and then social factors, as suggested by Tittle, and comparing 

this influence on cautioning rates. On both occasions the 

association between labelling and offence seriousness was shown 

to be greater than that for labelling and age. In other words, 

the seriousness of the offence committed is the better predictor 

of outcome decision, and the social factor only emerges as 

having a minor influence on outcome. As before, a significance 

test could not be used to compare the relative effect of prior 

record and social factors on police dispOSition decisions, 

although in terms of the percentage differences involved the 

original influence of the offender's previous record appears to 

have been preserved. 

Conducting the same test for social class and the two legal 

variables, suggests a more complicated relationship. Table 13 
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Table 11. 

CO~~ARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN AGE AND OFFENCE, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

OFFENCE 

Most 
serious 

Least 
serious 

YOUNG OLD 

" N " N 

71.0 93 53.9 141 

86.9 321 77.1 429 

2 2 x = 11.9 x = 28.9 
PL·001 pL·001 

Table 12. 

x2 

2 x = 6.6 
pL·01 

2 
x = 11.6 
pL·001 

COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BEfWEEN AGE AND PRIOR RECORD, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

PRIOR YOUNG OLD 
RECORD 

% N % N 

First 83.3 
offenders 

414 71.4 570 

Second 32.0 
offenders 

122 19.5 154 
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Table 13. 

COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN CLASS AND OFFENCE, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

OFFENCE 

Most 
serious 

Least 
serious 

NON-MANUAL MANUAL 

~ N ~ N 

78.6 28 61.7 149 

91.8 98 8108 501 

2 2 x = 403 x = 26.2 
pLo05 pL·001 

Table 14. 

x2 

2 x = 3.8 
pL·1 

2 x = 5.7 
pL·025 

COIdPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN CLASS AND PRIOR RECORD, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

PRIOR NON-MANUAL liWiUAL 
RECORD 

% N 'to N 

First 88.9 126 7702 650 
offenders 

Second 1802 22 25.0 188 
offenders 



-222-

Table 12. 

C01~ARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN RACE AND OFFENCE! AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

OFFENCE WHITE WEST INDIAN ASIAN X
2 

% N oj, N ~ N 

Most 61.1 221 70.0 10 0 2 x2cannot 
serious be calc. * 
Least 81.9 86.1 36 2 676 62.5 32 x = 8.2 
serious pL·025 

x2 2 
x2 = 0 x2 cannot x = 39.7 

PL·001 PL1.0 be calc. * 

* (More than twenty-percent of the numbers in the matrix 
fall below the number '5') 

Table 16. 

COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION 

BETWEEN RACE AND PRIOR RECORD, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING 

PRIOR RECORD WHITE 

First 
offenders 

Second 
offenders 

N 

76.8 897 

27.2 250 

WEST INDIAN ASIAN 

N N 

64.3 42 81.6 38 

o 16 10.0 10 
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indicates that the largest effect occurs for the seriousness 

of offence committed, when controlling for juveniles from 

manual-worker backgrounds. However, when offence is compared 

to differences in cautioning for juveniles. from non-manual 

backgrounds the relationship is not as great as the class effect 

for 'least serious' offences. Unfortunately, Tittle does not 

advise what to do in these circumstances. Perhaps a more im

pressionistic perusal of Table 13, on the other hand, might sus

tain the view that the major influence seems to occur for the 

legal variable, and thus only offers support for the weaker 

version of labelling theory. The influence of prior record 

similarly appears to be a much stronger force than that of social 

class. 

For both Tables 15 and 16 the situation is not so clear 

because of the small numbers involved, although again the legal 

variables still appear to be the dominant influence on outcome 

decision. 

Thus, three social factors have been shown to be related to 

police cautioning practices; the age of the offender, which was 

considered strongly associated and remaining significant after 

two forms of offence control and a previous record control, the 

social class of the juvenile, as measured through the father's 

occupation and which was just significant for 'least serious' 

offences, and the individual's race, which was once again just 

significant for 'least serious' offences. Both the two legal 

variables; the seriousness of the offence committed and the off

ender's previous record, appeared to be more strongly related 

to outcome disposition than s.ocial factors, and remained so 

after both legal and social factors were independently controlled. 
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Although some support might be forthcoming from this for 

the precepts of labelling theory, it seems that this can only 

be for Tittle's weaker, and less significant, version of the 

approach. Nevertheless, there are some grounds for arguing 

that it was only this 'weaker' version which labelling theorists 

were advocating anyway. In other words, on some occasions, 

in some instances, official labelling might be related to 

these social factors; which seems to be a reasonable summary 

of the first half of the analysis of Chapter One. As the four 

hypotheses relating to social considerations were similarly 

phrased in this way, there may be some grounds for considering 

the rejection of at least three of them. On the other hand, 

it has tobe considered that both the class and race associations 

were rather weak. It would certainly be difficult to conclude 

from the basis of these two results that the police were acting 

discriminatorily. I would, therefore, like to leave these two 

results as marginal, suggesting, rather than proclaiming, a 

feature of police processing. The age of the offender seems 

to be much more firmly related to disposition outcome than either 

social class or race. However, although it does seem that in 

this instance the police could be viewed as acting discrim

inatorily, it should be remembered that the 1969 Children and 

YOUng Persons Act emphasised a welfare styled, rather than pun

itive, treatment for the younger offender. It could be argued, 

therefore, that in a sense the age of the offender could be 

treated, if not as a 'legal' variable, as a 'legalistically' 

based factor, which would not only reduce further the idea of 

misuse of police discretionary powers, but would also bring 
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these results in line with those from the previous section 

concerning the arrest of juvenile offenders. 

b. What police say they do: taped interviews 

In the earlier part of this chapter, police beliefs were ana

lysed before police behaviour in order to assess how far the 

latter related to the former. In this section police behaviour 

has already been discussed, such that it is now necessary to 

investigate the issue of what police say they do as a possible 

means of explaining some of the findings obtained in the data 

analysis above. 

Police beliefs about how and why they act in certain sit

uations were examined through taped interviews with the staff 

of the Juvenile Bureau. During the investigation of the circum

stances of a case, the Bureau officer visits the home of the 

youth in order to gain information from which to base his 

recommendation to 'caution' or to 'summons' the juvenile. The 

final outcome decision is thus affected by the structure of 

these recommendations. It is important, therefore, to ascer

tain what exactly the police look for when they make this 

visit. Allthe officers were asked the same question; 'During 

your visit to the juvenile's home, you gather information 

which assists you in your recommendation to caution or summons 

an individual o What kinds of thing affects your decision

making?' It was hoped that this question was sufficiently 

open to allow a range of answers specific to the officer's 

own predilections. 

The results of this enquiry produced fifteen extended, 

wide-ranging and colourful accounts of the conditions which 
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police regard as important in their assessment of the juvenile's 

heme-life, and which might have some effect on their final 

recomffiendation decision. From the nature of these replies, it 

became apparent that only the behavioural, attitudinal and 

possibly social class influences could be assessed as poten-

tially relevant factors. The significance of race, age and sex 

of the offender will thus have to be left for the time being 

to be examined by one of the other methods of investigation. 

The problem at hand is fundementally the same as that 

outlined by Cicourel (1968) in his own analysis of factors 

leadir~ to police decision-making and police actions. How 

can the researcher organise, select and decode statements made 

by officers which will accurately reflect police dispositions 

towards certain situational factors7 In other words, there 1s 

the problem of 'objectification',.or the 'observers' and the 

actors' attempts to convince the reader (or listener) of the 

cred.1bility of the properties or elements beine attended and 

labelled I dat'a l for purposes of making inferences and ~aking 

further action.' (Cicourel 1968 p.2), and 'verification', or 

'interpreting the materials labelled data as supporting a 

prior and ad hoc proposition about why and how something happ

ened or is constituted according to specifiable procedural 

rules ••• ' (Cicourel 1968 p.2) 

l.ly intention, and problem, is to assess from the state

ments made by fifteen Juvenile Bureau officers which features 

of the juvenile's home-life, his parents, and the juvenile 

himself, are important to the officer's perception of the 

situation, general 'police perspectives', and final decision 

recoI.lllnendation. 

Cicourel (1968) considers that the only justifiable method 

by which the researcher can, present his 1mpres~icn of 'what 
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is happening' as reflective of that experienced by the actor, 

and avoiding simply representing.statements as 'data' or to 

implicit JY."" interpret meaning and impose organisation by 

·fiat·, is for the researcher to state clearly how he made 

sense of what the respondent said. This ~ay be done, suggests 

Cicourel, by referring to, •••• how the researcher makes 

sense of the subject·s remarks, while also invoking features 

of the action scenes or past scenes felt to be relevant to the 

subject and observer in deciding what is happening, or how 

some descriptive account by either the subject or researcher 

was reached ••• ·, and by, ' ••• revealing unstated and .the seen 

but unnoticed backgr~und expectancies included or left out 

as a particular case ••• is analysed over time.' (Cioourel 

1969 P.15) 

In other words, the researcher must make explicit his 

assumptions concerning his interpretation of what the res-"· 

pondent states, he must attempt to link these accounts to othar 

relevant statements B.nd actions~ and in turn, re1a.te these to 

'background expectancies' and everyday perspectives of the 

a.ctor's world. Although it is not intended to adhere rigidly 

to Cicourel's every-word, or for ttat matter to align myself 

totally to phenomenalism, there does seem to be coneiderable 

merits in this approach, and its more general ~rino1ples will 

attempted to be followed. 

The replies to the question given to the Juvenile Bureau 

officers seemed to be organised around a number of recurring 

themes, which, following the principles outlined by Cicourel, 

might be yiewed as depicting regular categories of perception 

and experience. These were; 1. the home structure, 2. the 

attitudes of the' parents, 3. the behaviour of the parents, 

4. the attitude of the juvenile, and 5. the behaviour of the 
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juvenile. 

Throughout this analysis, various features of the sit

uation, particularly the five conditions above, will be 

scrutinised with the intention of revealing any existence of 

class bias with respect to the officers' selection and inter

pretation of factors considered relevant to his perception and 

recommendations of juvenile cases. This necessarily involves 

mak~ng assumptions as to what does and what does not constitute 

evidence of a class relationship. The basis of these assump

tions, unfortunately can be no more scientific or objective 

than my own perceptions of aspects of social class as acquired 

through shared cultural experiences, the mass media, and to a 

lesser extent certain professional insights, propositions and 

hypotheses. Where possible, however, I will follow Cicourel's 
( 

directives and try to link these assumptions with my own and 

the officers' general perspectives. 

Of these five themes, it'seems more likely that if there 

was excessive attention to details relating to the social class 

of the family, that this would be observed 1n the manner 1n 

which the officer described the conditior~ of tte home, and 

the home structure. Fo~ing Lemert's (1951) and &t~t's 

(1969) emphasis on the 'visibility' of deviance and associated 

characteristics, it seems that the 'quality', and 'type' of 

home environment would be the most easily visible indicator 

of social class, if in fact this was of particular interest, 

to the Bureau officers, and that this interest would be re-

flected 1n the nature of the responses. 

. Eight of the fifteen officers did refer to the conditions 

of the home in their replies. 
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Well, visually, when you are invited into the 
living-room, or whatever, you look around, and 
you can quickly sum up, and you think to yourself, 
well here is a well kept house; ". you can look 
from the material things in the houe, from the 
way the boy is dressed, that here is a family 
who is tryine, that here is a family who are 
normally law-abiding. 

(Respondent 6.) 

At first glance, this appears to be class oriented; ie. the 

more you have got, the more law-abiding you oust be. But 

the quality of the hOme is not" necessarily important to the 

Bureau officer quite in this way. 

A family can come from a banker's house, right 
down to a dustman's house; this doesn't matter. 
You can walk into a dustman's house and their 
home surroundings are alright. 

(Respondent 5.) 

We are not all lucky enough to have a job and 
earn lots of money. Then again, people can be 
clean without being filthy dirty. If the pla.ce 
is filthy dirty, is it because of laziness on the 
parents' part, they don t t want to know, they're 
not bringing their children up properly? 

(R~sporident 1.) 

The recurrent emphasis on the 'cleanliness', 'tidyness' 

and general 'care' that has gone into the home does not seem 

to be directly class-related here. The 'quality' of the 

home appears to have quite a specific meaning to the Juvenile 

Bureau officer, based on the apparent levels of which the 

family seem to be 'trying'. Failure to 'try' may be seen 

perhaps to indicate other failures. Similarly, obvious 

concern shown for the home and the family may be seen to 

reflect a general regard for certain standards and values. 

On a tour of the area with the Chief Inspector of the Bureau, 

for instance, a number of homes which would normally be con

sidered decrepit in comparison with norual hous1nB standards, 

were praised by the Chief Inspector because some attempt had 
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been made by the inhabitants. This could be expressed in 

a cultivated garden or newly pai~ted window frames. Levels 

of 'care', therefore, were not necessarily viewed by these 

officers as related to material resources. 

You've only got to look around to see whether 
the people care about the way they live. Not 
necessarily if it's a big house with expensive 
furniture; this doesn't make any difference. 

(Respondent 11.) 
, . 

Well, let's say, if you havent got any money, 
the furniture and decorations are secondary as 
·far as I'm concerned; as long as the home is 
clean and it's looked after. You don't have to 
have a posh three-piece-suite to be a good cit
izen, so long as it's clean and tidy and the 
kids are well cared for. 

(Respondent 8.) 

The continual qualification that: 

We are not all lucky enough to have n job 
and earn a lot of money. 

(Respondent 1) 

Not necessarily if it's a big house with 
expensive furniture ••• 

(Respondent ·11.) 

You don't have to have a posh three-piece-suite 
to be a good citizen ••• 

(Respondent 8.) 

••• seems to be emphasising the point that these statements 

are not intended to be class-specific. 

Of the five themes mentioned earlier, the home structure 

was not, in fact, the most frequently referred to charact

eristic which the police regarded as important to their 

decision-making, but the attitude of the parents. This cr1--

ter10n is discussed here in some detail because, not only Vlould 

it represent an i~portant non-letial influence on disposition 

outcome if it was found to be especially significant to the 
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I am essentailly impressed by the parents' con
cern. I want to see that the parent is concerned 
about the child. I am impressed by parents who 
are more concerned with what the child has done, 
than the parents who are more concerned with the 
fact that he got caught doing it. 

(Respondent 4.) 

Well, we go to some homes and the parents are at 
loggerheads at one another for a start. They've 
no interest in their children v/hatsoever. They!re 
allowed to go out late at night, they don't care 
when they come home, pocket money is practically 
non-existent. This all leads to the boy or girl 
gOing out and taking things that they want, because 
the parents are just not interested. 

(Respondent 8.)· 

The general concern of the parents can be manifest in many 

ways. Two co~on themes were the feeling that there was love 

in the home, and some signs of remorse or shame shown during 

the interview. 

The things they say, whether they are worried abo~t 
the child getting a record, if there is love in 
the home, if they really care. You can tell straight 
away from the stress they show. If they're con
cerned, usually the parents are very distressed. 

(Responden"t 11.) 

The other important element of the parent's attitude, which 

might also be seen as related to general concern, is the 

level of respect they show to the officer. If this respect 

is absent the officer may consider this as generally indicative 

of the type of family he is dealing with. 
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People are quite willing to just sit therewith 
the television blaring out. 'Turn it down Johnny', 
and Johnny still leaves it on, and the boy is 
looking at the television and the parents are 
looking at the television, while I'm talking over 
the top of it. I mean, this to me shows an abso
lute lack of interest in what I've come for and 
what's happened. So this must affect my decision. 

(Respondent 1) 

Undoubtedly it is possible that the general presentation 

of the self, which would include expressions of attitudes, 

levels of concern for the welfare of the child and the upkeep 

of the family, and apparent respect for the officer of the 

law, may be class-related. After all, the interview with 

the officer operates as a transitory period of negotiation 

over the outcome of the juvenile'S case, and assuming that it 

is the usual intention to desire the least severe sanction, 

basic interactional techniques are required to bring this 

about. These techniques of 'impression management' (Goffman, 

1959), 'dramaturgical techniques' (Box, 1971) and general 

interactional abilities, may well be class-associated. The 

middle-class, for example, may have more highly developed 

social skills, and would not therefore make any silly slips 

like leaving the television on during an interview with a 

police officer, or appear uninterested or unconcerned about 

the welfare of their child or his offence. If this is the 

case, the slight class association determined in the data 

analysis section might have been brought about by class-related 

conditions associated with general interactional abilities, 

rather than because the Juvenile Bureau officers were singling 

out the working-classes for specialist attention. This, so far, 

remains conjecture, although some of the other aspects of the 

interview situation may be seen as substantiating this view. 
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Whereas we have just been dealing with general parental 

attitudes, the perceived level of 'control' in the home is 

perhaps better categorised as parental behaviour. The two 

may operate complementarily, however, in that the level ot 

parental control might be seen as a manifestation of the 

general concern displayed by the parents. 

If I thought, during the course of my short 
interview, that dad, even in his wildest dreams, 
had absolutely no control over this boy, nor 
had mum for that matter, then if I thought there 
was none forthcoming, then I've got to start 
thinking along the lines of taking him to court, 
and g3t the control that the courts should be 
able to give. 

(Respondent 2.) 

The importance of control was similarly reflected in 

a second question put to the Bureau officers, 'What do you 

think causes juveniles to become criminal?' The reasons for 

asking this tie in closely to the ideas contained in the 

notion of 'police theory' discussed earlier in this chapter. 

If police believe that juvenile crime is caused by certain 
\ ...... 

environmental or individual factors, their behaviour might 

be affected by it. In other words, if the juvenile's home 

environment reflects the conditions which the officer believes 

are ideal for the generation of juvenile delinquency then he 

might recorr~end accordingly. 

Box (1971) analysed a similar set of results concerning 

police theories of crime causation for the Viestley findings 

(1970) and concluded that they generally tend to fit in with 

professional theories developed. by social scientists. He 

classified the majority of the causes mentioned into five well 

known theories of crimiLal aetiology; 'socialisation theory', 

'different ia.l o.ssoci£'.t ion theory', 'social d isorg~nisat ion 

theory', 'anomie theory' and various 'pathological theories'. 

The results of the 'I' Division sample similarly fitted th~se 
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categories plus three others; Matza's theory of 'drift', 

'control theory' and 'labelling theory'. Juveniles were seen 

to be delinquent by Eureau officers because; 'they've been 

brought up wrongly, their sense of values are different' 

(socialisation theory), 'they follow the villain' (differen

tial association theory), 'they don't join any clubs or go 

to discos' (social disorganisation theory), 'they want some

thing and they're not willing to work for it' (anomie tteory), 

there 'is an inherent leaning to wrong' (pathological theories), 

'every juveLile is a potential criminal at certain ages, some 

are tempted, others are not' (Matza's notion of 'drift'), 

'it's a lack of parental control and concern' (control theory) 

and, 'not all of them get caught, you only catch eo ma~y, and 

it's these we look at' (labelling theory). The most fre--

quently referred to was a version of control theory, whereby 

the juvenile could only be expected to follow his natural 

anti-social desires if he were not governed and guided by 

his parents. \ An ill-disciplined home, was considered ,a dis

rupted home, where the normal social pressures had lost 

their influence. 

To my mind, all children are born ar .. ti-social, 
and they must be taught the difference between 
right and wrong, and this must cont inue through
out their life. 

(Respondent 18) 
, 

People who go wrong are those who havent any 
moral codes, laws, I'eligions, anything like 
that. 

(Respondent 12) 

Thus, once again, the impression gained from the parents 

in terms of the control they display over:.their children seamo 

to be a significant factor influencing police perceptions. 

Throughout these interviews the role ot the parents decidedly 

do~inated the most frequently referred to, and in accordance 
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with the prescriptions of Cicourel (1969), quite probably 

the most representative cutegories used by the police in 

'making sense' of the juvenile's home situation. This is not 

to say that the attitude and behaviour of the juvenile was 

ignored, however, which it was not, simply that the Bureau 

officers chose to answer this particular question mainly from 

the perspective of the parents. The reason for this might 

be that at the time of entry into the home, the officer is 

primarily cacerned with the parental side of the case as he 

already has a certain knowledge of the juvenile and his offence. 

The position of the parents thus fills his mind at that point 

in time, although this does not mean that at the time of the 

final decision he will not then reassess what he knows about 

the juvenile,. and combine the two. The write-up of the 
f 

home-visit, contained in the home-visit report, seems to sub

stantiate this view; as discussed in the next section. 

In conclusion,'it seems that the home-visit provides 

much more information to the officer than simply the juvenile's 

social class position. Conditions which were more likely to 

determine an unfavourable recommendation would alffiost certainly 

be where the parents showed little concern about their' child 

or their family in general, and where,quite possibly, this 

was simultaneously expressed in the lack of discipline and 

control over them. This would suggest to a Bureau officer the 

need for exterr2.l control by way of a court appearance. 

Although there may be some grounds for arguing that 

the family's ability to present a favourable impression 

infront of the Juvenile Bureau officer, which no doubt would . 

inc:!.ude the display of signs.of concerr. ar.d control,'m~y be 

'class-related', it does not follow that these characteristics 

will be 'clas~-specific'. It would be expected, therefore, 
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that were this so there might be a slight, although not con

sistent, relationship between lapellir~ and social class; a 

pOint of view offered some support from the analysis of the 

Bureau data in the previous section. 

c. What police report they do: case-study examples 

In order to link together 'what police do' (data results) 

and 'what police say they do' (taped interviews), it was poss

ible to analyse a sample of home-visit reports, whic~ clearly 

outline the Bureau officer's impressions and recommendations. 

As in the majority of cases these were consolidated by the 

Chief Inspector, the depiction of thought processes leading 

to the officer's final recommendation was indeed of special 

interest. 

From a systematic sample of every ~wentieth case histo~y, 

forty-five examples were drawn for analysis. As the majority 

of all offences were of medium seriousness (offences against 

property>. only those in this category were selected. If the 

twentieth case was not in this category, the next medium ser

iousness offence was included instead. All the offenders were 

filed in terms of their first offence co~ission, and as such 

the final sample had a built-in'previous record" and seriousness 

of offence control. 

Certain recurrent themes dominated these home-visit 

reports • Although the officer "illustrated a n.wnber of straight

forward situational conditions of the juvenile and his environ

ment, he appeared to be primarily concerned with the level of 

desirability of four key information topics. These were; 

1."ho~e ~qnditions, 2. parental attitudes including general 

concern, 3. parental control, 4. juvenile attitudes includ ing 

general concern~ These features were ~arely ever "depicted 

by the officer in neutral terms, but rather in either a 
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positive or a negative manner, such that it seemed that tho 

balance of these conditio~s largely reflected in the final 

recommendation decision. 

To test t~is, the forty-five case-histories were divided 

into those resulting in a caution (32 of 45, or 71.1~:), and 

those resulting in a summons (13 of 45, or 29.9%). This was 

not far removed from the total percentage distribution of 

first offence cautions (76.4%), which perhaps could be viewed 

as suggesting a representative sample. The two groups were 

then compared in terms of positive and negative depictions 

of these four factors. The results of this, and the ranking 

order, are shown below •. 

Table 17. 

PERCENTAGE OF NEGATIVE REFERENCES MADE TO FOUR I~FORMATION 

TOPICS, BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION 

INFOmtAT ION 
TOPIC 

SUMMONS CAUTION 

I 
~o N ~ N 

Juvenile attitude 84.6 13 12.5 32 
Parental control 38.5 13 15.6 32 
Parental attitude 38.5 13 6.3 32 
Home conditions 30.8 13 6.3 32 

As can be seen from the table, the attitude of the off

ender is more stronely related to disposition than the att

itude of the parents. Durine the interview section, it was 

concluded that the rever:se was the case, where the "attitude 

of the parents appeared to dominate. This change of emphasis 
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between what police say they do, and what they produce in 

a written report, is not immediately explicable. It could be 

the case,that as the investigation is primarily concerned' 

with the juvenile and not the parents, during the official' 

report this fact has to be re-emphasised. After all, it is 

the juvenile and not the parents who is on trial. Generally, 

however, it might be safest to assume that both the conditions 

of the juvenile and the parents are apparently important to 

the Juvenile Bureau officer. 

Other than this, it can be seen from Table 17,: that 

there is a strong association between negative references to 

these four topics and the likelihood of a court outcome. For 

the thirteen summonsed cases, there was a total of 29 nega-, 

tive references and 17 positive references, and for the 32 

cautioned cases, there was a total of 13 negative references 

and 76 positive references. 

Comparing this situation for social class, reveals t~at 

of the 20 cautions for youths from non-manual backgrounds 

there were 4 negative and 52 positive references, and of the 

12 cautions for juveniles from manual backgrounds there were 

9 negative and 24 positive references. Thus, although the 

general trend is in the same direction there are proportion

ately more negative references found in the manual background 

cautioned sample. A similar comparison for SU~T.onsed cases 

could not be made as there were only two cases of non-manual 

background court recomwendations in the sample. 

From the limited number of sample cases some recurring 

features emerge which seem to reinforce the statements made 

in the interview section concerning general interactional 

abilities and how this may be clas~-associated. On this 
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occasion, however, the situation is improved somewhat through 

the knowledge of the father's occupation. The first charact

eristic which arises, is the greater number of times the 

officer makes. favourable comments when dealing with a family 

in which the father's occupation is traditionally class

ified as middle-class. This might be seen as reflecting the 

success of the manner in which the family was able to present 

itself. 

The following, for example, is the Bureau officer's 

response to an interview with a business owner's son. 

I found him to be a very polite and well-mann
ered lad who apologised for all the trouble he 
had caused, and stated that he would never do 
wrong again. I think he would benefit from a 
caution, and recommend accordingly. 

The family of a department store manager, similarly generated 

a favourable impression, which resulted in more than one 

reference to how much the police officer liked1hem. 

I like all of the members of this family and 
their home surroundings. I would quite sincerely 
say that they are as fine a family as it would 
be possible to be concerned with 

His parents both describe him (the offender) as 
excellent. I can well believe this. I like 
this boy. 

The middle-class family appeared generally to be more capable 

of presenting a respectable and law-abiding image. On one 

occasion, for example, even the church was mustered to the 

juvenile's defence. 

Attached to this report is a letter from Rev
erend ••• , who corroborates the fact that this 
offence was committed out of character. I think, 
therefore, that this is a suitable case for 
caution." 

(Son of a clerk) 

It is not being suggested, howevsr, that the Vlorking

class family always make a hash of it, and the mjddle-class 
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always get it right; it is only intended here to explain 

the slight association found between outcome and social class 

in the data section. There did seem to be some tendency, . 

however, for the working-class parent to make more frequent 

interactional blunders. The problem of the television, for 

example, has already been mentioned. 

The television was on during the time I was 
speaking to Mr ••• , and, although on two sep
erate occasions I asked him to turn it off, he 
merely turned it down fractionally on each occ
asion. The presence 'of Mr. • •• ' s daughter did 
not help either, as every now and then she would 
burst out giggling or rudely interrupt. 

The second feature which appeared to be class-related and 

to the detriment of the working-class juvenile, was the willing

ness of manual-worker families to play down favourable 

characteristics relating to their child, and to introduce, 
r 

sometimes unnecessarily, unfavourable ones. On the other 

hand, many of the non-manual families interviewed by the 

police presented, their child in a favourable light by emph

asising:the law-abiding side of the juvenile's beha~our. 

They (the parents) do not consider that this 
was an offence in keeping with her normal 
character. She is a girl they can place trust 
and faith. 

(The daughter of a bank-clerk) 

The manager of a building society had obvious success from 

a similar depiction. 

They are intelligent, well oriented parents, and 
have kept the incident in its true perspective; 
that is against her normal rational outlook. 

(The daughter of a building society manager) 

On the other hand, it was not uncommon for manual-worker 

families to speak derogatorily about their child in the 

,presence of the Juvenile Bureau officer. 
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The mother told me that part of the trouble 
was that ••• could not speak a word of truth. 

(Son of a factory worker) 

Mr •••• had given up chastisine the boy as it 
seemed to have no effect. Generally the boy 
couldn't care less. 

(Son of a factory checker) 

Her mother describes her as bone-lazy and will 
not help in the house. 

(Daughter of a tiler) 

It has to be reiterated, however, that this is only likely 

to be a marginal influence on the total disposition pattern. 

After all, it is not completely out of the question for the 

working-class family to show concern for, or control over, 

their children. Similarly so for the way in which the child 

is presented by the parents to the Eureau officer. These 

variations are only likely to explain a minority influence 

of social class factors on outcome decisions, which is perhaps 

why the official data analysis section did not find a very 
, ., 

strong association between occupation and police treatment. 

The second slight association which requires some explan-, 

ation is the tendency for Asians to experience slightly higber 

rates of cautioning than whites, and for West Indians to 

experience slightly lower rates. For first offence theft, and 

least serious offences, the difference between the police 

treatment of Asians and West Indians was statistically signif

icant. 

There were no minority group case-st~dies available for 

s~onsed individuals, altr.ough the few that were cautioned 

did reveal one strong difference between police percr;ptions 

of their visits to ,Asian and 'Nest Ind inn homes; ttr.t is, tl:e 

levels of social (family) control. In the case of Asian 
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families the level of control was often severe and involving 

the whole family • 

••• has received a severe thrashing from his 
elder brother for this offence. 

(An Indian family) 

Rather violent fo~s of supplementary punishment for crim

inal offences seemed quite widely accepted amongst the Indian 

sample. 

I fully explained the Juvenile Bureau procedure 
to both parents. When I stated that a Chief 
Inspector of the police normally administered 
the caution, Mr •••• said, 'Is he the one that 
does the hitting?' I then explained that the 
caution was verbal, to w1:ich I.Ir •••• showed 
surprise. 

One of the more unusual aspects of this amplified control 

process, is the involvement of the whole family; brothers 

and sisters as well • 

••• told me that the whole family experienced 
shame when they round out what ••• had done. 
During our conversation ••• would turn round 
on his sister and tell her what a terrible 
thing she had done and that she would be sent 

. to court and never get a decent job. 

(An Indian family) 

The difference between the level of family control in 

Asian and West Indian families and communities, and the in-

flJ.ence that this may have on police perceptions and police 

treatment t was outlined in an article by Michael Banton (1974). 

He suggests that, ' ••• there is so much more friction in 

relations between the police and citizens with a West Indian 

background than in relations between the police and Asians.' 

This might be explained in~rms of the traditional strength 

of ·the respective family structure. 
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The Asian immigrant in Britain comesmostly from 
rural societies which are structured primarily by 
ties of descent and kinship ••• When conflicts 
arise, people attempt to solve them within this 
framework. • •• West Indian immigrants come from a 
society with a weak family structure. (ibid.p.168) 

As the police view parental control as a particularly 

desirable characteristic which could serve to reduce the need 

for external influence, the difference between West Indian 

and Asian families could be significant. Similar ideas were 

expressed during the taped interview. 

Pakistani's tend to think that their children are 
letting the whole family down, they are more 
family conscious than.the average Englishman or 
average West Indian. 

(Respondent 15.) 

From Indians especially, very often Vle've found 
that when we've gone to the home they have often 
been already punished by the parents far more 
severely than what the police force VJould do to 
them. 

(Respondent 6.) 
, 

One example perhaps illustrates this more vividly in that 

retribution can sometimes be most severe. 

They've (Ind·ians) got very strict backgrounds. 
I've known one father who caught his child steal
ing, or his child was caught stealing, and he 
put her hand over an open gas ring to stop her 
stealing again. . 

(Respondent 8.) 

The conclusions to be drawn from this are similar to 

those of the interview section. The officer is not primarily 

directed by the race or the social class of the individual, 

but seems to be more interested with the general attitude of 

both the juvenile and the parents to tr.e fact that an offe~ce 

has been .committed, to the law, and to the police. A par--

ticular]y salient indicator of both these attitudes is the 

manifest expression of sooial control i.n the family housetold; 

in other words, the parents would be shewing the right 
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attitude to give it, and the juvenile would be showing the 

right attitude to receive it. 

The slight class association and race association has 

arisen, it appears, indirectly from these ffiore relevant 

conditions, and has possibly little independent effect. The 

strength of parental concern and control, and the correspond

ing response of the juvenile, might tend to favour the middle

cla~s as opposed to the working-class, and the white and 

Asian communities as opposed to' the West Indian. There is 

no reason to believe from this that these social criteria are 

any more directly related. 

5. Conclusions 

The varioua methods of investigation employed here to some 
f 

extent may be seen as concurring in their results. The in-

formation board study showed that although officers were 

obviously interested in certain non-legal criteria such as , 

the juvenile's attitude and the level of co-operation, the 

final decision was more affected by the legalistic conditions 

of the offence. The prior record of the offender was the 

second most influential decision topic and the seriousness of 

offence was the most highly correlated of the controlled var

iables to the final decision to arrest or release. 

The distribution of outcome decisions as analysed in 

the official data section was considered the most important 

series of results, not only in terms of the greater sample 

size concerning what police actually do rather than what can 

be ·inferred, but also in terms of providing an adequate test 

for the labelling proposition. To caution or not to 'caution 

may be seen as representing the difference between not being 

officially labelled and being officially labelled. The con-
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clusions reached substantiated the general conclusions of 

the official data analysis in Chapter Two. Only thp. age of 

the offender was strongly related to labelling, once all the 

legal variable controls had been performed, and even this 

contributed less to official outcome than either of the two 

legal variables. Further, it seems doubtful, in the context 

of the 1969 Children and Young Persons Act whether age should, 

strictly speaking, be viewed as a non-legal characteristic. 

The final interview and case-study sections again con

solidate the view that, even during the Bureau officers' home

visit, where police discretion is at its highest, there was 

no strong indication of excessive or specific emphasis on 

these social factors. Possibly following the spirit of the 

1969 Act, the police are more concerned with the levels of 

'care, protection and control' that the parents offer the child, 

than punishing the child or the family for the offender's mis

d eme anours. 
\ ,-

In accordance with the conclusions drawn during the off-

icial data analysis in Chapter Two , it could be the case that 

the precepts of labelling theory are area, police division, 

cit~ specific. A similar research investigating the police 

treatment of adults, in another area, or even in anothar 

country, would almost certainly produce different results to 

this. These differences, I feel, are to be expected, rather 

than explained away, particularly in the British and American 

cases where policing is regionally organised. Labelling 

theory is unlikely to find universal support in its present 

form, and it seems contrary to individual sensibilities and 

a vast-· amount of professional studies to offer any more tha.n 

a specific conclusion to an isolated case. 
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In the context of the 1969 Children and Younc persons 

!£1 and the fact that the research was directed towards ju-

veniles in a relatively new juvenile Bureau committed to treat

ing the needs of the individual rather than any crude imple-· 

mentations of the law, plus the fact that all outcome decisions 

were finally made by one Chief Inspector who was also a 

trained Community Liason Officer, and motivated to be aware 

of, and reduce, social tensions rather than exacerbate them, 

it seems less surprising in retrospect that this region of 

British policing was not found to be rife in prejudice and 

discrimination. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

RESEARCH RELATED TO LABELLING AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF BEING LABELLED 
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1. Introduction 

Much of the delinquency research done so far has been focused 

on the personal, social and environmental characteristics of 

the individuals involved. Even with the recent growth of 

interest in labelling theory there has still proven to be 

ample opportunity, as the present research bears out, to 

direct attentions to the biographical details of selected in-

dividuals. The early writers in this tradition (Lemert 1951, 

Kitsuae 1962, Erikson 1962, and Becker 1963), however, did 

not particularly share this focus, but concerned themselves 

primarily with the process of deviancy production itself. By 

far the most developed aspect of labellinB theory, therefore, 

is the consequences that emerge from publicly branding a 

person as deviant or cr'iminal. 

Unlike many contemporary writers, labelling theorists 

were not generally concerned with the initial acts of deviance. 

These were referred to by Lemert (1951 and 1967) as 'primary 

deviations', the causes of which were considered, 'many and 

diversified' (1951 p. 75). Of greater importance wa.s the de-· I 

velopment and compounding of deviant behaviour to the state of 

the stabilised deviant career, or 'secondary deviance'. It 

was the progression of this process that was seen to be affected 

by, and dependent upon, the public labelling of the individual 

as a 'deviant I. 

Each elucidation of the process in which labelling was 

shown to be related to the production of secondary deviance 

by labelling theorists, tended to vary in its account; al thcIlgh 

certain themes did emerge. A simplified summary of the gen

eral impressions gained from these various ideas m1g1rt proceed 

as follows. A juvenile, or any individual, might co~it a 



-249-

deviant act for a variety of reasons best known to the 

individual h~self. If this action goes unnoticed, no further 

implications will arise from it and the youth may eventually 

grow out of that form of behaviour. If the community or law

enforcement system respond to the behaviour, and he/she is 

publicly denounced for his/her actions, the individual may 

take this definition to heart, and begin to question his/ber 

normal law-abiding identitiy •. Should the behaviour be re-

p1ated, and the experience of being labelled enhanced, the 

youth may get caught in a spiral of official and social 

reaction pressures restricting, rather than encouraging, the 

resumption of normal behaviour and the normal identity. The 

proferred deviant identity of which he/she 1s confronted may 

be seen as the easiest and most commensurate alternative life

style, and may become involved" in the repeated deviancy of 

which it is part. 

Although some of the writers mentioned continue this 

process to include' the influence of deviant subcultures and 

the effects of institutions (Lemert 1951, Becker 1963, and 

Goffman 1961), which involves the aquisit10n of new skills, 

rationaliaations and adaptation'lfor the ma,intpnance of the 

deviant identity, in many wsya the key components of the 

theory have already been expounded. The precise relationship 

between these components, however, still remains generally 

unclear. Before an empirical evaluation of the labelling 

theorists' position is possible, it is first necessary to con

sider three relevant problems. First, what is the relation

ship between official and unofficial social reac"tion? Second, 

what is the relationship between identity transfor:nation and 

unofficial soc1a1 reaction? Third, how far does labelling 
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cause repeated deviance? 

The issue of what constitutes social reaction has already 

been discussed to some extent in Chapter One. For the early 

writers, labelling meant the social response to proscribed 

behaviour; although it was not really clear whether this 

implied formal or informal sanctions. Gibbs (1972), tor 

example, discusses how societal reaction could be viewed at 

either the official or unofficial levels, or both. Kitsuse 

(1962) and Erikson (1962) seemed to give greater importance 

to informal sanctions, whereas Matza (1969) clearly states the 

necessity of official labelling. 

To become more fully deviant the subject ought 
to experience more tangible and direct contact 
with the state. More generally, his deviation 
should become known or public - open to auth
orised disapproval. (1969 P.155) 

Schur (1971), on the other hand, considered that societal 

reaction, or labelling, operated on a number of planes par

ticularly at the organisational and interpersonal levels; that 

is, both officially and unofficially. 

The conclusion formed in Chapter One was that the notion 

of labelling was best understood in terms of both elements; 

the general public denunciation. and the specific individual 

interpersonal reaction. For the purposes of research, there

fore, a labelled individual in this sense should be viewed as 
. 

one who has perceptibly experienced both parts of the process. 

If this view is adopted, then impliCitly; official labelling 

as such may not be sufficient to produce all the effects 

associated with labelling theory. In other words, it would 

also have to be shown that the individual involved was act

ually experiencing the 'problems' of this pronouncement, other

wise its effects might presumably be lost. 
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The second problem requiring clarification refers prim

arily to criminal deviance and is the relationship between 

personality and social forces subsequent to the official sanction. 

General, or official, labelling supposedly initiates the 

process which progresses through the interaction of 'self' 

and 'others' towards the committed deviant life-style. One 

special problem facing research in t~is field is whether or 

not individual identity transf~rmation begins and develops 

before any consolidating social reaction, after social reaction, 

or whether the two operate conjointly. 

Looking at both early and later elaborations of the 

labelling position, again suggests some confusion in this 

respect. Erikson (1962), for example, implies that societal 

reaction precedes identity transformation. 

The community's feeling that deviant persons 
cannot change, then, may be based on a faulty 
premise, but it is repeated so frequently and 
with such conviction that it eventually creates 
the facts which 'prove' it correct. If the re--

turned deviant encounters this feeling of distrust 
often enough, it is understandable that he too 
may begin to wonder if the original verdict or 
diagnosis is still in effect - and respond to 
this uncertainty by resuming deviant activity. 
(1962 P.312) 

Matza (1969) on the other hand, gives particular emphasis to 

the growing deviant self-concept long before any official 

labelling. The very fact that the deviant act has been 

'banned' may evoke feelings of guilt and personal doubts, even 

in the absence of any direct public accusation. 

A !:lore realistic impression of all these writings, how

ever, is one where deviant identity and social reaction sim

ultaneously grow, reciprocate, and strengthen one another. 

With regard to any research in this field, it Vlould seem Vliae 

to question and leave open the exact point where the ne"a 
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deviant identity is supposed to develop:, and not simply 

assume that it will necessarily result from a single fleeting 

contact with the state. This suggests, therefore, that any 

tests made on identity transformation should be considered 

over a reasonable time-span to take into account the vaguaries 

and imprecisions of the original concepts from which they 

are operating. 

Finally, it has to be clearly determined whether .social 

labelling always results in recidivism. The idea that la-

belling someone as deviant leads to a process of identity 

transformation and social reaction is central to the approach. 

But other than a few. indirect passages and implicit suggest

ions, there is little in these writings which directly indi- . 

cates how far, end under what conditions, labelling increases 

deviance. This lack of clarification and detailed specit

icat ion tends to confuse the labelling theorists • posit ion, 

yet much of the available research on the subject is directed 

towards the straight-forward proposition that labelling 

increases deviance. 

Y/hether this interpretation is a fair representation ot 

the labelling theorists· position, is of course debatable, 

although it does serve the useful purpose of operationalising 

a more complex system of ideas, and thus, not only makes 

empirical evaluation possible, 'but also provides a positive 

starting-point from which to assess the no doubt more com~' 

plicated nature of the labelling process. The two hypotheseo 

offered by Mahoney (1974) seem to be useful for this purpose, 

and approximate quite closely to the Hypothesis Five generated 

in Chapter One. Mahoney thus proposes: 
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1. a juvenile who commits an offence and is 
apprehended is more likely to commit further 
offences than a juvenile who commits an off
ence and is not apprehended. 

2. the more severe a youth's disposition in the 
court, the more likely he is to commit additional 
offences. 
(1974 p.586) 

Although this simplification may come close to the inten

tions of labelling theorists it still has to be determined 

if they are suggesting that this is always the case, usually 

the case, or sometimes the case. The suggestion that labelling 

always causes recidivism, however, gives the approach an air 

of determinism which is possibly not justified. Becker (1963) 

clearly emphasises that not everyone need follow the linos 

prescribed. 

Obviously, everyone caught in one deviant act 
and labelled deviant does not move inevitably 
towards greater deviance. (1963 p.36) 

Similarly li:atza (1969) suggests: 

••• why would the signified subject collaborate 
in widening the meaning of his deviant acts; 
why go along with a spread that confuses or 
equates the things he sometimes does with what 
he is? ••• we must first appreciate that often 
enough he does not. (1969 P.159) 

Perhaps more important than the sporadic loss ot occ

asional clients, could be the operation of social power 

factors which were suggested as beine important in the orig

inal selection of offenders. In other words, the. powerful 

may attempt more ~orciblyto prevent the process of deviant 

identification from developing. Lofland (1969) indicates 

that there are differences between social class and the will

ingness to accept police surveillance • 

••• the better-ofr classes are unlikely to abide 
any extension of 1~putational activity that might 
make them significant objects of concern. 
(1969 p.139) 
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The same resources that may be put to use to prevent the 

initial labelling act could conceivably be mustered to ward

off subsequent conditions which might result in adverse 

social consequences. 

Research into the effects of labelling needs to be 

aware of the possibility that labelling theory predictions 

may be circumstantial and affected by a number of extraneous 

variables, particularly the same social criteria which were 

found to be significant in the original distribution of off

icial labels. Without other-variable controls the value of 

any results from these investigations would necessarily be 

limited. 

The three problems discussed effect the way in which 

research into the consequences of labelling might be per

ceived. In the first instance, it seemed doubtful whether 

official labelling alone could produce compounded deviancy 

without the support of subsequent social reaction. Although 

many studies do focus on the official responses of control 

agencies, it has to be assumed that furtber developments are 

necessary in order to produce the hypothesised result. Sec

ondly, the relationship between the subsequent social reaction 

and deviant identity building·is not necessarily sequential 

but reciprocal and reinforcing. Thus, the actual identity 

transformation leading to the deviant career may occur at some 

unknown point later, and not necessarily emerge fully flour

ished immediately after the individual's first contact with 

t~e law-enforcement system. Finally, although recidivism 

is ·assumed to be the hypothesised product of social labelling, 

this relationship may well be variable such that the social 

circumstances of labelled individuals need to be clearly 
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defined and accounted for, if relevant extraneous influences 

are to be controlled. 

2. The nature of current research 

It goes without saying that to carry out research based on 

such general concepts as contained in labelling theory, there 

will necessarily exist simplifications and crudificationa of 

the original intentions. Any'operat1ona11sation of an, 

abstraction will produce problems of this nature. However, 

the methods of interpreting theory into research need to be 

closely scrutinised. 

From the available research which specifically relates 

to the consequences of labelling youths in the juvenile 

justice system emerge two important subdivisions. In the 

first instance there are those investigations which conceLtrate 

on the self/other progression in the post-labelling phase. 

Because of the diversity of studies and approaches, the def

inition and 1nterpretation of what constitutes social la-

bell1ng is often variable. The operation of the 'self' and 

'other' components generally comprise the effects of societal 

reaction as a restrictive force to the resumption of conven-' 

ional role performance, and the problems of identity main

tenance in the face of competing definitions of who the indi- . 

vidual really'is. Societal reaction is most often divided 

into community reaction, in the form of the effects generated 

by employers and schools, and family reaction, which sometimes 

includes the effects of close friends. The influeLce of ad

verse soc,ial reaction on 1nlividual identity is largely dealt 

with in the research in terms of the subjective meaning of the 

labelling experience at the official level, and the reduction 

of self-esteem that develops~ in the post-labelling phase. 
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The second group of studies over-look the com~ities 

of the processes involved in delinquency production, and con

centrate on the broader notions that labelling causes recid

ivism. The approach to the problem ls usually in terms ot 

testing labelling as a means of producing or enhancing recid

ivism, or from a deterrence perspective, testing labelling 

as preventing or reducing recidivism. 

The following is an analysis of the present state ot 

research in this fleld. Although some outline ot studies 

relating to the processes of societal reaction and identity 

transformation 1s provided, the main interest lies here with 

the second group of investigations concerned with labelling 

and recidivism. The reason for this emphasis is that the 

relationship between official labelling of delinquents and 

recidivism represents the topic ot investigation in Chapter 

Seven, in which the data collected from the 'I' Division 

Juvenile Bureau ls re-examined with respect to juvenile dis-

positions and 'offence repetition. ~ The first section to, be 

discussed, however, is the nature ot the research connected 

with the process of deviant recidivism; that ls, societal 

reaction and deviant identification. 

3. Research relating to the process of deviant recidivism 

It was suggested in the previous section that investigations 

are divided into those concerned with the social response and 

those concerned with identity transformation. Social response . 
may be subdivided into community reaction and family reaction, 

and, identity transfor.rI!ation may 'be subdivided into the sub

jective meaning of labelling and the evaluation of self-esteem. 
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a. Social reaction 

i. Community reaction 

Although official labelling may appear to be a very private 

affair, instituted perhaps in a court-room, it is rarely 

possible to keep such information entirely secret, especially 

as far as future employers are concerned. Two studies test 

for the effects that criminalisation may have on job possib

ilities. 

Schwartz and Skolnick (1962) conducted an experiment on 

one hundred employers in order to determine whether the 

knowledge that a prospective employee had a criminal record 

for assault affected their attitudes towards him. Four 

hypothetical types were developed, different only in respect 

to whether the individual had been previously convicted tor 

assault, aquitted with a letter of confirmation from the 

judge, aquitted without such confirmation, or had never been 

convicted for any offence. The results gave some support for 

this aspect of labelling theory, in as much as nine, or thirty

six percent of those with no criminal record received positive 

responses, that is the employer showed some willingness to 

consider the applicant. Of the twenty-five cases of a'con

victed applicant, only one employer expressed any willingness 

to consider the individual. Further, there was some evidence 

to suggest that even being aquitted for an offence, which 

presumably means that the individual was legally considered 

innocent, still produced stigmatising employment responses. 

A similar investigation was carried out by Buikhuisen 

and Dijksterhuis (1971) which was specifically related to the 

job opportunities of delinquents. One hundred and fifty· 

fictitious letters of application were sent to employors in 
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the Netherlands. These were c1asBitied into three types. 

those individuals who were once .convicted tor thett, those 

convicted tor drunken driving, and those with no criminal 

record. Other than this, all conditions were identical tor 

each of the applications. The results once again offered 

some support for labelling theory. Fitty-two percent 01' non

convicted, or non-labelled, youths received positive responso. 

trom the 'employers, whereas ex-delinquents received propor--

tionately less. Only thirty-two percent ot youths convicted 

tor theft, and twenty-six percent of youths convicted for 

drunken driving received favourable responses form employers. 

The amount of research available which directly relates 

to this issue is particularly sparse. Investi8atlor~ concerned 

with the influence of the school, the other main source of 

community reaction, are similarly few in number. Asain, only 

two studies have been located. The first or theae, by ~alch 

(1972), is an unpublished Ph.D. dissertation and has been 

summarised by Mahoney in his article (1974). This study 

compares teacher and student reactions to five hypothetioal 

descriptions of juveniles. In the experimental groups they 

were described as delinquents, and in the control groups they 

were described as non-delinquents; in all other respects they 

were identical. It was concluded that although the labelled 

examples were perceived less favourably than the non-labolled 

youths, neither the teachers nor the students tended to act 

punitively towards them. 

Fisher's 1972 research into stigma and its et!ects on 

school careers, concluded that although there was some ass

ociation between school performance and labelled delinquen~y, 

this occurred prior to, and independent of, the ot'tlclal label11ne. 
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Obviously·the influence of community reaction to the 

public identification of the delinquent varies. From this 

brief overview, it appears that there is more evidence of 

discrimination in the employment situation than in the school 

situation. It seems unwise, however, to draw any conclusions 

from such a small number of investigations. It might be 

better, therefore, to include a larger sample of studies for 

appraisal by investigating societal reaction as a whole, 

which means first assessing the influence of the family as 

a contributory force. 

ii.Family reaction 

Although employer or teacher reaction may be meaningful to 

the young offender, traditional sociology has always stressed 

the importance of 'significant' others on individual response. 
I 

In other words, emotionally close social interaction may be 

far more meaningful to the development of the youth's self

definition"than that of relative strangers. Thus, it might 

be assumed that the results obtained from researches concerned 

with family reaction to delinquent labelling would be the more 

informative. 

One of the first studies which can be brought to bear 

on this was published in 1956 and followed up in 1957 by 

Reckless et aI, and analysed the role of the self-concept in 

the development of delinquency. They suggested that 'bad 

boys' or potentially delinquent boys had a lower self-concept 

than 'good boys'. More important however, was their conclu-

sions that the mothers of the potentially delinquent boys 

tended to agree with their son's leas favourable social def

initions. Reckless goes on to sugeest that the family may 

serve to reinforce the juvenile's negative view of himself. 

In the 1956 publication; where only 'good boys' were 



-260-

~nvestigated, the authors' found that the higher self-esteem 

of the non-delinquent youths was: similarly reinforced by the 

individual's family. 

With the Reckless studies, there seems to exist the 

implication that family reaction emerges as a dependent var

iable; the result of the youth's prior concept. As it happens, 

the authors do not specifically state the sequence of events, 

but leave the situation as a co-existence of reinforcing per-

ceptions. 

O'Neil (1969), on the other hand, comments on the de-

velopment of feelings of guilt and social paranoia by parents 

whose sons had been incarcerated in the Iowa State Training 

School. O'Neil gives this development a certain independence 

in its effect by suggesting that these feelings can be even-
. . 

tually disfunctional and lead to further', delinquent beha

viour. In other words, the youth, or members of the family, 

may sense this change in parental perceptions and presumably 

alter his or her perceptions accordingly. 

Snyder (1971) interviewed a sample of boys on their exper

iences of a court hearing. A number of the youths mentioned 

that the greatest harm that they felt resulting from the court 

appearance was that other people would find out about it. 

Although no public announcements were made, the children con

sidered that others would still know about it, especially 

their facily and friends. Many felt that their parents were 

ashamed of them. Foster (1972), on the other hand, found 

that seventy-three percent of the boys he sampled did not con

sider that their parent's attitude had changed ao a result 

of the court appearance, and that parental attitudes'were 

fairly well fixed before the juvenile went to court. 
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Not only is there some disagreement between these 

studies relating to family reaction, but there is also a 

notable difference in their approaches. Reckless (1956 and 

1957) and O'Neil (1969) actually interviewed the mothers ot 

delinquents, whereas Snyder (1971) and Foster (1972) simply 

asked the youths what they thought their parents' felt. On 

balance it might seem that parental attitudes might reinforce 

delinquent perceptions, but this result is inconclusive due 

to the large number of theoretical and methodological problems 

that have not been resolved. 

The most important variable control required for this 

sort of analysis is surely the nature of family interaction 

or parental attitudes prior to the juvenile's labelling exper

ience. As Foster (1972) suggests: 

Parents who regard their sons as troublesome 
express no surprise at the police arrest or juvenile 
court referral so their opinion is correctly re-

ported as not changed. Likewise, the parents who 
consider their children basically good continuo to 
believe so despite what happened with the police. 
(1972 p~204) _.. . 

Without the knowledge of prior conditions, it is not possible 

to state that negative parental response is a result of, or 

in any way connected with the fact that their child has been 

labelled. Secondly, there is only a relatively loose linkage 

between feelings of 'guilt' (O'Neil 1969), or 'family con

flict' (Reckless 1956), and the type of identity reinforcement 

suggested in the theoretical writinBs on iabelling theory. 

Vague notions of 'parental attitudes' (Foster 1972) do not 

indicate the nature of family reaction or response in quite 

the manner which would be desired. This leads to the third 

point, that an expression of 'negative' responses does not 

indicate the overall balance of reactions reinforcing tho 
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deviant identity to those that may be attempting to neut

ralise or eliminate it. A mothe~ who feels ashamed of what 

her child has done may still wish to repair the situation 

rather than aggravate it. 

Summarising research into societal reaction as a whole, 

that is, combining both the community reaction and family 

reaction, produces a most unsatisfactory group of invest

igations. One of the main problems emerging is that often 

these studies are only indirectly linked to the testing of 

the precepts of labelling theory. They have been brought in 

as evidence in the abse~ce of any more rigorous attempts to 

link empirical research to a body of theoretical writings. 

Because of this, some of the more relevant questions that 

need to accompany research of this nature have been over

looked. Controls for the various stages of the labelling 

process, the conditions prior to official labelling and the 

factors that might conceivably vary rather than support these 

contentions, have not been made. Research concerned with the 

effects of labelling on individual identity seems to suffer 

from similar problems. 

b. Identity transformation 

The consequences of labelling on individual identity have 

usually been researched from two perspectives; the subjective 

meaning of the experience of being labelled delinquent for the 

juvenile, and the effect that this might have on the indi-

vidual's self-image or self-definition. 

i. Subjective meaning 

The main.purpose of research relating to the subjective exper

ience of labelling is to determine whether an individual feels 

stigmatised as a result of official tr~atment in the sense of 
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being set apart from conventionals. Many of the investig

ations that come close to testing for this often seem to 

bypass the issue by concentrating on emotional responses 

during the police or court encounter, and the juvenile's 

views on school and employment prospects. 

Snyder (1971), for example, examines the impact of a 

Juvenile Court hearing on forty-three youths who had been 

recently placed on probation. The boys interviewed stated 

that they felt fear and shame in the court situation, although 

none of them mentioned any feelings of guilt. Snyder consid

ered that the feelings of fear and shame were largely instrum

ental, in as much as the youths were more concerned for the 

consequences that might follow from their actions, rather 

than the fact that they had broken the standards of others 

and were being publicly chastised for it. Some feelillgs were 

shown to the idea that other people would find out. :about it,. 

and perhaps not hold them in such high esteem; although this 

awareness, suggests Snyder, tended to subside markedly over 

time. 

Similarly, neither Baum and Wheeler (1966)nor Foster 

(1972) suggested that any of their subjects expressed genuine 

feelings of isolai;10n or segregation from conventional so-· 

(iety as a result of their experiences with tl:.e laVl enforcecent 

system. },~any of the reactions VJere again instrumental in that 

the youths were mostly upset by the possible effects that 

might be generated for employment prospects. Generally, sugg

ests Foster (1972) juveniles did not indicate that they felt 

that official contact would significantly effect interpersonal 

relationships. 

None of these three studies conclude that the labelled 

youth feels stigmatised, or in any way isolated from nOl~al 
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society. This may be because the interview questions were 

really only peripherally related to a test of this kind. 

Although a few of ~he questions asked were relevant to this 

issue, such as those relating to social or interpersonal 

problems emergent from official contact, the response from 

the youths were more concrete than abstract. They revealed 

little concerning possible'inner feelings of isolation or 

estrangement, but instead focused on specific problems associated 

with school and employment opportunities. In order to reveal 

whether a child feels subjectively different, or experiences 

, a subtle identity transformation, se'ems to require quite diff

erent forms of approach than those considered here. 

ii. Self-image 

In strict accordance with the propositions contained in 

labelling theory, self-image or self-definition ought to 

relate to the extent that a juvenile define~ himself as a 

delinquent. A large part of the research which is usually 

equated with these propositions, is concerned more with 

individual self-esteem or self-appraisal, which appears as 

a vertically moving variable changing mainly in terms of 

whether it has risen or fallen as a result of official inter

vention, or is higher for non-delinquents than for delinquents. 

Reckless et 0.1 (1957) investigates the differences in 

self-concept between potentialiy delinquent boys, as evaluated 

by teachers, and non-delinquent boys similarly evaluated. 

They conclude that the 'good' boys tend to have a more fa~ 

vourable self-concept than the 'bad' boys. Self-concept in 

this sense was suggested through an illustration of the 

perceptions of 'good' boys. 
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They conceived of themselves as obedient sons 
who did not frequently behave in a manner con
trary to their parents' wishes. They evaluated 
their families as being good or better than 
most families and the relationships in the home 
as harmonious and cordial. (1957 p.569) 

Although this obviously relates to the self-concept envisaged 

by the labelling theorists, in as much as the individual has 

to consider whether he is basically law-abiding, Reckless 

uses this notion in a slightly different sense. The self

factor is part of the process which he describes as 'inner 

containment' (1967 p.517), and contributes to delinquency 

through its absence and ineffectiveness in allowing natural 

anti-social elementa to express themselves. In the context 

of labelling theory, the self factor is,seen to operate in 

a more positive sense in that it serves to define, direct 
, 

and promote further_< delinquency. It might be seen from the 

other studies that the interpretation of self-image and the 

role it plays, is quite variable from one writer to another. 

One of the 'more enlightening studies of this section 

was done by Jensen (1972) who similarly criticises the present 

state of interpretation and definition of the self-concept. 

A number of writers refer to 'good' and 'bad', or 'high' and 

'low' self-images, suggests Jensen, without really stating 

the basis for these evaluations. It seems that they are more 

likely to reflect the projected evaluations of the researchers 

themselves, than that of the subject's own self-evaluation. 

He further points out that the notion of self-concept, is 

quite often linked with delinquency both as a dependent and 

an independent variable. Some theorists focus on the con

sequences of deviance for self-image, and others focus on the 

.consequences of self-image for deviance. 1?aral1elling this 

distinction with that of social reaction and self-image, it 
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would seem to be the more profitable to view the relation

ship of both eets of variables ae interdependent. 

In his own research, Jensen represents one of the 

few investigators to consider identity transformation specit

ically in terms of whether the individual perceives himself 

as being delinquent. From this he goes on to compare as 

seperate variables, delinquency evaluation, self-esteem and 

official delinquency with respect to both race and class 

variables. Controlling for two or more offence commissions, 

white delinquents were shown to sometimes consider themselves 

as delinquent almost twice as often as a comparable group ot 

black youths. Subdividing these groups into three educational 

levele, as an approximate indicator of social claes, revealed 

that the fairly low delinquenoY,evaluation of the black youths 

persisted, and was more or less constant for each educational 

level. The white youths, however, showed that seventy-eight 

percent of the lowest educational category sometimes consid

ered themselves delinquent compared to only forty-nine per

cent of those educated beyond High School. Thus, the lower 

class white youths were shown to respond much more readily to 

influences which might suggest that they were delinquents. 

It could be the case, suggests Jensen, that both middle-claaa 

and black co~~unities are capable of insulating or neutral

is1ng the effects of official definitions and tence make them 

less significant for the individuals involved. 

The results of a comparison between self-evaluation and 

self-esteem suggested, as might have been expected, that the 

two concepts need not necessarily be equated. As Tangri and 

Schwartz (1967) sug£est, the delinquent self-concept' need ~ot 

always be a negative concept. Generally, however, Jensen 

showed that there was some association between delinquency 
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evaluation and self-esteem, although this was not particularly 

strong. 

A criticism which can be made against the Jensen study, 

is that there is still no way of knowing whether self-image, 

or perceptions of delin~uency, actually preceded official 

labelling. As Mahoney (1974) suggests: 

One difficulty ••• is the lack of defined time 
sequence. It is impossible to know whether a 
youth's low self-esteem or self-definition as 
delinquent preceded or antedated his first being 
officially labelled as delinquent. Unless his 
self-conception changed after his first brush 
with the law, it is hard to attribute the effect 
to labelling. (1974 p.607) 

Ageton and Elliot's longitudinal study (1974) to some 

extent overcomes this problem. They refer to the emergent 

deviant identity as a change in individual 'eelf-concept', 

but suggest that this is likely to be the eventual result of 

an intermediat~ period of an increasing ,'delinquent orien

tation'. They test for evidence of this increase in orien

tation to delinquency, resulting from legal procesaing, through 

the SOCialisation Scale of the much used California Psycholog-, 

ical Inventory. The results indicate, that over a four year 

period, the main changes in orientation occurred only at the 

police contact level of official processing. These changes 

were specific to certain types of individuals. Both male ~~d 

Anglo youths indicated that they were significantly affected 

by police contact, in as much as their delinquency oriento.tion 

had increased. No such change was observed however for fe~les 

and non-white youths. Contrary to Jensen's findings (1972) 

the,re was no significant class difference in eelf-p€rcep"tions, 

although they did concur on the relative immunity of black 

youths to delinqllent labelling. 

Two other studies make some contribution to this debate. 
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Newton et al (1975) investigated the relationship of the self

concept to a number of social and legal factors. The most 

significant finding was the association between the level of 

deviant reinforcement, that is the degree of official and 

unofficial labelling, and delinquent self-concept. Newton 

concludes that support is forthcoming for some aspects of 

labelling theory, although the exact relationship and contri- . 

but ion of elements of the process are as yet uncertain. 

Culbertson (1975) considered the relationship between 

incarceration and self-concept, and suggested that this asso- . 

eiation is dependent on the previous record of the offender. 

Boys not previously incarcerated expressed a general decline 

in self-concept over the period of confinement. On the 

second.occasion,-this reduction wa~ halted with a fairly 

static self-concept scoring during incarceration, but after 

two or mnre previous detentions the self-concept generally 

rose to almost its original level. Culbertson concludes that 

the association between incarceration and self-concept app

ears to be lUI shaped. This would similarly concur with 

other studies (eg. Snyder 1972) which imply that the self

concept may vary over time, such that the initial negative 

effects may eventually erode and perhaps become eliminated. 

c. Sw:m~:l 

In this section the primary issue of whether officia.l la-· 

belling leads to recidivism has been put to one side, invest

igating only the hypothesised process by which contact with 

the law-enforcement system may complicate social relations 

and confuse individual identities. In other words, the focus 

has been directed towards the preconditions for recidivism 

rather than the nature or extent of recidivism itself. 
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The contribution of available researches which in some way 

relate to the various parts of the process, have provided 

conflicting results. --

The influence of societal reaction, as interpreted 

through the responses of employers, teachers and the family, 

has been shown to vary depending on which of these elements 

is being considered. It was suggested that some employers 

might discriminate against de~inquents, although a much fuller 

investigation is required over a range of occupations and 

individuals. 

The influence of the family was shown to be thoroughly 

confused by the fact that there was little temporal control 

for parental attitude and child behaviour. Further, negative 

emotions or attitudes on the part of the parents, need not 

add up to the reinforcement of the delinquent identity. 

Again, a different kind of approach seems to be required, 

which perhaps would include more relevant family reactions. 

In terms of identity transformation, the level of stig

matisation and perceptions of isolation from conventional 

society, is not clearly equated with the emotional reactions 

of youths a few weeks after their court appearance. The 

degree of delinquent identification on the other ha.nd, ia 

possibly one of the more useful components of this process, 

and to which most studies seemed to agree in that aome re

orientation does occur. The exact nature of this is not com

pletely clear, although possibly entails a reduction of sclf

esteem, or social worthiness, and a change in self-concept, 

in-that the individual increasingly views himself as a de-

linquent. The biggest problem with this group of researches, 

however, is the lack of extended time sequence of the social, 

legal and psychological career of the youth involved. There 
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is some evidence that identity effects may vary, and poss

ibly decline, over time. (Snyder 1971, Ageton and Elliot 

1974) 
" 

An overall problem of the combined analysis is the lack 

of investigation into the situation where labelling does not 

seem to have any influence. There are admittedly two concurr

ing studies (Jensen 1972, and Ageton and Elliot 1974) who 

both suggest that black youths are less influenced by de--

viant identification than whites. The conditions of de-labell

ing, neutralisation, insulation, and the circumstances where 

labels do not 'stick', or the stages of the process where 

labelling is least likely to be effective, however, has gen

erally not been adequately considered. Whether labelling 

theory is a reasonable perspective in which to view the 

process of delinquency amplification, is still in some doubt. 

It needs now to be considered how research relating to de--

viant'recidivism can contribute to this situation. 

4. Research relating to deviant recidivism 

It often goes unnoticed by proponents and researchers of 

labelling theory, that alongside their pursuits seeking to 

link official labelling with .increased criminal activity, is 

a similar group of writers seeking to link official labelling 

with decreased criminal activity. This second group of invest

igations might loosely be referred to as connected with the 

'deterrence perspective'. It seems surprising that this 

rather healthy orientation with strong historical linkages, 

is, 80 often ignored in the labelling debate. It was, after 

all, over a century ago when Bentham and the Utilitarians 

proffered their 'rationalistic' approach to criminal beha-

Viour, in that man would avoid such activities if there was 
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a certainty, severity and swiftness of punishment resulting 

from it. In other words, if the costs of criminal behaviour 

appeared to outweigh the rewards, then it was assumed that 

the behaviour would therefore be avoided. (Bentham 1843, and 

1948) 

A more suitable approach to the problem of recidivism 
. 

might be to consider both of these perspectives simultan-

eously; assuming for example, that the success or failure ot 

one must have consequences for the other. The following 

analYSis of current research needs to consider therefore three 

general hypotheses, albeit implicitly,. regarding whether 1a-· 

belling increases criminal activity, decreases criminal aot

ivity, or has no effeot whatsoever. Before this is done, how

ever, some comment needs to be made regarding the present 

state of the deterrenoe perspective. 

Within the deterrence debate has emerged a distinction 

which seems to be critical to the understanding of deterrenoa, 

and that is the difference between 'senera1' deterrent effects, 

and • individual' deterrent effects. Bentham, for example, 

states that, ' ••• determent is equally applicable to the sit

uation of the already punished delinquent and that of other 

perscns at large.', and the distinction between, •••• par-

ticular prevention which applies to the delinquent himself, and 

general prevention which is equally applicable to all members 

of the c'ommunity without exception.' (Bentham, 1843 p.392 . 

and 396) 'General prevention' or 'general deterrence' has 

grown up to be viewed as the threat of punishment wt.ich serves 

to -deter potential offenders from committing an offence of which 

they mieht have otherwise committed. 'Individuul prevention', 

or 'specific deterrence' (Chiricos 1970), or 'epecial 
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deterrence' (Uorris 1966) refers to the effect of actual 

punishment on offenders. 

One of the early writers of contemporary origins on this 

subject, Johs Andenaes (1952), re-emphasises this distinction. 

By general prevention we mean the ability of 
criminal law and its enforcement to make cit-
izens law-abiding. General prevention may depend 
on the mere frightening or deterrent effect of 
punishment - the risk of discovery and punish
ment outweighing the temptation to commit crime. 
(1952 P.179J 

By individual prevention we mean the effect of 
-punishment on the punished. (1952 P.180) 

Although this distinction certainly serves a heuristic purpose, 

there is some disagreement over its practical implications. 

Andenaes (1952), for example, goes on to suggest that indi--

vidual prevention or deterrence, may be no more than a differ

ent form of general prevention. A motorist who is fined for 

illegally parking, has experienced, ' ••• that the law means 

what it says', (ibid P.180) and thus the individual and the 

general effect blend as one. In other words, the actual 

punishment simply reminds the offender of the general threat 

of the law. This gentle reminder may reinforce general de-

terrence and restrict future acts of deviance. ~lmring (1973) 

however, considers that these two elements should not really 

be regarded as part of the same process. A storm warning, he 

suggests, is not the same as a storm. Ewing (1970) attempts 

to overcome this problem by redefining these terms as 

'deterred' to mean the effects on persons other than offenders, 

and 'reformatory' to cover the effects on the offenders them

selves. If punishment prevents an offender from committing 

further acts, then he has been reformed not deterred. Although, 

Zimr1ng (1973) ~onsiders that this attempt of clarification 

further confuses the issue as neither terms adequately 



-273-

describe the nature of the process inferred. 

The complications of this debate are not really relevant 

to the problem at hand, although the distinction between the 

effects of punishment on actual offenders and the threat of 

punishment on potential offenders needs to be kept in mind. 

As it is intended to utilise research relating to the deterr

ence perspective in order to complement empirical evaluations 

of labelling theory, this distinction becomes important. The 

primary concern has to be with 'individual' or 'specific' 

deterrence, and the relationship that might occur between 1a- . 

belling and actual offenders, not potential offenders. The 

fo1lowir~, therefore, investigates the proposition that la

belling causes recidivism from the dual position of research 

relating to labelling and recidivism, and labelling and deterr-

ence. 

a. Labelling versus deterrence: general approach 

It was suggested earlier in this chapter, that although the 

theoretical writings varied slightly on"the exact nature of 

the relationship between labelling and recidivism, the hypoth-' 

eses developed by Mahoney (1974), seemed both to approximate 

the general impressions of these accounts, and the Hypotcesis 

Five generated in Chapter One~ It would b~ expected, suggests 

~ahoney, that a juvenile who is apprehended for an offence is 

more likely to recidivate than one who is not apprehended. 

Similarly, the more" severe the court disposition for that off

ence, the more likely he is to recidivate. It may be that a 

number of problems have been overlooked, particularly the 

implicit definition of labelling as apprehension compared to 

any other pOint in the process, and that differences in sev

erity of treatment only occur at the court level, compared to 

the police level, of processing. However, the gpneral forma't 
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that both labelling and degrees of labelling may be relevant 

to recidivism seems to be a reasonable starting-point. Thus, 

bearing this in mind, there seems to be no reason why both 

the labelling and deterrence perspectives should not be tested 

using the same hypotheses to orient the investigation, in that 

they are equally concerned with the relationship between la--, 

belling and recidivism. 

In line with the distinction between labelling and 

degrees of labelling, Tittle (1975) ha.s suggested that in 

order to test empirically this relationship, it would be necess

ary to orga.nise the investigation in such a'way that either a 

comparison is made between those labelled and those not, or 

between ind~viduals experiencing different degrees of labelling. 

In other words, it would be necessary to compare, 1. those 

individua.ls officially labelled with those who are not, or, 

2. those individuals receiving a less severe official dis-

position with those receiving a more severe official dispo- . 

sition, in terms of subsequent criminal behaviour. 

From the available evidence on this problem, however, 

there does appear to be a third possible method of approach; 

that is, the comparison of official recommitment rates'for 

released incarcerees, with some hypothetical expected rate. 

This idea was offered as such by Tittle (1975), and referred 

to as an 'alternative strategy' (1975 p.173). The validity 

of this approach will be discussed in the context of the 

analysis. 

Throughout the majority of these investigations, and, 

for that matter, the majority of the evaluative accounto so 

far considered, recidivism has been defined in terms'of re

arrest, or recommitment data, and not in fact whether the 

individual actually rep~atB the offence. It has already been 
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discussed that not all offenders are caught, and not all 

individuals caught are offenders~ The alternative possibility 

of determining if the offender repeats the offence without 

recourse to official data, is to utilise the imperfect but 

expedient self-report technique. Of all the studies mentioned 

in this analysis, only Gold and Williams (1969) and Farrington 

(1977) use admissions to repeated delinquency as a criterion 

of recidivism. Thus, a comparative analysis between the two 

methodologies is not really feasible, although the inadequacies 

of official data as the major indicator of actual behaviour 

should be borne in mind. 

The following aims to investigate the support offered 

for both the labelling and deterrence approaches with respect 

to the comparison of; 1. those labelled and thosenon-labellod, 

2. degrees of labelling, and 3 •. recommitment rates. 

b. Comparing those labelled with those not labelled 

From the analysis of actual research studies, or from the 

summaries of other writers, the·re have emerged a number of 

investigations which compare groups of individuals labelled 

with groups not labelled. The study by Klein (1974) fits 

rather loosely into this category, in as much as he comp~res 

low diversion police departments, that is, those forwarding 

relatively high percentages of juveniles to the next stage of 

judicial processing, to high diversion departments who tend 

to release a relatively high percentage of juveniles out ot 

the processing system. Low diversion departments miBht be 

referred to as high labellers, and high diversion departments 

as·low labellers. Although Klein does not directly co~pare 

labelled individuals with non-labelled, he does compare diff

erentially labeiled groups with respect. to the specific police 

departments. The results of his investigation tended to lend 
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support for both the labelling and deterrence perspectivea. 

Although high diversion police d~partments (low labellers) pro- . 

duced less recidivating first offenders than the low diversion 

departments (high labellers), the reverse was true for ju-· 

veniles with a prior record. The high labelling department 

appeared to produce less recidivism for previous offenders 

than the low labelling departments, and thus could be seen as 

upholding the deterrence perspective, but for first offenders 

Klein does lend some support for labelling theory. 

Definitions of what constitutes labelling are many and 

various. ~y extending these still further, it may be possible 

to include the two studies of Carney. (1967) and Metzner (1963) 

in this analysis. Carney (1967) investigates the factors most 

associated with recidivism, in terms of recommitments to a 

medium secur.ity correctional institution in Massachusetts. 

If it can be assumed that those who have not been previously 

incarcerated represent a non-labelled comparison to those who 

have bean previously committed, then some use might be made ot 

their results. These indicate that the second most associated 

variable to recommitment, next to the age of the offender, was 

whether the individual had been previously incarcerated. 

Sixty-two percent of all individuals with such a prior record 

rec1d1vated, compared to only thirty-nine percent of those who 

had never been incarcerated. 

A similar study by Metzner (1963) arrived at al~ost iden-· 

tical conclusions from the investigation of another Massachusetts 

correctional institution. He showed that sixty-four percent ot 

all those. who had previous commitment records recidivated 

within the follow-up period, compared to thirty-three percent 

of those with no previous record. 

Although these two stlldies offer some support for the 
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labelling hypothesis, there are a nl~ber of methodological 

problems involved. The term. ~ re.cidivism, for example, applies 

to the recom.mi tment of an offender for any reason. This· 

might be as trivial as a parole violation or as serious as 

a major criminal offence. In fact, the majority of recomm

itments were for parole violations, which means that this 

distribution possibly could have been brought about by the 

greater scrutiny given to those who had been previously 

incarcerated and recidivated, making them more susceptible 

to being returned once again to the institution. 

The two self-report investigations concerning labelling 

and recidivism both use the method of comparing groups of 

individuals labelled with those not labelled. The first of 

these, by Gold and Williams (1969), attempts to test the 

proposition ~hat a youth who is apprehended for an offence 

will commit a greater number of subsequent offences, than a 
, 

comparable youth who has not been apprehended. They compare 

two groups of juveniles, one who has at some time been app

rehended for their offences and a control group who has nevor 

been apprehended. Unlike Klein (1974),· who operationalised 

the concept of labelling as being moved further into the legal 

processing machine beyond the original apprehension, Gold 

and Williams have equated labelling with apprehension. Either 

interpretation is justifiable so long as the distinction is 

kept in mind. As a result of operating a number of social 

factor controls, the final sample of youths capable of being 

matched in such a way, was reduced to 35 pairs; that is, 35 

apprehended offenders and 35 comparable non-apprehended o!!

enders. The results showed that for 20 pairs the apprehended 

youth had committed more subsequent offences than 'the ngn

apprehended youth, for 5 pairs the level of recidivism was 
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approximately the same, and for 10 pairs the apprehended 

youths actually committed less offences than the non

apprehended youths. Although the balance was 20 favouring 

the labelling hypothesis compared to 15 either not supporting 

or rejecting it, the authors conclude that their evidence 

does give some support for labelling theory. 

The second and most recent self-report analysis of 

admitted recidivism rates by Farrington (1977) compares a 

sample of 285 non-labelled youths (no previous court appear

ance) with 98 juveniles who had previous court experience. 

He concludes, 'In agreement with the deviance amplification 

hypothesis, the 98 publicly labelled youths had very signif

icantly higher self-reported delinquency scores ••• than the 

remaining 285 non-labelled youths.' (1977 P.114) Farrington 

went on to investigate the influence of repeated official 

labelling on admitted recidivism rates and found that multiple 

labelling had a cumulative effect on deviance. 

Self-report offers an interesting alternative means of 

testing the correlation between labelling and offence rep

etition, but suffers from a mUltitude of problems; some of which 

have already been outlined in Chapter Three. Farrington is 

well aware of these draw-backs and explains that some of the 

respondents investigated may have concealed, exaggerated, or 

forgotten offences, while others may have interpreted the 

questions idiosyncratically. Although he goes on to suggest 

that self-report methods nevertheless are reasonably good 

predictors of delinquency rates, the level of concealment of 

offences in his own study, revealed by repeating the invest

igation, was particularly high. In this sense, it cannot 

properly be argued that self-report studies are any more 
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accurate measuring devices of delinquent behaviour than off

icial data, and thus no special importance ought to be 

given to the results of either of them. ..-

An important problem with the majority ot these re--

searches, is that there has been no account made for the ser

iousness of the offence committed by these youths. It may be 

the case that offenders who commit more serious offences are 

more likely to be labelled delinquent. That applies to both 

apprehension and ultimate disposition. It is also likely that 

those juveniles who commit the more serious offences are more 

'criminally minded' than the minor offender and thus may be 

similarly more likely to commit further offences. Whatever 

the actual argument may be, there is a chance that offence 

seriousness and recidivism may be linked quite independently 

of official labelling, and as such needs to be adequately 

controlled. Klein (1974), for example, attempted to control 

for offence seriousness by considering the mean level of ser

iousness for each of the police departments investigated. 

Although this might be such an approximation as to render any 

results useless, he did find that the most serious offences 

were committed in the low diversion departments. In other 

words, the previous association between 'high labelle!'s' and 

recidivism, might have been brought about as a function of 

the type of offence committed in those departments, and not 

as a relationship between labelling and recidivism. 

From this selection of investiga~ions, only two give some 

favour to the deterrence perspective. Klein (1974), it will 

be' remembered, found that low diversion police departments, 

or high labellers, experienced lower levels of multiple off

ender recidivism than did the low labelling departments. This 

difference, however, was not statiotically strong. 
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Perhaps the more commanding results favouring the de .... · 

terrence perspective were those indicated by Ward (1912) in 

his analysis of the 1968 F.B.I. Crime Report Data. He 

suggests that approximately 91~ of non-labelled individuals, 

that is, those released from police custody with no charge, 

were re-arrested, compared to a range of 36~ to 74~ for the 

various categories of thosewho were labelled, (incarcerated, 

fined, or placed on probation). Tittle (1975), who analysed 

this research in his article, considered that, although it 

was not ideal, this data represented some of the best avail

able, and it was strikingly different to the propositions of 

labelling theory. 

No conclusive results emerge from this brief analysis 

of a few available investigations. One of the biggest prob-
f 

,1ems is that of study comparability, particularly with re- -. 

spect to definitions of labelling and 'even definitions of reci~

ivism. More important than this perhaps, is the lack of 

detailed investigation into the applicability of either of these 

theoretical perspectives, in the sense of when assumptions are 

more or less likely to occur. After all, there is no reason 

to assume that either theory intends to operate in an absolute 

sense. Tittle (1975), for example, considers that the char

acteristics of the offender might represent particularly sa-

lient variables in terms of the consequences of labelling. 

It is easy to irr.agine that beine punished will 
affect the futures of people with different so

Cial classes, ages, sexes, races, social visi- -
bilities, and power, in different ways, just as 
anticipation of possible sanction is likely to 
have a differential impact on these categories 
of persons. (1915 p.406) , 

Not only are there likely to be variations in the extent 

of the effect of social labelling, but there is also a chance 

that there may be variations in the direction of that effect. 
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Mahoney (1974), for example, suggest~ that for some youths 

labelling might operate negative~y, in that it may invoke 

recidivism, while others it may operate positively, and act

ually deter the individual. 

As important as these variations which may occur due to 

the social conditions of the individuals concerned, is the 

effects of different legal circumstances of the case. The 

seriousness of the offence has already been discussed as a 

posoible influence on recidivism rates; so too therefore may 

be the conditions and nature of any prior contact with the 

police or the courts. Both legal and social criteria thUs 

need to be considered. Unfortunately, it is doubtful whether 

the'remaining researches relating to degrees of social la-

belling and recidivism rates improves on this situation sub

stantially. 

c. Comparing degrees of labelling 

In this section those studies are considered which have com

pared recidivism rates for various degrees of official labell

ing. In other words, they have analysed the relationship 

between recidivism and police or court disposition. In prac-' 

tic~ most frequent comparisons are made between the dis-

position of probation and incarceration, and the differential 

impact that this might have on subsequent criminal behaviour. 

Considering first those investigations which lend some 

support to the labelling hypothesis, it becomes apparent that 

more of the available studies do in fact tend to favour this 

conclusion to that of the deterrence hypotheSis. As many of the 

key researches in this field are American in origin, many of 

which are unobtainable in Britain, much of the details of the 

following studies have been taken from the summaries of other 

authors. One of the more cogent of these expositions is that 
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of Levin (1971). 

Levin compares a number of these American investigations 

with respect to the 'success' or 'failure' of probatibners 

compared to incarcerees. He concludes that on the whole the 

type of treatment an individual receives has a major impact 

on his subsequent behaviour. Although, after saying this, he 

goes on to suggest that both legal and social criteria, such 

as the type of offence, prior record, race and age of the off

ender, similarly effect the chances of recidivism. In his 

conclusion, however, Levin does make·oneparticularly impor-

tant pOint, in that court disposition and future recidivism may 

not only be linked tt~ough the process described by the la

belling theorists. The court may decide that because the indi- . 

vidual's offence record or current offence, and the nature of 
-

his present circumstances, indicate that he probably will not 

recidivate, they may be more willing to suggest a more le

nient disposition. Thus. the court is ~erving to link dispo-~ 

sition and the probability of recidivism in a manner quite 

independent of the process hypothesised by labelling theory. 

The growing mass of significant and dependent variables 

coupled with the apparent inability or reluctance of many of 

these studies to make the controls necessary to isolate their 

influence, bodes unfavourably for the prospects of generating 

an acceptible conclusion to this section. 

One of the better studies in this group which does 

include a number of variable controls is that of Beattie and 

Bridges (1970), summarised by Levin in his 1971 article. They 

compared the difference of a probation disposition to an 

incarceration disposition for a sample of offenders dealt 

with by thirteen Californian counties. Reconvertir~ their 

results from 'success' rates to 'failure' rates indicates that 
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after a one year follow-up period, 34.~~ of probationers 

recidivated compared to 51.4% of incarcerees. Recidivism 

in this context refers to offender re-arreat for any reason. 

Controlling for a variety of social factors, and for prior 

record and type of offence committed, they conclude that 

both younger offenders and Negroes were more likely to recid

ivate for both dispositions, and that prior record and the 

type of offence similarly effected recidivism in both cases. 

These conclusions were supported, although to a lesser 

degree, by the Davis study (1964), again quoted in Levin 

(1971). He found that less than 44~ of all those offenders 

granted probation decisions were re-arrested, whereas 51.4~ 

of ttose sent to jail returned. This difference in effect 1s 

obviously not so significant as tho Beattie and Bridges 

result (1970), which was futher weakened by the absence of 

other variable controls. 

Another of the better studies of ~his section was 

carried out by Thornberry (1971) and is summarised by . 

Mahoney in his 1974 article. Thornberry used four dis-

p~sition categories, including probation and incarceration. 

As a result of controlling for sex, race and socia-economic 

status, plus offence seriousness, he concludes that the level 

of support given to either of the two theoretical perspectlveD 

(labelling or deterrence) depends on which of these dependent 

variables are selected. Support for labellirlg theory occurred 

when the offender was white, male and from the upper socio

economic groups. When the youth was black, of lower socio

economic status, initially committed more serious crimes, and 

particularly if the youth was incarcerated, then the deterrence 

perspective seemed of greater relevance. 
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McEachern's study (1968) similarly brings so~e support 

to both perspectives, depending on the type of disposition 

given. Youths who were requested to contact a probation ' 

officer, whether or not they were made wards of court, comm

itted more subsequent offences than those who had no contact 

with a probation officer. Those who were made wards of court, 

experienced a decrease in criminal activity compared to those 

who were not made wards of court. Unfortunately, there is 

a readiness to agree with Mahoney's conclusion (1974) to this 

investigation, when he says that, I ••• the reader is left with 

the feeling that there must be some important explanatory 

variable which has been left uncontrolled in this study.' 

( 1 974 p • 594 ) 

The final study supporting ~abelling theory, is somewhat 

archaic in origin, and is directed at the consequences of 

whipping prisoners on subsequent recommitment rates. Other 

than the specific nature of its interests, Caldwell's 1944 

publication represents quite a sound investigation, in that 

both legal and some social conditions have been controlled. 

From a sample of 320 prisoners who had recently been whipped 

for their offences supplementary to their prison sentence, 

and 67 who might have been whipped but were not, Caldwell com-

pared their subsequent conviction histories. Of ttose prisor.era 

who were whipped, 62% were reco~itted (52% white and 65~ 

Negro), compared to'51~ of those who were not whipped (53% 

white and 49% Negro). Controlling for prior record, it was 

found that 57% of those who had been already whipped once 

-were reco.lll!!litted, comprising 50~ white and 58% Negro. Thus, 

Caldwell concludes that subsequent criminal behaviour' increases 

with those prisoners who have been whipped, ar.d that Negroes 

recidivate more than white after whipping although less than 
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white if there is no whipping. Although seemingly out of 

date in its interests, the study does strengthen slightly 

the argument favouring the labelling perspective; particularly 

as the disposition involved was especially visible in its 

nature and carried out at a public whipping post. 

The only two investigations discernible found favouring 

the deterrence perspective have already been discussed, and 

were shown to be divided in their conclusions; supporting both 

points of view. McEacrern's study (1968) has been criticised 

on the grounds of being uncOnvincing in its results, and 

Thornberry's conclUsion (1971) that black youths a.re more 

frequently deterred than white youths, is directly contrary to 

the findings of Beattie and Bridges (1970), and Caldwell (1944), 

who both consider that Negroes ~re more likely to recidivate 

following labelling than white individuals. 

Support for labelling theory appears to be more readily, 

available than that for deterrence theory, although this is 

somewhat marred by the methodological problems involved; plus 

the fact that a sizable number of investigations find no 

support for either perspective. Babst and Mannering (1965) 

compare the violation rates of probationers with those of 

parolees, in relation to a variety of extraneous variables, 

including type of offence and prior record. No controls were 

made, however, for race or socio-economic status. The great

est difference in new violations occurred for offenders with 

no previous record, where 25% of probationers recidivated, 

compared to 32.91~ of parolees. For cases of one previous rec

ord', 41.8~ of probationers committed new offences, and 43.9~ 

of parolees, and for two or more previous offences, 51.8~ 

of the former recidivated, compared to 48.7% of the latter. 

Generally,' therefore, there appears to be little difference 
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in future behaviour whatever the official disposition. 

In his evaluation of existing researches relating to 

the consequences of being officially labelled, Hirschi (1975) 

cites three studies which test for the effect of introducing 

more lenient methods of dealing with juvenile delinquents. 

Data taken from the Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study by 

McCord and McCord (1959), shows the difference in effect of 

a s.ophist icat.ed community treatment programme and a control 

group of juveniles experiencing no such treatment. They con

cluded that both groups of youths were equally likely to 

commit further criminal acts. 

In the same way, the Silverlake Experiment by Empey and 

Lubeck (1911) compared community treatment and institutional

isation fo~ a matched group of juveniles, and the Provo Experi-
, 

.ment by Empey and Erickson (1972), both concluded that the 

outcome for the experimental and control groups was essen-·· 

tially the same. 

The results analysed so far have suggested that there 

might be a slight preference in favour of the precepts of 

labelling theory. Some of the ideas outlined by Tittle in 

his 1975 publication, however, tend to over-shadow the'impact 

of these results. These ideas emerge from what he refers to 

as an 'alternative strategy'; the third method of investigation. 

d. Comparing recommitment rates 

Tittle (1975) argues that the recidivism rate for labellee~ 

may be compared to an estimate of recidivism for all those 

who commit crimes, thus providing a further method for analysing 

this aspect of labelling theory. Unfortunately Tittle's 

logic seems to suffer from a number of pit-falls. He suggests 

that if general recidivism were determined by chance, the odds 
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of beine a repeater would be 0.5. The origins of this fig

ure seem to derive from the probability that if a labelled 

and non-labelled group were compared, the ch~nces of recidivism, 

other things being equal, would be the same. Translating 

this into the vernacular 'fifty-fifty', has left Tittle with 

an unsound assumption that unless labelled offenders are 

seen,to recidivate at a level higher than 0.5 (50%) then this 

would not substantially exceed the probability of the non

labelled group expected recidivism rate of 0.5 (5~~). He 

goes on to compare the recidivism rates from a number of 

studies investigating recommitment rates of incarcerees, and 

concludes that this generally fell short of 50~ and thus pro-

duced no stronger association than the hypothetical non-la-

helled group. Thus, little support would be seen as forthcoming 

for the view that labelling increases deviance. ,The argument 
, , 

itself seems untenable, although is does suggest an oppor-

tunity to examine the re'commitment rates of incarcerees for the 

most 'severe' fore of official labelling. 

From the two studies of Carney (1967) and Metzner (1963), 

it can be seen that recommitment following release from incar--·· 

ceration, presumably the most severe form of labelling, 

resulted in 54.5% recidivism in the case of Carney's study, 

and 55.9'.' in the case of Metzner. This implies, that of all 

those offenders most severely labelled, 44% failed to res--

pond, or at least get recomei tted, in the manner hypothesised. 

Similar accounts summarised by Tittle suggest even lower rates 

of average recidivism. Ward's analysis of F.B.I. crime data 

(1972) showed an overall 30~1o to 35~ recidivism rate, and 

Glaser's review of eleven reco~itment studies produced an 

average of 35% recidivism. Both Kolodney (1970) and 
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Simon and Cockerhan (1974) gave very much higher rates of 6n. 

and 68% respectively, and Kassembaum (1971) found a slightly 

lower rate of 56% 

Combining all of the 16 studies analysed by Tittle 

produces an average recidivism rate of 44%, ranging from 

24~ to 68;t.:,.Regardless of the original argument put for

ward by Tittle, these results do seem to weaken the possib

ility of labelling having a major influence on future criminal 

behaviour. Perhaps a more pertinent question at this stage, 

is to enquire when, and under what conditions, is labelling 

likely to be most influential in its effects. This brings 

us again to the need for social and legal factor controls. 

5. Conclus ions 

From this brief overview of available research, it becomes 

apparent that too little attention has been paid to the 

variability of official labelling and its effects. The few 

investiga..tions which have operated other variable controls 

have generally fOUnd them to influence the results obtained. 

But unfortunately these studies have produced conflicting 

results. 

Compiling evidence from both sections concerning the 

processes of recidivism, and actual recidivism rates, shows 

that the contribution made by the race of the offender is 

almost unfathomable. The two most thorough investigations 

relating to the process of labelling and recidivism, Jensen 

(1972) and Ageton and Elliot (1973), both'suggest that black, 

or' non-Anglo youths, were less affected by delinquent 39lf

definitions than were white youths. Jensen proceeded to 

explain this in terms o~ the relative i~lUlity, or insulation, 

of the black community, to what ~ounts to white definitions. 
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When this is compared to the recidivism results, two of the 

three studies that include a race control (Beattie and Bridges 

1910, and Caldwell 1944) conclude that black,offenders recid

ivate more than white; although Beattie and Bridges suggest 

that this was the case for each of the two levels of d isposi- -

tion severity. Thornberry (1911), on the other hand, considered 

that Negroes were generally less influenced by the type ot 

disposition given, in terms of offence repetition, than were 

whites. It seems that very little sense can be made from 

these kind of results. 

Conducting the same kind of appraisal for socio-economic 

status reveals a similar problem, although less studies act

ually refer to this factor.' Jensen (1912) finds thnt youths 

with less than High School education were much more susceptible 

to delinquent self-definitions than were either thoDe educated 

beyond High School, or black youths. According ,to labelling 

theory, it would.be assumed that lower status youths, equating 

educational level with social class tor the sake of comparison, 

would therefore be more likely to recidivate subject to being 

officially labelled than would higher status youths. It io 

surprising to find that the only study testing for recidivism 

rates consequent to official labelling in terms of social class, 

that of Thornberry (1911), concludes that lower socio-economic 

boys were generally not influenced by the severity of official 

dispositions in ter~ of their propensity to cot~it subseque~t 

offences, although upper socio-econo~ic status boys were 

affected. 

. The infl~ence of legal vQri~bles in this relationship 

appear to be similarly confused. Jensen (1912) suggested that 

delinquent self-concept was enhanc~d with increasing prior 

record of offences, although Culbertson (1975), who Llses prior 
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incarcerations as a guide to previous record, concludes that 

delinquent self-concept may in fact be 'U' shaped, eventually 

decreasing with prior incarcerations. From the recidivism 

research, Beattie and Bridges (1970) and Caldwell (1944) both 

indicate that the level of an individual's prior record gen- ' 

erally increases the probability of recidivism, although Klein 

(1974) showed that first offenders committed more subsequent 

offences after being labelled than did multiple offenders. 

Finally the influence of the type of offence committed 

indicated a greater agreement, although only three studies 

can be used as evidence (Beattie and Bridges 1970, Davis 1964, 

and Thornberry 1971), and these all favour the least expeoted 

hypothesis that the more serious the initial offence, the less 

likely the individual is to commit further offences. 

At the time of writing this acoount, there were two 

excellent similar articles evaluating the state of present 

research with respect to this aspect of labelling theory; 

Mahoney (1974) and Tittle (1975). Both arrive at basically the 

same conclusions drawn'here, and therefore it might be inter

esting to refer to the type of conoluding comments that they 

make. Tittle (1975), for example, states: 

••• the data concerning this question are 
extremely poor. Not only has there been oom~ 

paratively little research, but that which has 
been done suffers from crippling methodological 
defects. Not a single good test of either of the 
major propositions of labelling theory exists in 
the criminologica.l literature. ~!oreover, most 
of tt.e research does not even attend to the ~ost 
fundamental requirements of scientific methodology. 
(1975 P.175) 

However, like Tittle, it is easy to feel that tr~ough the 

mist of chaos there remains the feeling that, 'something may 

be there', and ~t is largely a matter of understanding how to 

go about obtaining it. Mahoney (1974) considers that this 

process requires, •••• a need for a study of the dynamics and 



-291-

effects of labelling on the interpersonal level.' He goes 

on to list some possible questions that ought to be cor~idered. 

How does official labelling of a youth modify 
his interactions with family and friends? ••• " 
As the youth goes through the juvenile justice 
system, what experiences, in addition to the 
court hearing itself, stand out in his mind as 
being most important and most demeaning? ••• 
Are only some youths affected by court labelling? 
Are some affected positively while others.are 
affected negatively? ••• How do youths resist or 
neutralise official labelling experiences. 
(1914 p.610) . 

There is obviously a wide range. of other factors which effect 

the basic labelling to recidivism relationship, which in 

part could be seen to explain the variety of differences in 

results found in the previous studies. Until more of these 

are adequately controlled, the conclusions of such invest

igations must remain open. The following chapter attempts to 
, 

reinvestigate the consequences of label11ng o~ youths in the 

juven11e justice system, with the hope that some of these 

extraneous variables can be controlled. It is unlikely, how

ever, that at the present state of knowledge, any one study 

will be able to overcome all the problems facing this type of 

research. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

LABELLING AND DELINQUENT RECIDIVISM 
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1. Introduction' 

Elaborations by labelling theorists of the conditions under 

which labelling may bring about recidivism have been shown to 

be imprecise and ambiguous, such that most of the testable 

hypotheses that have emerged originate from other sources. 

Mahoney (1974) in his evaluative article of current researches, 

it will be remembered (Chapter Six), presented two hypotheses 

which operationalised this aspect of labelling theory. lIe 

sugeested that, 'a juvenile who'commits an,offence and is app

rehended is more likely to commit further offences than a 

juvenile who commits an offence and is not apprehended', and 

'the more severe a youth's disposition in the court, the more 

likely he is to corr~it additional offences' (1974 p.586) 

Tittle (1975) similarly emphasis~s these same two elements 

when'he suggests that research relating to the consequences of 

official labelling should either be directed towards a com-

parison of individuals labelled with those not, (t1ahoney's 

first hypothesis) or a comparison of degrees of labelling, 

(Mahoney's secon~ hypothesis). 

T'hese two propositions have been taken as a basis and 

directive for the present research. Mahoney's first hypothesis 

has been reinterpreted to apply to the police decision stage of 

the process, in terms or whether the juvenile is sumaonsed to 

court (defined here as being labelled), or 'let-off' with a 

caution (defined here as not being labelled). Tte second 

hypothesis has been left as formulated by Mahoney, and relates 

to the differential impact of differences in court disposition 

on future delinquent beh~viour. For the purpose of the follow

ing research analysis these may be more conveniently 'expressed 

in the null form as: 
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1. Juveniles who commit an offence and are 
summonsed to court (labelled) are no more 
likely to recidivate (be rearrested) than those 
who commit an offence and are cautioned (not la-

belled) • 

2. Juveniles who are given a relatively severe 
court disposition are no more likely to recid
ivate (be rearrested) than those who are given 
a relatively lenient court disposition. 

A further hypothesis relating to the notion of the sense of 

injustice will be discussed later in this chapter. 

2. General approach 

There are obviously many problems associated with conducting 

research of this type. Tittle (1975), for example, maintains 

that meaningful recidivism data are impossible to obtain, largely 

because rearrest figures indicate very little about actual off

ence commissions. Ex-convicts or ex-delinquents, plus certain 

target social groups, may be more likely to experience police 

contact, perhaps even in the absence of actual criminal act- . 

ivity. Incarcerees may be recommitted to institutions for 

parole violations rather than criminal behaviour. The nature 

of the reconvicted offence may be quite unrelated to the 

initial offence. Perhaps more important than this, ho?~ever, 

is the fact that the absence of further official contact may 

not necessarily indicate the absente of subsequent offence 

co~issions. Many of the crimes which are committed never 

come to the attention of the police, as self-report studies 

bear out. 

It is not assumed that the present research can overcome 

ttese problems, but only to be aware of their existence and 

the lizlLitations that they impose. Alongside these general 

issues, are a number of specific and technical considerations 

relating to research procedures. To begin with, two impor-

tant deciSions have to be made in testing these Pl'opositi~ns, and 
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that is, how labelling and recidivism are to be defined. 

Labelling has already been interpreted in terms of juvenile 

court appearancesas this is assumed to be both an official and 

a semi-public proscription of the juvenile and his behaviour. 

Recidivism, on the other hand, involves the dual problem of 

interpreting further offence commissions, or official contact, 

and the follow-up time period in which the juvenile is observed. 

Recidivism, therefore, has been defined here in te~ of the 

reprocessing of a juvenile through the 'I' Division Juvenile 

Bureau for a separate and subsequent offence to the initial 

contact. Follow-up time periods during which the youth may 

recidivate tend to vary in research studies. As the present 

research data were collected for the year 1973 during the latter 

months of 1975, most juveniles had at least two years in which 

to recidivate at least once from their first offence commission. 

It will be remembered that all the 984 juveniles in the samplo 

committed their first offence in the year 1973. Obviously 

those who were arrested in the early months of that year 

experienced a longer time-period than those contacted later 

in that year. This seems to be a familiar problem with this 

type of research and was seen to occur for most of the invest

igations dealt with in Chapter Six. 

Other procedural points which have been adopted include, 

the exclusion of the highest age category of juveniles from 

the original sample as they would have been removed frcm the 

Bureau jurisdiction before the end of the two year period. 

Unless the youth was fifteen years old or less in 1973, he/She 

would not have been young enough to experience a further full 

two years in which to repeat. Thus, excluding all ttosc youths 

who were fifteen or over at the time of their first offence 

in 1973, leaves a new semple total of 907. 
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Finally, a ranking of court disposition severity had to 

be accomplished in order to test for the second hypothesis. 

A total of eight different disposition decis~ons, as recorded 

by the juvenile court, were offered to the Chief Inspector 

and the Inspector of 'I' Division Bureau for them to rank 

from their own experience in terms of increasing severity. 

These results were then averaged and two were excluded from the 

list. It seems that the Care Order from a juvenile court 

could be given for a variety of reasons quite unrelated to 

punishment severity. Secondly, the commitment of a youth to 

a Borstal was rarely ever done for a first offence. Thus, 

although this represents the most severe court disposition, 

this too has been excluded from the analysis. Finally, the 

two SuperviSion Orders, one referring the juvenile to his 

Local Authority, and the other to a Probation Officer, have 

been combined to improve the quality of the data, and to avoid 

the fine distinction between two fairly similar dispositi~ns. 

The resulting severity ranking, therefore, emerges as follows: 

Conditional Discharge, Fine, Supervision Order (combined), 

Attendance Centre, and Detention Centre. 

3. Comparine those labelled with those not labelled 

In order to give some support to the hypothesis number one 

of this chapter, it would have to be shown that young off

enders who were summonsed to court were no more likely to 

recidivate (ie. be rearrested) than juveniles who were cau-

tioned. The first part of the following analysis considers this 

with regard to the influence of offici~l labelling on first 

offenders only. 

a. Delinquent recidivism and the first offender 

From the data shown in Table 2., it appears that some support 
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might be forthcomine for labelling theory. Although the 

average recidivism rate for the 907 first offenders over the 

two year follow-up period was 29.1~, this was unevenly dis~· 

tributed between the two dispositions. 

Table 1. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS 

29.1 907 

Table 2 • . 
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE DISPOSITION 

CAUTIONED SUMIv~ONSED 

N N 

25.0 705. 43.6 202 

In fact, juveniles who were sent to court had almost twice 

as much chance of recidivating as those who were released with 

a caution. The Chi-squared significance rating for this re-· 

lationship was calculated as x2 .= 26.0, an association unlikely 

to have occurred by chance. In order to observe it summonsed 

juveniles experienced higher degrees of multiple recidivism 

than those cautioned (that is, more than one more offence 

co~ission), this comparison was repeated controlling for the 

number of subsequent offences. The proportion of multiple 

offenders was found to be the same for both su=monsed and 

cautioned recidivists. That is, 55, or 31.3% of the cautioned 
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recidivists were multiple offenders compared with 29 or 33% 

of those summonsed. 

It has to be remembered, however, that official data 

represents an indirect indicator of reality and only imperfectly 

describes actual behaviour. Not all juveniles arrested, or 

rearrested, need have actually committed an offence. Similarly, 

not all youths who repeated their offence need have been app

rehended. The value of these data should thus be viewed as 

providing an indirect indication of what is gOing on. 

Although the general rate of recidivism for labelled 

offenders was 43.6%, as Levin (1971) suggests, this level may 

be differentially significant for various individuals or social 

groups. If this is the case, then it could help to explain 

why labelling does not have a larger overall influence on 

recidivism rates. In other words, although some social groups 

may be very much affected by official labelling, others may 

not. To test for this requires controlling the relationship 

between disposition and recidivism for a number of social 

factors. The same factors are used as were proposed as being 

significant for labelling as the dependent variable, and are 

presented in Tables 3 to 7 below. 

It is apparent from these tables that the relationship 

between recidivism and being summonsed to court has not just 

been brought about by the influence of one social category 

alone. In each ,of the five factors shown, recidivism was 

lower when the juvenile was cautioned than when he was summ

onsed. This difference tended to vary somewhat between these 

categories. 

The association between recidiviam and disposition was 

more significant for boys (x2 = 15.4, P~.001) than for 
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Table 3. ..' 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AIm FATHER'S OCCUPATION 

OCCUPATION CAUTIONED SUMMONSED 

N' N 

Non-manual 17.8 101 25.0 12 

Manual 24.8 479 132 

Table 4. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND AREA OF RZSIDENCE 

AREA CAUTIONED SID1MONSED 

~. 

J'O N % N 

Westborough 25.9 270 50.6 85 

Northborough 29.7 182 46.3 54 

Eastborough 20.6 253 32.3 62 
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Table 5. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFEIIDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND RACE 

CAUTIONED SlTh'J.10NSED 

~ N ~ N 

25.0 645 43.1 181 

West Indian 33.3 27 50.0 12 

Asian 

AGE 

Young 

Old 

... 't 

21.4 28 57.1 7 

Table 6. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFE1~ERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND AGE . 

CAUTIONED 

26.1 

23.9 

N 

345 

360 

Sll.:1IONSED 

48.5 

41.0 

N 

68 

134 
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Table 7. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS EY POLICE· 

DISPOSITION AND SEX 

CAUTIONED SUII~,:ONSED 

N N 

517 48.2 164 

8.0 188 23.7 38 

girls (x2 = 8.4, P~.01), although the total sample size for 

the latter was somewhat smaller. Both differences, however, 

were statistically significant. 

The difference in average recidivism for young and old 

youths, shown in Table 6., was statistically about the same. 

Both groups showed a significant difference in recidivism for 

the two dispositions (P~.001), with a reading of x2 = 14.5 

for the young offender, and x2 = 14.5 for the older offender. 

Each of the three areas of residence shown· in Table 4. 

indicate higher recidivism rates for summonsed offenders than 

those cautioned, a.lthough this was only significant at the 

P~.05 level for Northborough and En.stborough. Vlestborough, 

on the other hand, suggested a particularly significant re-

lationship of x2 = 18.3, well in excess of the .001 proba-· 

b1lity level. This result could fit in with the differences 

in social power concept in that Westborough was a strong 

working-class area compared with the relatively loVl levels of 

recidivism for Eastborough, the dominantly middle-class area. 

Neither West Indians nor Asians showed a statistically 
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significant difference in recidivism rates, although this 

could partly have been brought about by the small sample 

of individuals available for comparison. It is corutonly' 

accepted that if 20% of the data for a chi-squ&red analysis 

falls below the figure '5' then the comparison cannot be 

made. As this is the case for Asians, and almost the case for 

West Indians, a statistical test of significance is not prop

erly valid. 

The social class relationship is similarly made problem

atic by the small number of summonsed non-manual youths. 

Although both manual and non-manual samples appear to be 

balanced in a direction favouring the labelling propositions, 

this result remains inconclusive. In simple percentage terms, 

however, it does appear to be the case that the manual youth 

is more effected by social labelling than the non-manual, which 

would once again offer some support to the notions of rel

ative social power differences and how this"might effect re-" 

cidivism rates. 

The statistical problems associated with both the race 

and the class controls make it very difficult to appreciate 

the relative influence of these different social groupings. 

It does seem to be the case that working-class youths (as 

defined through fatcer's occupational status), youths fro~ 

working-class areas, and boys, 'do experience a strong dis--

position effect in terms of subsequent criminal behaviour. Thus, 

although the data at this stage is not strong enough, or clear 

enough, to test for the influence of social nower on recid1v-• 

ism, ther.e 1s no reason as yet to reject the possibility tt.at 

it aay be effective. 

It will be remembered that Klein (-1974) introd uced as a 

final variable control the, seriousness'of-the offence 
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committed, and found that it did have some ir1luence on his 

results. The police departments' with the greatest tendency 

to label young offe.nders (ie. referring them to the next· 

stage of the judicial process), also tended to be involved 

with juveniles who had generally committed more serious off

ences. The reason for this was uncertain, although this does 

once again introduce the problem of disposition being linked 

to recidivism independently of the socio/psychological effects 

of offici~l labelling. A severe disposition could be admin

istered to a youth because the police or the courts had 

reason to believe that the individual WaS a potential can- . 

didate for further delinquent activity. The basis for this 

belief, or the specific cause of the delinquent recidivism, 

would require some alternative explanation. On the other 

hand~ disposition and recidivism could be independently 

linked through the seriousness of the initial offence comm

itted. Again using some. other explanatory mechanism, the 

individual who is capable of committing a particularly aer-
, 

ious first offence might be more likely to continue his/her 

criminal activity than a youth who only marginally stepped 

over the bounds of moral and legal acceptability. Perhaps 

the simple ability to commit a serious offence could be the 

result of previous delinquent identification, arising froD 

some alternative social or psychological process, or it may 

serve, in itself, to generate a perception of delinquency through 

. its obvious anti-social characteristics. This point of 

view would not be too dissimilar to Matza's notion of 'ban' 

(1969), whereby an act is i:nbued with guilt in the absence of 

any concrete social response, apart frou that conveyed through 

popular conceptions of proscribed behaviour. To investigate 

these various ideaa, the previous relationships were 
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recalculated with respect to the seriousness of the offence 

cO~llitted. Table 8 reviews the effects of offence seriousness 

through the comparison of police dispositions for four specific 

offences. These offences represent points on the seriousness 

hierarchy as calculated in Chapter Five. 

Table 8. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND OFFENCE 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUM~dONSED 

% N " N 

Burglary 38.2 55 4601 52 

Criminal 24.3 70 40 0 0 15 
damage 

Theft 19.4 439 37.1 97 

Traffic 14.3 21 28.1 7 
offences 

A number of pOints become apparent from this table. In 

all cases the percentage recidivism is higher for the summonsed 

offender than for those cautioned. Secondly, percentage 

recidivism seems to decline as the seriousness of the offence 

declines, for both summonsed and cautioned offenders. Thirdly, 

the difference in recidivism rates for each of the two 

dispOSition categories generally increases as the seriousness 
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of offence decreases. In order to improve the clarity ot 

this effect, and to improve the general quality of the data, 

the same comparisons have been made in Tables 9., and 10., 

using the dichotomised offence seriousness characterisation 

generated in Chapter Five. As a means of testing Tittle's 

notion of relative influences of critical variables (1975), 

Tables 9., and 10. incorperate significance ratings tor dis~ 

position and offence seriousness effects. 

Table 9. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST 

OFFENDERS BY OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 

OFFENCE 

N 

High 42.3 208 
seriousness 

Low 25.2 699 
seriousness 

Offance '2 
x = 20.5 

sig. pL·OO1 

Table 9. tends to substantiate the influences found in 

Table 8. The more serious the offence, the higher the average 

rate of recidivism. This difference was indicated as being 

particularly significant when calculated on a Chi-squared 

test. The relative influence of offence to disposition is 

shown in Table 10. The total combined disposition effects, 
2 

without the offence control, was registered at x = 26.0, 

PL·001, compared with the total combined offence effect, 
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Table 10. 

PERCENTAGE HECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION A~l]) OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 

OFl!'ENCE 

High 
sere 

Low 
sere 

Offence 
sig. 

Combined 
off. "Big. 

CAUTIONED 

% N 

39.7 126 

21.8 579 

2 x = 18.5 
pL·OO1 

StTh~ONSED Disposition Combined 
significance disp. sig. 

% N 

46.3 82 

41.7 120 

x2 = not 
Big,. 

x2 = not 
sig. 2 x = 26.0 

pL·001 

2 x = 20.5 
pL·OO1 

without the disposition control, at x2 = 20.5, pL.001. 
, 

Obviously the type of offence committed by these first off-

enders certainly appearB to be related to, if not actually 

influencing, recidivism rates; in at least the same order of 

magnitude as official disposition. Considering once again 

Tittle's distinction between labelling having some effect or 

a major effect on recidivism rates (1975), it seems likely, 

at this point at least, that with such a strong rival influence 

of offence seriousness, labelling is possibly only going to 

explain part of the delinquent phenomenon. This conclusion, 

however, .will have to be left open for the time being. 

What is of particular interest fro!!! these results, 1s 

the combined interaction effect of both offence and disposition. 

For high serious offences, it seems to make very little 
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difference to recidivism rates whether the offender was 

cautioned or sent to court. If the initial offence was minor, 

however, the type of disposition became strongly related to 

recidivism. From the other point of view, if the individual 

was summonsed for his/her first offence, it makes very little 

difference whether the offence committed was of a high ser

iousness of low seriousness. If the individual was cautioned, 

the nature of the offence bec~e a particularly salient 

factor. 

Thus, there are two conditions apparently under which 

recidivism rates are generally high, that is, for juveniles 

who commit serious offences, and for juveniles who are SUl!JIl

onsed. If the individual is cautioned for a minor offence, "he 

has very littl~ chance of continuing his delinquent behaviour~ 

Before this effect is discussed further, it might be useful 

to see how far these conditions continue for each of the 

social factors previously considered. 
\ , 

Although ther-e were a number of instances when the 

chi-squared calculation was not valid, that is, more than 

20% of the comparisons fell below the number' 5', the orig

inal situations where statistical relationships were li~ited 

to low offence seriousness disposition effects and to cau-

tioned offence effects, was generally maintained. In all c&ses 

bar one for the young offender, the high serious disposition 

effect and the suomonsed offence effect, Vlere always non

significant. 

As a means of testing Tittle's distinction, it is required 

to"be shown the relative strengths of official dioposition 

compared to other influential variables; in this cane, offence 

seriousnesa. Thus, by considering just the two more often 

significant parts of the combir.ed relationships, the low 
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Table 11. 

PERCE!\TTAGE RECIDIVIST)1 FOR FIRST OFFEX:DERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE S:SRIOUSNE~ 

A1ID FATHER'S OCCUPATION 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED Sm.1l110NSED Disposition Combined 
% N % N significance disp. sig. 

NON--MANUAL 

High 15.8 19 50.0 6 x2=not 
sere valid 

x2=not 

x2=not 
valid 

Low 18.3 82 0 6 
sere valid 

Off. x2=not x2=not 
eig. valid valid 

Comb. x2=not 
off. sig. ' 
sig. 

MANUAL 

High 42.9 84 49.0 51 x2=not 
se:r . sig •. 2 x =20.5 

Low 21.0 81 2 pL·001 
395 43.2 x =18.0 

ser. ... pL·001 • 

Off. 2 x2=noi x =17.4 
sig. PL·001 sig. 

Comb. 2 x =19.6 
off. pL·001 
sig. 

NB ( 'not valid' means that over 20~'~ of the data was less 

than the lnlmber I 5' ) 
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Table 12. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFE~~ERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AI{D AREA 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED Sm'~mNSED Disposition Combined 
% N % N significance disp. sig. 

WESTBOROUGH 

High 50.0 48 47.4 38 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =18.3 
Low 53.2 47 2 pL·OO1 20.7 222 x =21.5 
sere pL·OO1 

Off. 2 x2=not x =19.3 
sig. PL·001 sig. 

Comb. 
2 . 

x =15.9 
off. pL·001 
sig. 

NORTHBOROUGH -

High 37.0 27 ;' 55.6 18 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =5.3 

~ pL·o5 Low 28.4 155 41.7 36 xt.:=not 
sere sig. 

Off. x2=not x2=not 
sig. sig. sig. 

Comb. x2=not 
off. sig. 
sig. 

EASTBORO'CGH -
High 30.8 52 37.5 24 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =4.1 
Low 17.9 201 28.9 38 x2=not pL·05 
sere sig. 

Off. " x"'=not x2=not 
,sig. sig. sig. 

Comb. 2 x =6.1 
off. pL·o5 
sig. 



-310-

Table 13. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFE!'l"DERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AND RAC~ 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMMONSED Disposition Combined 
~ N % N significance disp. sig. 
I 

WHITE 

High 38.3 120 46.8 77 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =21.3 
Low 21.9 525 40.4 . 104 2 PL·001 x =15.7 
sere pL.001 

Off. 
2 . 

x2=not x =13.8 
sig. pL·001 sig. 

Comb. 
2 . 

x =20.3 
off. pL·001 
sig. 

WEST INDIAN 

High 66.7 6 66.7 3 x2=not 
sere valid 

x2=not 
Low 23.8 21 44.·4 9 x2=not sig. 
sere va.lid 

Off. x2=not x2=not 
sig. valid valid 

Comb. x2=not 
off. sig. 
sig. 

ASIANS· -
High 0 0 0 2 x2=not 
sere valid 

x2=not 
Low 21.4 28 80.0 5 x2=not valid 
sere valid 

Off. 2 x =not x2=not 
. Big. valid valid 

Comb. x2=not 
off. valid 
Big. 
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Table 14. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFE~1)ERS BY POLICE ' -
DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AND AGE 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED Sm,jMONSED Disposition Combined 
% N '}f, N significance disp. sig. 

YOUNG 

High 41.5 65 65.4 26 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =14.3 

Low 280 38.1 42 2 PL·o01 
22.5 x =5.4 

sere pL·05 

Off. 2 2 x =9.8 x =3.9 
sig. pL·01 pL·05 

Comb. 2 x =19.5 
off. pL·001 
sig. 

OLD 

High 37.7 61 36.4 55 x2:not 
sere sig. 2 x =14.5 

Low 21.1 299 44.3 79 2 PL·001 
x =16.0 

sere pL·001 

Off. 2 x2=not x =7.0 
sig. PL·01 sig. 

Comb. 2 x =5.4 
off. pL·05 
sig. 
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Table 15. 

PERCENTAGE RSCIDIVISM FOR FIRST OF i<:ENDERS BY ~LICE 

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AND SEX 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMKONSED Disposition Combined 

% N % N significance disp. sig. 

BOYS 

High 40.7 118 47.4 . 76 x2=not 
sere sig. 2 x =15.4 

Low 28.3 48.9 88 2 pL·001 
399 x =14.1 

sere pL·OO1 

Off. 2 x =6.2 x2=not 
. sig. pL·05 sig. 

Comb. 2 
x =9.9 

off. pL·01 
sig. 

GIRLS 

High 25.0 8 33.3 6 x2=not 
sere valid 2 x =8.4 

Low 180 21.9 32 2 1?L·01 
7.2 x =6.9 

sere pL·01 

Off. x2=not 2 x ::not 
sig. valid valid 

Comb. x2=not 
off. valid 
sig. 
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offence seriousness disposition effect and the cautioned 

offence effect, it might be possible to ascertain how far 

official labelling might be capable of explaini~ recidivism 

rates in comparison to the nature of the offence co~itted. 

To save frequently repeating the effect in relation to the 

control, it is assumed that the two relevant associations, 

the disposition effect and the offence effect, are referred 

to in relation to the statistically significant branch of the 

control; which in all cases bar one (referred to ,in context), 

is the low serious offence control for the disposition effect, 

and the cautioned disposition for the offence effect. 

In the case of the sex control, the boys showed a slightly 

greater disposition effect (P~.001) than offence effect 

(PL.o5), although in both cases this was greater than that 

shown for girls. Unfortunately, the size of the sample for 

girls prohibited any meaningful calculation in this respect. 

What data that is available, however, tends to suggest that . , 

boys .show a stronger relationship between recidivism ~nd off

icialdisposition than offence, and a stronger disposition 

effect than for girls. Young offenders, on the other hand, 

indicate a stronger offence effect (pL.01) than disposition 

effect (PL.001), although the reverse is true for the older 

offender, where it was ir:.dicated that there was a greater 

disposition effect (P~.001) than offence effect (pL.01). 

Thus, although official labelling might be seen as the better 

indicator of recidivism rates for older youths, it does not 

appear to be the case for the younger offender. But in the 

case of the latter, the difference in Significance is not 

very great. 

The remainins tr~ee social factors suffer from a general 

inadequacy of data. Westborough, fer eXar:lple, indica:tcD a 
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similarly high level of signi,fj.cance between offence and 

disposition to recidivism (pL.001, for both), although 

'Northborough and Eastborotlgh show no significant associations. 

The sample sizes for Northborough and Eastborough, however, 

were particularly small. Neither West Indian nor Asiap off

enders were in large enough supply to adequately test for 

these relationships, although the White contingent indicated 

a fairly equal and significant balance between the influence 

of disposition and offence seriousness, (PL.001) for both. 

Similarly, in the case of father's occupation, non-manual 

youths were not properly represented. ~anual youths, on the 

other hand, experienced high levels of association for both 

disposition and offence, (PL.001) for both. 

To s~arise these results, it could be assumed that in 

the majority of cases, the disposition effect was greater 

than, or equal to, the offence effect. It is uncertain it 

, the previous data controlling for social factors drastically 

improves, on the original relationship shown in Table 10. 

If this is the case, it would consequently have to be assumed I 

also that official labelling per ee is not likely to become 

the major predictor of recidivism rates for the first offence 

sample. Neither disposition nor offence Seriousness can really 

be ignored. 

One of the reasons why disposition and offence effects 

. tend to be very similar, both in terms of significance in 

some cases and lack of significance in others, seems largely 

to be the result of the original fil: .. ding of relatively high 

levels of recidivism found for both s~onsed offenders and 

serious offenders. Table 10., for example, indicates that 

approximately 40% to 46% of youths who are either o~onsed 

or guil tyof eeriolls offences, recidivate. This ;neans tha~ 
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there will be little significant difference observed for any 

comparison made between swr.mons~d or serious offenders, which 

in a two-by-two characterisation would involve three of the 

four possible cell combina.tions. On the other ha.nd, the final 

• cell possibility, that of cautioned low serious offenders, 

suggests a relatively low level of delinquent recidivism at 

around 21~. Any comparisons made between this result and the 

other three would obviously tend to be Significant. It should 

be ensured, therefore, that this original cause for these 

discrepencies is kept in mind. Before this is investigated 

further, it is necessary to see how this situation occurs for 

juveniles who had previous experience with the Juvenile 

Bureau system. 

b. Delinquent recidivism for the experienoed offender 

Previous record is defined here as having one previous contact 

with the police of the 'I'Division Juvenile Bureau, and that 

this contact had been recorded on the official files. Be-

cause of the nature of the data collection, o~~y those youths 

who had committed their second offence by September 1974 were 

included so that a full whole year would elapse in which they 

could recidivate. The total percentage recidivism rates for 

offenders with a prior record is shown in Table 16. 

Table 16'. 

PERCEr~AGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFE1~ERS 

40.5 168 

If the definition of official labelling could be 
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reinterpreted for this one occasion to refer to the total 

experience of delinquent processing, then Table 16. could be 

compared to Table 1., such that a comparison could be made 

between those who have had previolls apprehension experience, 

with those who have not. This is shown in Table 17. 

Table 17. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM BY PRIOR RECO~ 

NO PRIOR RECORD PRIOR RECORD 

N N 

907 40.5 168 

Although the difference in recidivism rates certainly does 

look to be in the direction predicted by labelling theory, 

as there is not complete independence of data, the Ch1-

squared significance of this finding could not be calcula.ted. 

By both definitions of official labelling, that of 

being summonsed to court and that of previous contact with 

the juvenile justice system, there seems to be some movement 

of evidence favouring the rejection of the first hypothesis. 

However, when the influence of offence disposition decision 

is reviewed in relation to previous offenders, this movement 

comes abruptly to an end. Table 18. shows the association 

between recidivism and police disposition for offenders with 

a prior record. 

As can be seen from the table, the previous strong ass

ociation between disposition and recidivism has Blmo~t com-

pletely disappeared. Table 19. shows the same relationship 

controlling for offence seriousness. 
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Table 18. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFE!\1)ERS 

~ POLICE DISPOSITIO~ 

CAUTIONED SUMKOnSED 

N N 

44.2 52 38.8 116 

Table 19. 

PERCEN'rAGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFEl'H)ERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND Ol"E'ENCE SERIOUSNESS 

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMMONSED 

tfo N ~ N 

High 31.6 19 43.8 48, 
sere 

Low 51.5· 33 35.3 68 
sere 

Neither offence nor disposition approach any suggestion 

of being significant. The most striking difference, however, 

is that although the percentage recidivism rates for h~gh ser

ious and summonsed juveniles are approximately the same as 

for first offenders, the rate for cautioned lew serious off

enders has increased considerably. As it was shown earlier 

that most of the original significance was brought about by 

this large difference in the one cell, it is not surprising, 

therefore, that. they have been eradicated by its.disappear

ance. It could be hypothesised thus that once the juvenilo 

has previous experience of official processing, then to be 
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cautioned or to commit a minor offence no longer seems to 

provide the same kind of insulation as it appeared to do 

for first offenders. 

It cannot go unnoticed, that these results are very 

similar to those obtained by Klein (1974), even though he 

used slightly different techniques. Klein ccncluded that 

first offenders recidivated more in the 'high labelling' 

police departments, whereas the multiple offenders (those 

with one previous record) did the exact opposite, and recid

ivated more in the 'low labelling' police departments. 

Table 18. does in fact suggest a slightly higher recidivism 

rate for previous offenders when they are cautioned rather 

than summonsed. 

c. Summarl 

A number of points have arisen from the above analysis which 

mayor may not lend support to labelling th~ory. Official 

disposition, or whether a juvenile is official labelled 

through court appearance, was shown to be significantly re-

l~ted to recidivism for first offenders, but not for second 

offenders. The seriousness of offence committed was simi

larly shown to be significantly related, apparently quite in

d'3pendently from disposition for first offenders, but not for 

second offenders. The total recidivism rates for second off

enders were higher than the total recidivism rates for first 

offenders. 

It could be argued that this certainly does give support 

to the labelling propositions, and demanding a rejection of 

the null.hypothesis. First offenders do show higher recid

ivism rates when slunrnonsed to court; a cozn.'Uon interpretation 

of official labelling. Similarly, serious offenders could be 

considered as experiencing the unoffi,~ia.l part of social 
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labelling through their perception of the residual societal 

reaction to such actions which are commonly and traditionally 

understood. This unofficial social labelling might perhaps 

be less ambiguous for serious offences than minor ones, thus 

producing a one-sided effect. These ideas represent quite 

closely Matza's notion of 'ban' (1969), or the manner in 

which certain for.ms of behaviour may be imbued with guilt 

such that negative social rea~tions are the implicit con

sequences for anyone engaging in these activities. Finally, 

the primary difference between first" and second offender 

recidivism rates was the considerable increase for the 

cautioned low serious offender. First offenders who were 

cautioned for minor offences may not perceive that, at the 

time, anything important has happened to them; in terms of 

meaningful social reaction at least. These recidivism rates 

would therefore be expected to be generally low. For the 

second offender who has been cautioned for a minor offence, 

the previous' contact with the police may take on a different 

meaning. The realisation that he has been this way before, 

might just be sufficient for him to readjust his self-def

initions and progress to furthered delinquent activity. 

Although these ideas do tidy up the situation some what, 

they nevertheless remain conjecture, and do so in the face 

of a number of other considerations which serve to weaken 

these findings. For a start,. the majority of first offende:o 

recidivists received cautions, and were thus technically 

spared official labelling. Conversely, the majority of those 

summonsed to court for their offences did not recidivate. The 

fact of being labelled, therefore,by this definition, is not 

a good predictor of recidivism. A furthe:o, perha.ps more 

icportant pOint which should not be forgotten, 18 that e.ll 
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that has been established are statistical associations, 

which may say very little about the actual processes invclved. 

It was sugGested earlier, that disposition and recidivis~ 

could be linked quite independently of the prescribed pro~ 

cesses expounded by labelling theorists. This argument has 

admittedly been weakened slightly through the consideration 

of the second offender results. If the police or tha courts 

were in fact capable of predicting likaly recidivists, and 

dealt with them more harshly as a consequence, it is hard to 

see why this was not the case for both first and second off

enders. Although disposition and recidivism was a.ccurately 

related for first offenders, it was not related in the case 

of second offenders. which seems to sugGest some altern~tive 

explanation; possibly that contained in labelling theory. 

Before any final conclusions are drawn, however, it is ne

cessary to look at the final stage of the analysis with regard 

to the association between recidivism and degrees of official 

labelling. 

4. Comparing degrees of labelling 

The second hypothesis of this chapter was designed to follow 

the popular interpretation that official labe1linc might 

vary in its impact dependine on its relative severity. It 1s 

possible that some police or'court dispositions may not con

tain those important elements which trigeer the processes 

proposed by labelling theory. At the lowest level, for 

example t it might seem uncertain whether police appreher.s io!J. 

and later release would carryall the requirements to 

initiate an individual/social reaction cycle capable of creat

ing 'furthered deviance. The same could apply to a brief ... ", '.',:...;" .. -

, court appearan~c during which the ind iyidual recaivea a 
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fairly minor disposition. In the context of the present 

research, the severity of labelling has been defined in terms 

of five court dispositions, as ranked by senior 'I' Division 

officers, and outlined earlier in this chapter. For compar

ative purposes, the percentage recidivism rate for cautioned 

offenders has also been combined in this ranse, in its posl--

tion of least serious sanction. The relative influence of each 

of these dispositions is shown in Table 20., for first off

enders only. 

Table 20. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY SIX 

SELECTED DISPOSITIONS 

DISPOSITION % N 

Caution 25.0 705 

Conditional 31.4 70 
discharge 

Fine 37.9 29 

Supervision 54.8 42 
order 

Attendance 54.9 51 
centre 

Detention 50.0 4 
centre 

With the exception of the most severe disDosit1on, the 

average recidivism rate for first offer.ders certainly does 

seem. to increase as the disposition severity i:.Lcreases. 

Recidivism rates for youths who were ordered by the court 
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to an attendance centre, or who were given a supervision 

order, generally recidivated more than twice as tltlch as 

those who were cautioned for their offences, and considerably 

more than those who were conditionally discharged or fined. 

The chi-squared significance for the five court dispositions 

of Table 20., was not however very high, with a probability 

calculation of .05. The regularity of the increasing recid

ivism rates by disposition severity, nevertheless appear 

quite striking. 

A social factor control of the kind conducted earlier 

was not really viable for this relationship because of the 

small numbers involved for some of these groupings. Boys, 

whites and juveniles from manual backgrounds were all fairly 

well represented, but their counterparts were not. The one 

. remaining calculation possible, however, is the previously 

influential seriousness of offence control. The results of 

this are shown in Table 21. 

The sample size of the seriousness of offence com-

parison is not particularly large, which might explain some 

of the more drastic changes in percentage recidivism rates; 

such as that shown for serious offence fines. Overall, the 

general pattern of differences in recidivism rates is sim

ilar to that shown in Table 20. There seems to be some 

increase in rates for more serious dispositions, althol2gh 

this is not now so unambigous as before. Unfor"tunately, these 

differences in recidivism rates are not longer statistically 

significant, and as such represent some reduction in the ll!ore 

dominant movements of Table 20. 

V:hat is po.rticularly important from this, is the lack 

of any major difference between recidivis!:l rates and offences 

committed. Seriousness of offen.ce does not a'Ooe2.r to be such .. -
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Table 21. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFE!\'fJ)ERS BY SIX 

SELECTED DISPOSITIONS AND OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 

OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS 
HIGH row 

DISPOSITION % N % N 

Caution 39.7 126 21.8 579 

Conditional 
discharge 

25.0 28 27.8 42 

Fine 60.0 5 33.3 24 

Supervision 52.9 17 56.0 25 
order 

Attendance 64.3 28 43.5 23 
centre 

Detention 50.0 2 50.0 2 
centre 

an important factor at the court level of analysis, as far 

as recidivism rates are concerned. It will be remembered 

that offence seriousness was only found to be significant tor 

cautioned offenders, not sUl;..monsed offenders. This does not 

simply seem to be a question of relative disposition severit

ies, but an occurrence specific to cautioning. A juvenile who 

committed "a low serious offence and was s~onsed, did not 

seem to benefit from the low levels of social proscription, 

if" we are to follow L:atza's argument (1969), that his action 

contained. The reason for the cautioned youth to recidivate 
" " 

less for a minor offence, it was suggested, was that h~ was 

possibly in a po"sition of neither meaningfully-"experiencing 
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official nor uaofficial social labelling. It might be the 

case that low court disposition severity cannot be equated 

in this instance with the caution, as the mere fact of , 

appearing at a juvenile court may be sufficient labelling in 

itself. 

Thus, although during the comparison of recidivism and 

police disposition the disposition effect and the offence 

effect emerged as being fairly equally significant, it is the 

disposition effect which has continued to be visible at the 

court level, and as such might qualify as the more influential 

component of the two. A comparison of this for second off

enders is shown in Table 22. 

Table 22. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFENDERS 

BY SIX SELECTED DISPOSITIONS 

DISPOSITION ~ N 

Caution 44.2 52 

Conditional 25.9 27 
discharge 

Fine 58.3 12 

Supervision 37.8 37 
order 

Attendance 31.5 24 
centre 

Detention 33.3 6 
centre 
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As before, the comparison for previous offenders fails 

to reveal any significant differ~nces between disposition and 

recidivism. Of course, the:e is once egain the proble~s of 

sample size, although it seems clear from Table 22. that no 

strong association exists for second offence court disposi-·· 

tions. The reasons for this are unclear, although the same 

argument used as a possible explanation for the second off

en.ce effect for police disposition varia.tions, might also be 

relevant here. Youths who were cautioned for their first off

ence may be in a position to regard themselves as effect

ively escaping official labelling, in that they have neither 

been publicly defined as delinquent, nor perhaps have they 

been drastically affected by their experience. A caution for 

a second offence might not be so easily dismissed, as the , 

individual realises that he has already been in contact with 

the juvenile justice system; which might in itself be suff- . 

icient to promote the feeling that he is now in danger of 

being regarded as a delinquent. In the same way, a cond1--

tional discharge, or a fine, may barely touch the individual 

on the first occasion, compared to the more severe dispo-

sitions, yet on the second occasion the minor disposition may 

not nrovide the same kind of escape route. This again, of 

course, remains conjecture, argui~g tce situation from the 

perspective of labelling theory. In fact, a variety of other 

explanations might conceivably be better indicators of what 

is gOing on. Before any final conclusions are drawn, it 

might be useful to look at one of the few explanatory parts 

of· the labelling process which relates to delinquent recid

ivisI!l, and which is capable of being investigated from the 

data available; that is, the operation of the intermediary 

variable, the sense of injustice. 
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5. 90mparins the sense of injustic! 

The notion of the 'sense of injustice' provides an impor- ' 

tant dynamic and explanatory element into the process of de

viancy production. Although most often associated with 

Matza's 1964 publication, Delinquency and Drift, the idea. 

that perceptions of justice may affect delinquent orientations, 

was similarly outlined by Lemert (1967), and thus mor~ firmly 

locates the concept in the formative writings of the labelling 

theorists. 

The operative parts of the sense of injustice lie in 

the resentment and alienation that may be felt by juveniles, 

or individuals, if some of the basic expectations of justice 

are not perceived as being upheld. As much of both Matza's 

and Lemert's depiction rely on the level of perception of 

injustice, it makes it very difficult to test empirically. 

However, certain minimum conditions have to exist before 

injustice is likely to be experienced, and it is these which 

might prove to be capable of operationalisation for research 

purposes. 

Matza proposes five conditions under which the sense of 

injustice is most likely to be felt, wl-.ich he refers to under 

the headings; cognizance, consistency, competence, commen

surability, and comparison. (ibid. P.106) Of these, three 

seem to stand out as being more easily researchable in the 

context of the current investigation; tha.t is, consistency, 

where the individual feels that he should be treated si:ci-·, 

larly, and by the same principles, as others of his status, 

commensurability, that the disposition should be in some way 

related to the offence comwitted, a,nd cooparison, tha.t any 

differences that do occur should be reasonable and tenable. 

The three conditions of injustic@. hypotheElised by Lemert (1967) 
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approximate very closely to those given by Matza. Lemert 

summarises three situe~tions of possible injustice e.3: 

(1) inconsistency or disproportion between stigma 
or punishments and the deviant attributes or 
actions; 
(2) inconsistent application of stigma or penalties 
to the same person at different times or places; 
and, . 
(3) inconsistent penalties or stigma applied to 
persons in the same jurisdiction or by the same 
law officials. (1967 p.43) 

It is not altogether certain how far either Uatza or 

Lemert intended that feelings 'of injustice ought to be seen 

as necessarily leading to delinQuent recidivism. It is hard 

to see the significance or relevance of such a concept, how

ever, if this assumption is not made. :Matza admittedly 

suggests that injustice can serve to weaken the moral bind 

of the law, thus assisting the possibilities of 'drift' and 
~ I 

delinQuent activity. On the other hand, injustice may in 

itself create a 'mood of fatalism' and thus stimulate the 

desire for the juvenile to want to 'make something happen' 

(Matza, 1964 PP.101 and 102). But neither Matza nor Lemert 

explicitly state that injustice inevitably leads to recid

ivism. In fact Lemert goes on to regard it as a precipi-· 

tating factor, having possibly little independent effect. 

The idea of an intermediary variable located in the 

process stage of deviancy production, is nevertheless too 

tempting to ignore; even though these reservations have been 

made by the autr.ors. In order to make use of the available 

data to test for the significa.nce of the sense of injustice, 

it appears necessary to first generate a hypothesis and to 

consider the expected impact of this phenomenon in the light 

of the theoretical elaborations. 

Combining the first of Lemert's conditions of injustice, 

and the first and secor.d of Matza's conditions, suggeots the 
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possibility of two reasonably 'testable propositions. These 

are summarised in the null form as shown. 

Juveniles who experience S9vere dispositions. 
for minor offences, (a position most conducive 
to feelings of injustice) will be no more 
likely to recidivate than those juveniles who 
experience minor dispositions for serious off
ences, (a position least conducive to feelings 
of injustice). 

(Approximating Lemert's first condition, and 
Matza's situation of commensurability) 

Juveniles who experience severe dispositions 
compared to the average disposition for that 
offence, will be no more likely to recidivate 
than 'juveniles who have been given average 
dispositions. 

(Approximating Matza's situation of consistency) 

Although neither Matza nor Lemert suggest that injustice 

would automat ically lead to recidivism, it seems that a COIn- .. 

parison of groups of juveniles in a situation where feelinss 

of injus"tice were possible, and from this where recidivism 

was possible, with. groups where these possibilities were 

minimised, should reveal relative differences in recidivism 

rates without any undue predisposition towards assumptions 

of determinism. After all, if the sense of injustice is to 

have any relevance to labelling theory, there ought t~ be 

some difference observable between groups most likely to 

express these feelings in terms of recidivism, and those 

least likely. The following thus uses the previous data to 

test for what has been outlined in the above two propositions. 

a. Delinguent recidivism and the senas of injustice 

Applying the principles of the first hypothesis to the two 

police disposition possibilities, to caution or to SQIDmons, 

would sugBest that the feelings of injustice would ~ore likely 

be lowest when the juvenile had been 'let-off' with a caution 

for a serious offence. Put another way, it is difficult to 

see how the individual could feel that he had been treated 
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unfairly if he had been 'let-off' for an obvious serious 

breach of the law. On the other hand, if a sense of injustice 

is to be felt at all, it surely would most likely be exper

ienced when the juvenile had been sent to court for a minor 

offence. Even though individuals will react differently, it 

would nevertheless be expected that recidivism differences 

would occur on a more general basis~ The actual recid1vism 

rates for these two dispositions can be seen in Table 23. 

Table 23. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE 

DISPOSITION AND THE SENSE OF INJUSTICE 

DISPOSITION OFFENCE HYPOTH. HYPOTH. ACTUAL 
SER. S. OF 'I. RECID. HEClD •. 

Cauticn High Low Low 39.7 

Low Med. Med. 21.8 

Sun:mons High Med. Med. 46.3 

Low High High 41.7 

Table 24. 

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISl/! FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY SELECTED 

COURT DISPOSITIONS AND THE SENSE OF INJUSTICE 

DISPOSITION OF}'ENCE HYPOTH. HYl?OTH. ACTUAL 
SER. s. OF I. RECrD HECID 

Conditional High Low JJow 25.0 
discharge 

Low l[ed. r,~ed • 27.8 

Attendance Hieh 
, centre 

Med. Med. 64.3 
Low High High 43.5 

_." .-. - . . 
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Although the category of highest expected recidivism, 

low serious offence summ.onses, ~how9 a higher recidivism rate 

than the lowest expected category, high serious offence, 

cautions, the difference is only marginal and non-significant. 

Further, this group:. of most likely candidates to feel a sense 

of injustice, do not recidivate as much as thos~ summonsed 

to court for high serious offences. It seems apparent, there

fore, that for Table 23., the original offence effect and 

disposition effect remains operative, yet there is no grounds 

to assume that an independent sense of injustice effect 

exists. In.fact, it seems unlikely that a sense of injustice 

effect can co-exist with an offence effect, as the lowest 

offence seriousness category of the most severe disposi'tion 

would have to generate more recidivism, if injustice is to 

have a dominant influence, than the highest offence serious

ness category. Thus the two effects appear to be inco~pat

.i.ble according to this argument. 

Repeating this test for differences in court disposition, 

reveals a slightly different situation. For a start, there 

was no obvious offence effect shown for court dispositions. 

From the choice of one minor court disposition' (Conditional 

discharge), and a relatively more severe disposition (Atten~ 

d~nce centre), largely on the grounds of sample size, there 

seems to be again little grounds for assuming an inde'pendent 

sense of injustice effect. Although recidivism rates for 

the low serious severe disposition group were hieher than the 

high serious lenient disposition group, .the highest overall 

rate of recidivism was observable for the high serious severe 

disposition groups, (Table 24.). Si~ilarly, the difference 

in offence seriousness for Conditionally discharged recid

ivists seems to be minimal. Any other clllculation of court 



-331-

disposition comparisons still fails to indicate any signif

icar.t movement in the direction that might have been expa~ted 

from an independent sense of injustice variable. 

Considering these propositions in relation to second 

offenders reveals similar findings. In the case of police 

dispositions, it will be remembered, there was no statist

ically significant differences in recidivism rates for any 

offence or disposition combina~ion. This similarly applies 

to the sense of injustice comparison. 

b. ~ummar:l 

Because of the failings to observe any meaningful independent 

sense of injustice effect, neither of the two hypotheses can 

be rejected from the data available. It might, of course, be 

the case that these two hypotheses do not accurately reflect 

the theoretical complexities of the original formulations. 

This is possibly more likely to be true with respect to the 

obvious need to relate more closely to individual percept,ions 

of injustice ~ Although it was suggested earlier that ,some 

statistical difference should be apparent even in the absence 

of the knowledge of individual perceptions. 

Very little research has been conducted on the sense of 

injustice, that could be used'as a comparison to these re-

sults. Giordano (1976) did investigate the significance of 

this concept, and in so doing brought tte research closer to 

the level of individual perceptions. There re~ains some 

doubt as to her technique of operationalising injustice in 

~crms of juveniles attitudes to the juvenile justice system. 

Further, offence was controlled, not by way of seriousness, 

but admitted delinquent involvement as measured by the Rye 

and Short (1957) self-report delinquency scale. nowever, the 

results of the research give little support to the concept of 
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inj ustice on the grounds tha.t, even after controlling for 

degrees of delinquency, increasing experience with the justico 

system appeared to generate increasingly positive, rather 

than negative, attitudes towards its operation and perso~~el. 

In fact, the majority of youths expressed satisfaction at the 

way in which their cases had been handled. 

Thus, as yet, there appears to be little support for the 

notion of the sense of injustice as an independent variable 

capable of affectir~ delinquency rates, in the manner des- ~ 

cribed by Matza (1964) and Lemert (1961). This, unfortunately, 

is largely the result of inadequate and limited investigations 

rather than any more conclusive refutations. 

6. Conclusions 
-

Some support has been shown for labelling.theory for first 

offellders only, mainly {n the context of wheth~r or not they 

were cautioned or summonsed to court, and partly in connection 

with the se7erity of court disposition. No support was 

fo!"thcoming for recid1vists at either the police or the court 1 

level of processing. Considering Tittle's distinction(1915) 

between minor and major 1~11uences of labelling and rec1d1vism, 

encourages the conclusion that, because the offence serious

ness appeared to be equally related to recidivism rates, la-

helling must assume a pos1tion of minor influence. 

Thia conclusion is further weakened, however, in ter~ 

of the predictive value of official labelling. The majori·ty 

of first offenders summonsed to court in fact did not recid

ivate, as defined in terms of rearrest at least. On the other 

hand, the majority of those who did recidivate were 'let-off' 

with a caution, and technically, therefore, were not labelled. 

There is nevertheless some doubt as to how fc.r the 
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hypotheses generated accurately reflect the intentions of 

labelling theorists. It does not seem likely that they 

intended that official labelling should always and uncontro-

vertibly lead to recidivism. This flexibility in prescription, 

leads to one of the biggest problems facing labelling theory, 

and that is, when, where, and how is official labelling most 

likely to influence delinquent careers? It is possibly this 

variation that has led to the overall minority influence of 

official disposition. 

The consideration of the social power factors to explain 

this variability was inconclusive for the present research, 

although it does now seem possible that the differential 

effectiveness of official processing is not likely to be con

fined to a few conditions. Var~ations in individual percep--
, 

tions of official treatment, the point of contact in the ju-

venile justice system, the time period allowed in which re

cidivism may occur, and a host of social and psychological 

factors may all effect the basic propositions of labelling 

theory. If the influence of labelling is to be such a flex

ible and frail explanatory vehicle of delinquent recidivism, 

and if these precise conditions under which it is likely to 

operate continue to remain in the best part . elusive and 

unfathomable, then the relevance of labelling theory as a 

generalised predictor of a sociological phenomenon, is going 

to be a fairly limited one. 



-334- . 

CHAPTER EIGHT 

LABELLING THEORY AND DELINQUENCY: 

STTh1MARY AND CONCLUSIONS . 



This dissertation has been purposely limited to evaluating 

two propositions evident in the labelling theory literature, 

and not as such with the universe of ideas embodied and implied 

in labelling theory itself. The wider significance and val

idity of this approach as a philosophical orienta·tion or as 

a perspective on social reality has not been the intended 

frame of reference for this research •.. Because of this a 

conclusion to an investigation of this kind needs to maintain' 

the focus of interest of the preceding chapters. By virtue 

of the nature of conclusions, however, some expanoion from 

these more rigid principles may be indulged at this point, 

although in the main these concluding comments will be more 

concerned with drawing together and tidying up these various 

discussions, rather than throwing the entire investigation 

into a new form of chaos. This final chapter, therefore, , , 

discusses the s~~ry, the validity, the significance, and 

the implications of my own findings in relation to contemp

orary labelling theory and research. 

1. Summ~y of findi~ 

As a result of analysing the content of some of the most 

frequently quoted writings of labelling theorists, five hypoth

eses were generated which were to guide the investigation 

relating to ''Nho gets labelled' and 'the consequences of la-

belling'. These hypothes39 were formula.ted primarily to orient 

the present research rather than to act as an acid test by 

which labelling theory was seen to sta.nd or fall. Further, 

the'hypotheses were selected as representing the more access

able substantive parts of the labelling approach which would 

possibly give some gen~ral insight,into the accuracy of its 
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formulations rather t~~n presuming to teat the labelling 

perspective as a whole. 

Labelling as a dependent variable was discussed in 

Chapters Two and Three and investigated through my own re-

search in Chapter Five. At the beginning of Chapter Two four 

of the general hypotheses were operationalised as a means of 

relating their principles to contemporary research in this 

field. Although these hypotheses reflect a reformulation and 

interpretation or the original texts, it was felt that both 

official data and observation researches had something useful 

to say in relation to the issue of 'who gets labelled'. In 

o~her words, it labelling theory had any general validity in 

this respect, it would surely be apparent in terms of the 

police and court treatment of offenders. The results of these 

investigations, however, were ambiguous and conflicting. 

If the distribution of individuals selected for official 

processing wa.s not in fact representa.tive of the rule-breakill8 

population, as labelling theorists have predicted, but biased, 

especially 1n terms of the offender's eocio-economic status, 

race, age, and sex, then evidence of this should have been 

apparent from official data and observation rese'arches of police 

and court disposition decisions. Because of the regulsrity of 

conflict and contradiction in these researches the method of 

balancing writers' conclusions was incorporated into the 

analysis in order to determine the relative strength or weight 

of evidence available for any one particular viewpoint. The 

result of this revealed that in the case of police/juvenile 

encounters, some preference was shown for the view that there 

was some over-representation of labelling with respe~t to 

social class characteristics, a strong preference was shown 
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for the conclusion tha.t certain racial categories were 

over-represented, although very little support was offered 

for the view that age or sex characteristics were in any way 

related to police outcome decisions. 

In order to double-check the validity of these findings, 

and taking the position that the results of official outco~e 

studies were not so overwhelming as to negate the possibility 

that over-representation in the official statistics might 

still in fact reflect actual differences in delinquent beha-

viour rather than processing idiosyncracies, the results of 

self-report studies were compared to those for official data 

and observation researches. Balancing the distribution of 

conclusions as before, suggested that there were slightly more 

stUdies favouring the opinion that low socio-economic status 

individuals were more serious and more frequent offendero, but 

these results were not sufficiently convincing to reject the 

official disposition findings. There was little support for 

the view that the over-representation shown in outcome de-

cisions for ethnic minorities was brought about by actual de-· 

linquent behaviour, thus strengthening the findings that ethnic 

minorites may be a discriminated category. The self-report 

evidence for age and sex characteristics, on the other hand, 

tended to weaken further the likelihood that they may be over

represented in terms of official labelling. 

After all the relevant qualifications had been made, this 

was roughly the comparative basis from which to conduct my 

own research. The results of the official data section of the 

present investigation concerning the treatment of juveniles 

at a Metropolitan Juve!lile Burdau did in fact offer similar 

support to the conclusions that low socio-economic sta.tus 
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youths an·J some ethnic minorities (West Indian but not Asian) 

Vlere independently associated with official labellir.g. This 

was not, however, a part icularly strong or significant re~·-

lationship. The previously insignificant age influence on the 

other hand emerged as the dominant non-legal factor asso--

eiated with disposition outcome. The influence of class and 

race characteristics similarly emerged from the results of the 

interview analysis and the sam~le of home-visit reports, 

although it was Buggested in the text that the effect of these 

factors on decision outcome was only likely to be marginal. 

Further, the reasons why bureau officers might give greater 

attention to certain social groups may not be reflective of 

the processes described in labelling theory. 

Other than the disparity over the influence of the off

ender's age, possibly brought about by the specific directives 

of the 1969 Children and YOUng Persons Act, these results do 

not appear to be too dissimilar to those indicated in Chapters 

Two and Three~ In 'other words, some movements were observabla 

in the directions predicted by the labelling theorists, although 

these were not particularly SUbstantial movements and possibly 

very much dependent upon the circumstances, area, and con-

ditions under which these prophasies are tested. Similar kinds 

of conclusion to this can be found in the evaluative writings 

of Hagen (1974) and Tittle (1975), who both emphasise the 

variability of studies and their results, and how very little 

evidence there is whic~ gives labelling theory any more than 

the weakest support. From the analysis of Chapter One, howev~r, 

it did not appear to be the case that labelling theorists were 

presentj.ng an over-deterministic perspective on deviance, but 

recognised instead the variability of the propositions involved. 
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In other words, the impressions gained from thes,~ writings is 

that in some cases discrepancies between rule-breaking and 

deviance may occur and that these discrepancies Inay be struc--

tured along class, race, age, and sex lines, but contingent 

upon this are a variety of unknowns which although may not 

completely .eradicatetheee predictions may certainly serve to 

modify or weaken them. The mass of investigations relevant 

to a test of this kind, and my .own research, do seem. to 

emphasise the significance of these qualifications. Perhaps 

undue emphasis has been placed in the" past on the popular 

appeal of a few notable writings (eg. Piliavin and Briar, 1964, 

Werthman and Piliavin, 1967) and the tendency for a great 

number of writers to fall into the errors of simplification 

and typification, and to crudify e more diffuse collection of 

ideas under more manageable rhetoric. As it happens the 'weak' 

and circumstantial predictions of labelling theorists, with 

respect to labellir~ as a dependent variable, seem largely to 

be backed by 'weak' and circumstantial findings. 

Labelling as an independent variable was discussed in 

terms of contemporary research findings in Chapter Six and in 

terms of my own findings in Chapter Seven. In Chapter Six the 

fifth and final general hypothesis was operationalised to 

relate to current research into the consequences of labelling. 

The results of this investigation appeared as co"nfused and 

contradictory as those found for the distribution of labelling. 

At both the formal (official) and the informal (community) 

level the influence of labelling en deviant bahaviour was seen 

to be particularly variable; almost as variable as the tech

niques and conditions under which the specific researches were 

operat1nB. On balance, however, perhaps slightly more support 
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was forthcoming for the labelling hypothesis, although this 

conclusion was necessa:ily impressionistic becaus~ of the 

variety of interpretations and methodologies involved. 

Chapter Seven was thus embarked upon as my own exam

ination of the influence of police disposition variations on 

delinquent recidivism with very little comparative basis from 

which to assess the results obtained. As it happened the 

findings were once again seen to be dependent on the specifio 

oonditions conoerned, although on this occasion not so much 

on the social factors involved but on the legal oonsideration3 

of offence seriousness and prior reoord. First offenders 

were shown to reoidivate substantially more when they were 

summonsed to court by the police or given a severe disposition 

by the court, than those receiving the more lenient disposition. 

Second offenders, on the other hand, failed to be affected by 

either police or court decisions. Thus it could be considered 

that this aspect of labelling theory was offered some support 

with the proviso that this was only going to be the case for 

those individuals who had not been previously labelled in ter~1 

of police or court contact. This conclusion was similar to 

that derived by Klein (1974) who found that not only did re-

peaters fail to recidivate significantly mora after labelling, 

as compared to the first offenders, but in fact recidivated 

less after labelling. Perhaps the shock of official labelling, 

of the kind capable of bringing about tbe behavioural changes 

hypothesised by labelling theory, is only relevant to the 

inexperienced I pre-lfi>.belled I offender. In the absence of any 

more concrete research in this respect any explanation of this 

kind must remain conjecture. 

The general summary to this investigation, therefore, 

seems to be dominantly one of offering some support to 
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the specific operationalised aspects of labelling theory 

suggested in the five general hypotheses. This support, 

however, was very much dependent on the particular circum

stances of the offender and his offence, and very much reflects 

the conclusions arrived at in contemporary research; but 

unfortunately there is no real agreement as yet as to the na-

ture of these extraneous conditions. These findings also seem 

to be congruent with the prescriptions of labelling theory 

which eI:lphasise' the indefiniteness of these effects and which 

refrainJ from offering anything more than a general indi-

cation of the conditions under which its principles might be 

more or less operative. Before any more is said along these 

lines, however, there are a number of other considera.tions 

which have to be made which are pertinent both to the value of 

these research findings and to labelling theory in general. 

The first of these considerations concerns the validity of 

resLilts. 

2. Validity of findings 

The value to be attached to these findings, and the degree to 

which they 111ay be seen as offering support to the labelli~ 

hypotheses, is of course dependent on the validity and re-

liability of the methods by which these results were obtained. 

In many ways the character-of results for any sociological 

investiga.tion is' sr.L8.ped and progra.mru.ed by the specific method

ologies through which they were generated. Because of the 

nature of social reality, research techniques are always in 

some ways 1nadequate, in terms of the extent to which they can 

faithfully reproduce 'what is going on', and in the ext:-eme, 

must inevitably influence and thus distort the acquisition 
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of social facts. l':lut there is no reason to be completely 

pess1~istic about data gathering techniques. By being aware 

of their limitations some attempts may be made to overcome 

the worst of the problems involved. The value of particular 

research methodologies as a means of fairly representing 

reality is a much dependent upon hoVi they are ha.ndled, although, 

necessarily some problems are endemic to the interpretive 

conplexities of social life and cannot be 80 swiftly removed. 

In the present research there w'ere two main forms of data 

collection which structure the majority of the results gener

ated; official records and interviewing. Some comments on 

these two methods of investigation, therefore, seems to be 

appropriate. 

The use of criminal statistics as a means of observing 
r 

the real state ~f crime in a society has been the subject of 

criticism for about as long as they have been collected. The 

narrower criticism that they do not include undetected off

encea and reflect as much police efficiency as the level of 

criminal activity are not really relevant here; at least not 

in this sense. As Kitsuse and Cicourel (1963) suggest, far 

from being au inadequate reflection of social reality, official 

statistics are, I ••• social facts par excellence. I (1963 p.139) 

It is the fact that official reccrds reflect processing de--

cioions rather than actual crime rates which forms the basis 

of the analysis of labelling as a dependent variable and the 

issue of 'who gets labelled'. The main criticis~ of offici~l 

data methods, of the kind used in this investigation, there

fore, rests more on how fa.r the data is adequately handled 

and interpreted. 

It is a necessary prerequisit~ for an analysiS of oocia1 

factor variations in dispOSition decisions that certa.in lega.l 



-343-

considerations such as the offence com~itted and the off

el~.der' a prior record should be controlled. In the ca.se of 

offence control this may be in the form of either the type 

of offence committed or the offence seriousness as measured 

through a scaling and equating of offence types. For both 

nethods there are various problems involved. In the first 

instance of a single off~nce control there is the problem of 

the original classification of.offences. As Kitsuse and 

CicoQ~el (1963) suggest:' 

••• official statistics may" use categories 
which are unsuitable for the classification of 
deviant behaviour. At best such stat is-tics 
classify the 'same' forms of deviant behaviour 
in different categories and 'different' forms 
in the same categories. (1963 P.133) 

Similarly Green (1964) argues that even an offence apparently 

as straight-foward as homicide, •••• is not one but several 

offences of widely different gravity under the law' (1964, 

P.348). This problem is exacerbated when scaled offence 

seriousness categories are used, such that ,police class1f~ 

ication vaguaries are amplified by ~he classification idio

syncracies of sociologists. 

In the present research the problem associated with the 

single offence control could not be avoided without recourse 

to a separate and detailed survey of the interactional and 

definitional processes by which police code offence types; 

indeed if such an enquiry is possible at all. The only con-

solation to this was the fact that the coding methods of the 

'I' DiviSion Juvenile Bureau provided a wide range of offence 

types under which delinquent behaviour could be classified, 

which no doubt ?lent aome way towards discriminating va.rieties 

of activities. Problems of this kind, however, are endemic 

to this choice of research method, which is why official data 
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results are best viewed as a .m.~al1S of directing attention to 

areas of interest which may later be followed up with more 

direct methodologies. 

The scaled offence seriousness range was designed as 

far as possible to maintain just this one source of bias and 

to refrain from introducing a preformulated offence seriousness 

scale from independent sources. The chief inspector, it will 

be remembered, supplied the seriousness ranking him,s elf , which 

was only subsequently tampered with by way of dividing the 
, 

five subdivisions into most and least serious offences. The 

requirement to dichotomise the ranking in this manner was 

brought about by the necessity to balance other exigencies 

such as a respectable sample size. 

The second important legal variable control, the pre

vious record of offences, suffers trom the additional problem 

that it might not in fact be a legal variable control at all. 

As Box (1971) suggests: 

.•• .'prilj!' record is, in many respects, the sed
imentation of previous deployment, detection and 
dispositional decisions, all of which were in
fluenced by social considerations. (1971 P.196) 

Phrased in this way, the problem cannot really be contended 

with ot~er than refraining from using a prior record control 

altogather. However, the validity of this comment and the 

extent to which it may effect the previous record of offences 

as a viable legal variable control, depends on the extent to 

which it may be substantiable in practice. As it happens, 

social conside.rations have been shown to have only a minor 

influence on outcome disposition and as such variations which 

may have been introduced because of this may not be eo great 

as to substantially reduce the value of a prior record control. 

The reliability and regularity of classification and 

recording methods by which official data omerge are proble~~tlc 
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for this type of research. Some of these proble~s may be 

offset through careful handling of the data, and the use of 

variable controls, although other problems are quite simply 

the result of the indirect methods and processes involved. 

Ultimately, however, official data analysis migh"t best be 

viewed as a first stage directive to what may be happening 

which ,could' then lead to more insightful methods of invest

igation. One of these methods is the personal interview. 

During the 'I' Division research, each of the juvenile 

bureau officers underwent a half-hour, semi-structured, 

informal interview to investigate the nature of their perceptions 

and attitudes on juvenile delinquency; which formed part of 

the analysis of Chapter Five. Along with other methodologies, 

interviewing techniques have undergone a variety of criticism 

pertinent to their validity as a means of representing att

itudes a.nd perspectives. The interview, situation, for example, 

has been described as a social encounter the outcome of which 
, 

is influenced as much by the 'interviewer, the style of the 

questioning, and the way he/she handles the situation, as the 

responses of the subject. The 'variable' nature of these 

responses have frequently been combated by attempts to stand

ardise the questioning, to encourage detachment of the inter

viewer, and generally to reduce external and unwanted influences 

which might interfere with the subject's replies. But in 

many ways the important problem 1s not to reduce the irrel

evant 'errors' imposed by the fact 'that the interview situation 

is also a social situa"tion by tighter and more rigid controls. 

A more fruitful approach to the issue of intel~lew validity 

and reliability seems to be the conSideration, outlined by 

Cicourel (1964), of the basic theory behind this method as n 

!teans of l~cvealing soc1,al reali"ties. This in.volves 
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investigating the principles by which any individual thinks 

or feels he understands the meanings, feelings and motives 

of another. Cicourel's account of this.proc~ss is partiou-

larly illustrative. 'The well conceived interview ••• ·, sugg

ests Cicourel, ' ••• must have its roots in the categories of 

co~on-sense thinking ••• ·, whioh means, •••• a recognition 

and understanding of how the respondent-interviewer inter

action involves overlapping social worlds.' (1964 p.79) 

The interview thus is not simply concerned with the subject's 

responses to the questions posed, but with both the respond

ent's and his own social worlds as dynamic elements of the 

interview situation. In making senae of the reeponses gained, 

preferably from subsequent analysis of the recorded conversation, 

the researcher needs to take int,o account not only what was 

said, but also the immediate observations, perceptions, and 

general common-sense oategories, of both parties involved. 

Without such considerations it seems unlikely that the full 

meaning'of the subject's responses can be adequately elicited. 

Beoause of this, some of these recommendations suggested 

by Cicourel were followed in my own analysis or interviewing 

responses in Chapter Five. In this instanoe Cicourel's pre

scriptions were simpl1fied into two basic requirements, re-· 

ferring to: 

and by: 

••• how the researcher makes sense of the sub
ject's remarks, while also invoking features of the 
action scenes or past scenes felt to be relevant 
to the subject and observer in deciding what is 
happening, or how some descriptive account by 
either the subject or the researcher was.reached ••• 

• •• revealing unstated and the seen but unnoticed 
background expectancieo included or left out as 
a particular case ••• is analysed over time. 
(Cicourel, 1968 p.15) 
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During the analysis of interview tranncriptionsthese 

principles were taken note of and some attempt was made to 

incorporate them into the results. For instance, the que3tiona 

were discussed with the respondent during the interview sit

uation as a means of determining how they were interpreted, 

recurrent categories of response were seleoted and investi-, 

gated, and statements and observations noted from other OCC

as1~ns during the assignment were used "in conjunction with the 

content of these replies. In the text of Chapter Five my own 

opinions were outlined as to why certain responses were sel

ected and felt representative of particular police attitudes. 

Obviously.' not all problems associated with the dis-

parity between what people say they think and what they act

ually thiIilt, or even, as Deutscher (1973) suggests, between 

what people, sa.y ar:.d what they do, can be . eradicated by even 

the strictest adherence to the prescriptions outlined by 

Clcourel. Quite simply the interview technique represents 

yet another indirect methodology, and should once again be 

treated as offering only some indication of the nature of so-

cial reality which might later be pursued by even more insight

ful methods of investigation. As it happens techniques such 

as observation or extended periods of involvement with police 

operations were not possible during the present research. 

Nevertheless indirect methodologies still have a value of 

clearing the way and offering some suggestion of what is happ

ening, and it is from this perspective that the results of 

this research have been presented. 

3. Si8nificanc~ of findin~ 

From the analYSis of my own ~esearch findings in Chapter Five, 
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relating to who gets labelled, and Chapter Seven, relating to 

the consequences of labelling on offender recidivism, some 

support was offered for the precepts of labelling theory •. The 

nature of this 'support', however, is significant for the way 

in which we are to regard both the character of these research 

findings and the credibility of labelling theory. It has to 

be remembered that the intricacies, complexities and ambig

uities of the combined contribution of a few writers most 

frequently associated with this approach were extracted, inter

preted and isolated into a number of testable hypotheses. In 

a senS3 this form of manipulation may be viewed as simplifying 

the original statements made, and, that because of this, can

not accurately be viewed aD reflective of labelling theory in 

general. This, of course, is a common p11Bht of muoh so-

Ciological investigation whereby 'grand theories' have to be 

made mundane for the purposes of empirical research. But some 

caution is required in that the support offered in the present 

research should primarily·be seen as directed towards these 

specific operationalised parts of labelling theory and not to ' 

the approach as a whole. Some qualifications can be made to 

this of course. From the evidence of both contemporary 

writings and research, anll my :own research analysis, these 

chosen elements might reasonably be viewed as the substantive 

parts of labelling theory. If these key features of the 

approach, as applied to criminal deviance, are not SUbstan-

tiable in practice, this mttst surely reflect on the mere gen

eral principles of the propositions involved. 

It still may be that ~lthough these elements may reflect 

the oubstantiye parts of la.belling theory, the means of test

ing them were not suitable for an enquiry of this kind. La-

belling theory, aft~r all, emphasises meanings and processes, 
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which may not be adequately testable thI'ough official da.ta 

and 1ntenrievdng "techniques. However, a1thongh the forms o.t' 

these processes may not be immediately visible from the nu-· 

ture of the tests employed here, surely the end product remains 

the same. In other words, it it is the interactional abilities 

of the middle-class, tor example, which primarily influence 

encounter outcomes with police officers or court officials, 

it is !ot absolutely necessary to experience the processes 

first hand to determine if the prescriptions have any chance 

of being correct. In this sense evidence of class bias in 

official statistics would indicate the possibility of labelling 

theory representing social realities; and thus provide some 

'support' in the absenfe of any more thorough investigation 

into the procedure which brought about the phenomenon. Lack 

of evidence of class biae in the official statistics, on the 

other hand, would provide no 's~pport' for 1abellir~ theory, 

regardless of the details of the processes involved. Thus 

'support' in this sense is used in a rather loose and negative 

sense as not rejecting the precepts involved, and that one 

part, albeit important part, of a more detailed series of 

requisites has been substantiated. 

Because we are largely Ilnaware of the processe3 which 

might bring about disposition bias or offender recidivism, 

other than the fa.ct that they might be associated in some way 

with one or more other variables coneruent with the prescrip

tions of 1abell1.ng theory, it is no·t possible to determine how 

discriminatory labelling or offender recidivism CaID3 about. 

In·the case of discriminatory labelling it h:ls no"t been estab

lished whether the actual or proposed police bLJ.:J, tor eXil:l?le, 

is the result of intentional or unintentiollal activities. 

Fine (1977), for illstt-.ncc, considers labellinG bics in ter;,:w ot 
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processing 'error', thus imbuing it with &n unintentional 

quality. Bayley E:..nd Mendlesohn (1969) and Westley (1970) 

seem to prefer the notion that police consciously select Ollt 

certain members of the population for specialist treatment. 

The writings of labelling theorists are similarly vague. If 

discriminatory labelling were to occur as a result of s"tereo

typification and police deployment and surveillance idiosyn

crecias, then this might be vi~wed as having an intentional 

component. If discrimination occurs as a result of variations 

in inter2.ctional abilities of suspects then this would suggest 

an unintentional quality. 

Because of the nature of the investigation proceedings 

these issues go beyond 'the scope of this research and as such 

the results obtained are primarily viewed in terms of a first

stage attempt to test the general value of labelling theory. 

If these fundamental requirements of the approach did seeLl to 

occur, some 'support' might be offered in the sense just des

cribed. .\s it happens, only some 01: these· fundemental require

ments were in fact observa.ble, which seems to suggest that 

both the processes and the inevitable outcome of these pro-. 
C3saes need some further co.nsideration both theoretically ar.d 

empirically. 

4. Implication of findings 

In offering some support for the preconditions of a labelling 

theory explanation of deviance there is a danger of appearing 

to align myself with a body of thought which in manyother ways 

may be construed as inadequate. We have already discussed 

that tht3se 'preconditions' n.eed to be viewed as a necessary 

but not sufficient condition of assessing the appropriateness 

of the labelling persp~ct1ve. In other words, the 
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'preconditions' of official discrimination and a labelling! 

recidivism relationship could ea~ily be explicable in other 

terms. The existence of these prareqllisi tes does lend some 

support for labelling th~ory, in the negative sense of off

ering no grounds for rejection, but these conditions could 

also be used to substantiate a completely different conceptual 

framework of deviancy production. Thus, there is a credi--

bll1ty gap between the specific hypotheses and the prOCCS3es 

described in labelling thaory, which, because of the nature 

of the research procedures, largely remains obscured. Be-

cause of this, it ought to be considered just how far, there

fore, labelling theory might be viewed as a reasonable explan

atory vehicle, both in terms of the results obtained and of 

the generation of del1n~uency in general. 

One way to do this 1s to consider the 'theoretical' 

credibility of the approach. There have been a multitude of 

cr1t1cisms"/oiced against the various inadequa.cies of labelling 

theory, in terms of its ambiguity, its use of ad hoc explan

ations, and the specific problems of what constitutes social 

labelling, 1s labelling & necessary or sufficient condition 

of amplified deviance, etc? Perhapo the more damaging crit

iciems, however, come from two theoretical 'camps', rather 

loosely described here as the 'radical' and 'phenomenological' 

critique. 

'Radical' criminologists seldom welcome ~ny nomenclature 

o! this kind and cannot be easily identified. For the flake 

of argument and simplicity the 'radical' critique of labelling 

theory in this instance refers solely to the comments of 

Te.ylor, V{al ton and Young (1973). Taylor et al a,rguo that by 

emphasising the'social construction of ,deviance through pro-

cessea.oflabelling,label11ng theorists have generally 
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underplayed the creation of rules and tha relevance of social 

structure. In so doir~, they, ' ••• ignore the way in which 

deviancy and criminality s.re shaped by society's larger 

structures of power and i~stitutions.' (Taylor et al, 1973, 

P.169) By emphasising a plurality of interests and rules the 

labelling theorists have presented a view of society devoid of 

any meaningful structural component ... 

Becker (1963), for instance, certainly does seem to 

emphasise the wide diversity of· interests in society. 

Social rules are the creation of specific 
social groups. ¥.odern societies are not s~p1e 
organisations in which everyone agrees on what 
the rules are and how they are to be applied in 
specific situations. (1963 P.15) 

But what kind of social structural analysis is the writings 

of Becker p ... nd others supposed to be without? In a genera.l 

sense this perhaps refers to a failure to incorporate the 

influence of some dominant and meaningful stratification syst.em 

based on the divisions of wealth, status and' power into the 

analysis of social a.ction. In the case of ·the 'redica1' app

roach to devicnce, this presumably would be based on para

v.arxist principles. At no time do labelling theorists base 

their arguments on conceptions identifiable with Marxist or 

dominantly 'structuralist' depictions of social reality, although 

structural categories are considered by way of the va.rious ref

erences to the 'middle-class' and the 'workin.g-clasa'. It 

coald be argued that, even accepting Becker's ba3ically pl~

alistic position, statements like the following do in fact 

seem to give significance to the social class features of 

soc.iety. 

They (~odern societies) are, instead, highly 
d if'ferentiated along social claso lines, ethnio 
lines, occupational lines, and cultural lines. 
e 1963 P.15) 
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In the same way, it is true in many respects 
that men make rules for women in our society, 
••• Negroes find themsel"les subject to rules 
made for them by white ••• The middle-class 
makes rules the lower class must obey ••• 
(1963 P.17) 

This could perhaps be considered the same as saying that 

middle-class, white,males,predominantly make the rules which 

others are expected to adhere to. At this point, however, 

the argument seems to rest more on whether society is better 

viewed from a 'structuralist' or a 'phenomenological/inter

actionist' position. Taylor et a1 criticise labelling theory 

through the absense of dynamic structural components. It 

could be argued, however, that the labelling theorist's con

ception of social class is 1a:gely presented in social/cult

ural, rather than political/economic, terms, and as such offers 

an interactional view of society based on the notion of 

evolving socia1.realities; in much the same way as Rock (1973) 

describes social structure as contained in the minds of people. 

Whether. or not this interpretation is justifiable is debatable, 

but the argument that because the labelling perspective does 

not condone a 'structuralists" view of society, of equally 

dubious form and reality, does not in itself appear sufficient 

to undermine either its general orientation or its view of 

deviancy production. 

A second, and perhaps more important criticism of lab

elling theory, has been proposed in a slightly different for.m 

by both 'ra.dical' and 'phenomenological' 'camps', e.nd that' is 

the problem associated with the distinction between 'ascribed' 

and 'achieved' deviancy_ The 'radical' critique of this pos

iticin rests on Lemert's original distinction tetween. 'pri-

~ary' and 'secol1dary' deviance, whereby the latter is consid-

ered as SOCially determined and the former of little significance. 
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As Lemert suggests in this respect,. ' ••• the original 'Causes 

of the deviation recede and give, way to the central impor;..-, 

tance of the disapproving, degradational and labelling reactions 

of society.' (1967 P.17) It is proposterous to think, suggests 

Taylor et al, that the 'original causes of the deviation' will 

'recede' as soon as there is social reaction. In this sense, 

individual primary motivations are ignored by labelling 

theorists, and implicitly: discredited, not only for having 

little explanatory value in understanding deviant activity, 

but with respect to the fact that the motivation mysteriously 

becomes redundant and ce~ses to be meaningful once the indi- ~ 

vidual has been labelled deviant. By emphasising 'ascribed' 

devia,nce, labelling theorists put themselves in the position 

of developing what Broadhead (1974) describes as an 'over

socialised' conception of man, whereby deviance is construed 

as a social status forced upon a passive recipient, irrespec-

tive of his particular actions or wishes. But, as Taylor et al 

suggest, it is perfectly possible to conceive of 'deviants' 

who never experience this kind of societal reaction but con-' 

tinually commit deviant acts, such as. ' ••• smoking pot, 

stealing, agitating, engaging in sexually deviant acts, etc.' 

( 1973 p. 1 53 ) 

The phenomenological critique of labelling theory argues 

the same issue from the phenome'nological perspective. In this 

instance, the writings of Warren and Johnson (1972) are ta.ken 

as the main representa.tive of this point of vie','l. They 

suggest that in an attempt to generate a 'new and exciting 

theory', labelling theorists h~ve tended to over-react to the 

popular regimen of the correctional approa.ch and have 'thrown 

the baby out with the bath wa.ter I. The' ba.by' in this sense 
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is the idea of a social system based or core values defining 

behaviours. If this' system of universal, or generally held, 

values is rejected, suggests Warren and Johnson, so too is 

the possibility that certain forms of behaviour will be univ

ersally, or generally, defined as deviant. By emphasising the 

creative act of deviance generation, labelling theorists have 

ignored the possibility that forms of behaviour ma.y indeed, 

, have a special quality of deyiance' independent of social 

responses. The difference between the phenomenological and 

structural critique is that trom the phenomenological perspec--

tive this is seen as excluding the intrinsic 'nature of the 

'being' of the action' (19'72 p.7;). In the case of homosex

ua.lity, for example, the deviant sexual act is not the organ

iSing aspect o~ their lives but the conception of 'being' 

hom~xual. Thus they suggest: 

The labelling perspective, with'its unconventional 
rhetoric about rule-breaking and negotiation, io 
theoretically too misleading, and humanly bland, 
to have any direct relevance to the understanding 
of the social worlds a.nd selves of the homosexual 
members of society. (1972 p.75) 

The problem of' 'ascribed' and 'achieved' deviance is 

certainly a real one and it does not seem, from the analysis 

of these writings, that there is very little, if anything, to 

suggest that deviance may develop independently through 

entirely different ~rocesses. In this respect, ,labelling 

tteory does appear to be deficient, not BO much from what was 

said but from what was left out, and the oerious imbalnnco 

that this produces. Because of this, the labelling approach 

produces what is undoubte.dly an interesting theory of 'control' 

at the expense of a thorough-going investigation into the 

reasons for 'deviance' and the original motivations for rule

breaking. However, as Becker so pOignantly point<:) out in a 
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rscent article (1974) on the original formulations of la- . 

belling theory, the early writers· did nct propose to develop, 

a general theory cf. causes. 

The original proponents of the position, however, 
did not propose solutions to the aetiological 
question. They had more modest aims. They 
wanted to enla~ge the area taken into consideration 
in the study of deviant phenomena by including in 
it activities of others than the allegedly de- . 

viant actor. (1974 p.42) 

Reservations of this kind certainly do alter the situation 

somewhat, and point should be taken as to the original qual

ifications of Chapter One, and throughout this dissertation, 

that labelling theorists were not proposing rigid prinCiples 

:of deviancy production, but a few important and perhaps pre

viously over-looked elements of how devie.nce is generated. The 

intended looseness of these early prescriptions were reiter

ated in a similarly recent article by Kitsuse (1975), who 

went so far as to insist that labelling 'theory' should in 

fact be referred to as a 'perspective' as it does not pres~a 

the pred1.ctive and formal requirements of a scientific theory. 

Qualifications of this kind do not, however, inhibit the 

empirical testing of some of the elements involved as a means 

of determining i~s general value and any directions in which 

it might further be 1~proved. As Becker suggeots: 

The degree to which labelling has such effects 
1s, however, an empirical one, to be settled. 
by research i:lto specific cases rather than 
by theoretical fiat. (1974 p.42) 

Thus labelling theory is perhaps best viewed as a system 

of provocative statements which offer themselves for further 

~mpirical analysis. 

5. Conclud in€: COIl:!lCnt 

Ki-tause wri tea in a recent article: 
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••• one wonders how it is that this conception 
(labelling theory) has manaGed to command the 
attention of so many socioloGists. (1975 p.273) 

His statement sma.oks of irony. The propositions are indeed 

simplistic in essence and it is this in part which seems to 

have inspired their popular appeal. But more than this they 

are profound and strike at the heart of the principles of law 

and justice for all modern societies. Because of this there 

seems to be an urgency, both in evaluative articles and empir

ical research, to decide once and for all whether the past 

one hundred years of criminological theorising have been so 

wrong. This in turn has generated a largely insensitive and 

unsympathetic approach to the issues involved. As labelling 

theory has so far resisted being swept under the carpet 

perhaps a new approach to my own and innumerable previous r&-

searches seems to be a more profitable road to follow. This 

new approach needs to have respect for the tentative but 

suggestive terminology of the original formulations, to have 

sympathy for the processual and interactional substance of the 
, 

approach, and to have patience in assimilating a wide range 

of research finqings into a more precise and thorough theor

etical formulation. 
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Notes 

CHAPTER THREE: 

1. Age comparison points vary between studies, such that no 
two specific age levels can be shown. The only alternative, 
therefore, for comparative purposes, is to assume that age 
effects, if any, should also be apparent over a range of ages, 
and for each study the younger age group has been co.::npared to 
the older age groups; whatever these actual age points might 
have been. This obviously clouds the possibility of a spec
ific age effect, but is unavoidable in the light of the 
methods of presentation of the available data. 

2. Sources of data for tables 5 to 7, 9 to 11, 13 to 15, and 
16 to 18. 

Table 5. 

Rei~ (1961, p.732): 4 of the 7 categories are defined by 
F.eiss as delinquent. 60 of 98 bIlle-collar fathers' sons 
(61~), and 8 of 60 white-collar fathers' sons (13~), are so 
classified. 

Dentler (1961, p.736): Calculating from table 1 horizontally 
instead of vertically, and·combining 1-2 items and 3-5 ite~s, 
the percentage admissions for low status individuals was 3~~, 
compared to 4110 for high status individuals. 

\ ".. , 

Hirschi (1969, p.69): Combining categories 1,2, and 3 with 
categories 4 and 5. 

McDonald (1969, p.96): As shown. 

Clark (1962, p.829): In order not to oonfuse the racial effect, 
"'rural farm' (white lower class) were compared to 'upper 
urban' (white professional area), resulting in a possible 35 
significant associations. 

~asparis (1973, p.53): The 13-19 year old groups was com--
blned and the 4 class categories were split into 2. 

Empey (1965, p.549): As shown. 

NY7 (1958, p.383): Tables 2-4 consider all offences committed 
and include 126 possible relationships. 

Aker~ (1964, p.46): As shown. 

Chri.stie (1965, P.104): The average admissions for highest 
~lowest occupational groups were compared for all regior.s 
combined. 
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Table 6. 

Belson (1975, p.91): The least serious offence comprises the 
average admission rate for the first 5 offences at level 1. 
at occupational levels A and F. The most serious offence 
comprises the average admission for the last' 5 offences at 
level 4. for the occupational levels A and F. 

Akers (1964, p.42): 'Taking a car' was used as a serious 
offence, and 'defying parent's authority' was used as a 
minor offence, for the highest and lowest status categories. 

r.mpe~ (1966, p.552): As shown. 

Reiss (1961, p.732): Comparing the top and bottom delinquent 
categories reveals that 6 of 60 white-collar workers' sons 
and 51 of 98 blue-collar workers' sons commit less serious 
offences, and 2 of 60 white-collar workers' sons and 9 of 98 
blue-collar workers' sons commit more serious offences. 

Q£1£ (1966, p.43): For white boys only. 

Williams (1972, p.218): Only the highest and lowest social 
categories were used for comparison. 

Arnold (1965, p.6S): The highest scores on the theft scale 
were compared for the highest and lowest occupational cat
egories. As the lowest scores include zero a least serious 
offence commission scale could not be constructed. 

Voss (1966, ·p.319): The reporting of 3 or more serious acts 
for nigh and low status categories is shown for reales only. 

Clark (1962, p.829) A comparison of 'rural farm' and upper 
urban'was once again made as in table 5. Out of 16 asso-· 

eiations, 5 were of a more serious nature and were split in 
teros of social class as shown. The remaining 11 were of low 
seriousness and split accordingly. 

McDonald (1969, p.94): The 3 most serious and least serious 
tables were combined and compared. 

Ca~psris (1973, p.53): 'Vandalism' was the or~y serious off
ence available. 

Nye (1958, p.377): 2 of the 7 associations could be consid
ered serious from conventional seriousness rankings: 'prop
erty damage' and 'car theft'. 

Table 7. 

Belson (1975, p.84): The lowest and highest quartile scores 
Vier-e compared for tl:e highest and lO'vvest occupational categ
ories for theft level 2. 
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~£Etler (1961, p.736): Values for 1-2 ~nd 3-5 types of theft 
were recalculated for the high and low status categories. 

!Iar~.! (1968, p .137) : The high end 10Vl age groups were com~-
billed for the two white areas 10 1 and 'A'. 

~ (1966, p.318): The highes't and lowest status categories 
.were compared for males only. 

Q£!1 (1966, p.42): The most and least frequent admissions 
were compared for the highest and lowest status categories 
for white boys only. 

Hirschi (1969, p. 69.): Categories 1, 2 end 3, and 4 and 5 
were combined for 2 or more offence admissions. 

~ye (1958, p.377): The third section of table 3 deals with 
Irequency of offence co.mn:ission. The lower and upper cat
egories were compared, revealing 17 significant associations. 

Akers (1964, p.41): As shown in table 1. 

McDonald (1969, P.194): As shown. 

-
Forslund (1975, P.194): The data was extracted for males 
only. . 

Table 10. 
I - , 

Jeneen (1976, p.434): Black and 'white males were compared 
lor iEeft under two dollars and theft over fifty dollars. 

Gold (1966, p.43): All classes of black and white boys were 
co~Eined as shown. 

Williams (1972, p.216): As shown for boys only. 

Forslund (1975, P.194): As shown for males only. 

Table 11. 

Hardt (1968, P.137): As shown for low income areas only and 
cc.tlbinir.g age categories. 

Gold (1966, p.42): Class categories were combined for boys 
only. 

Williams (1972, p.216): As shown for boys only. 

~ (1963,p.326): As shown for boys only. 
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Gould (1968, p.334): 5 or reore offences were compared to 
1-2 offences. 

~ (196), p.326): As shown for boys only. 

Gould (1968, p.334.): 5 or more offences were co~pared to 
HOffences. 

Table 13. 

Dentler (1961, p. 736): The da.ta shown was recalculated horiz
ontally for the 14+ and 12- age groups. 

Casparis (1973, p.53): The 13-15 year old group was com~· 
pared to the 16-19 year old group. 

Elmhorn (1965, P.138): The 9 year old group was compared to 
1]~~year old group. 

!able 14. 

Eelson (1975, p.87): The first five offences of level 1. were 
calculated as an average and compared to the last five off
ences of level 4., for the lowest and highest age categories. 

, 

V1111iams (1972, p.216): 13 year olds were compared to 16 
year olds. 

Cas~aris (1973, p.53): Only 'vandalism'could be considered 
serlOUS and this occurred in the youngest category only. , 

Elmhorn' (1965, P.138): As shoVin in 'table 9. 

Table 15. 

Belson (1975, p. 87) : The highest and lowest quart ile were 
compared for the highest and lowest age group. 

Dentler (1961, p.736): 1-2 thefts were compared to 3-5, for 
the youngest and oldest categories. 

Hardt (1968, P.137): i'/hite areas '0' and 'A' were used to· 
compare the 12-13 and the 14-15 year old groups for high and 
low violations. . 

Williams (1972, p.216): 13 year olds were compared to 16 
year oIos. 

Table 16. 

Dentler (1961, p. 7 36): Table 1. was calculated horizontally 
for categories 1-2 and 3-5. 
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Tnble.....11. 

Jensen (1976, p.434): Theft of two dollars and theft of 
fifty dollars was compared for white boys only. 

Akers (1964, p.43): 'Defying parental authority' was used as 
a minor offence and compared to 'car theft' as a more serious 
offence, for boys and girls; averaging the four status groups. 

Gold (1966, p.43): The four class c~tegorles for white boys 
~girls were combined for the most and least serious 
offences. 

Williams (1972, p.215): As shown. 

Table 18. 

~ (1963, p.326): As shown for Caucasians only. 

Dentle~ (1961, p.736): 1-2 thefts were compared to 3-5 thefts. 

Gold (1966, p.42): Occupations for white boys and girls \Vere 
comoined as shown. 

Vlillia.I!ls (1972, p. 215) : As shown • 

.9HAPTER FIVE: 

1. See the discussion in Chapter Eight on the disparity 
between thought and action, and between what people say they 
think and what they actually think (p. 347). 

2. TheSE offence examples derive from the results of a 
pilot study carried out on a previous occasion with 10 police 
officers of another Metropolitan division. These officers 
were presented with 8 different information boards and 8 
different offence topics. The 4 offence examples chosen for 
the current investigation were selected on the basis of the 
balance of dispositlon decisions (ie. the range and the spread 
of disposition choices), and the difficulty of which the 
police were able to arrive at the decision (ie. the total 
card referral). 

3. It was discussed in Chapter Two (PP., 60-51) that stat
istical tests of significance, such as the chi-squared sig
nificance tes"t, suffer from a number of weaknesses. For 
example, it may be relatively easy to establish an association 
for fairly large sa.:l'!ples. Nevertheless, the chi-squared test 
seems to be a more reliable method of suggesting the prob
ability of a non-random relationship between two or more 
varia-bles than simply comparing percentage associations by 
eye. To improve the valid1ty of such an approach, as far as 
possible the rules for the operation of a test of this kind 
have been strictly adhered to. (eg. B. :Brookes and W. Dick. 
1969, !:n I!l~~9.5!uc~ion to ~tatistical Method, London: Heinemann) 
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4. See note 2. 

5. The original six race categories were: 

1. Caucasian 
2. Dark-skinned European 

4. Indian/pakistani 
5. Chinese/Japanese 

3. West Indian 6. Arabian 

Codes 2, 5, and 6 each had a total sample size of less than 5. 

6. The Registrar General's categorisation of occupations was 
subdivided as shown into non-manual and manual occupations. 

Non-manual Manual 

1. Professional 3. Skilled manual 
2. Intermediate 4. Partly skilled 
3. Skilled non-manual 5. Unskilled 

7. The Chief Inspector of the Bureau insisted on both occasions 
that the offence 'taking and driving away a motor vehicle' 
(T.D.A.) should be classified along with other offences grouped 
as 'a potential threat to the person'. He explained this in 
terms of the danger that perhaps young and inexperienced 
drivers may cause for the public in a car or other vehicle of 
which they were not familiar. Other than this somewhat idio
syncratic positioning of one offence type, the remainder of the 
hierarchy diQ, in fact, fall precisely into the five categories 
listed in the text. 

8. The significance margin of pi .05 was taken as the lowest 
level of Significance observed !rom the official data studies 
analysed in Chapter One. This figure, of course, is arbi tary 
and a number of statisticians may certainly recommend sub
stantially higher probability levels. (Eg. B. Brookes and 
W. Dick, ibid.) 

CHAPTER SEVEN : 

1. Both Lemert's and Matza's notion of the sense of injustice 
could be seen as meaning any form of injustice whether it be 
to the offender's advantage or disadvantage. A disproportion
ately lenient disposition could be viewed as equally unjust 
as a disproportionately severe one. Neither authors seem to 
make this distinction clear. Although both interpretations 
may be feasible, it seems more likely that the individual 
experiencing excessively severe punishment will be more affected 
than the one experiencing excessively lenient sanctions. 
Throughout the chapter, therefore, the concept of injustice has 
been taken to mean excessively severe punishment. 
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