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Abstragﬁ,

Labelling theory has not only fired the imagination of -~
innumerable writers on deviance over fhe last decade or so
2t various theoretical and philosophic levels, but has
-inspired an ezxpansion of empirical researchvdirectly or
indirectly related to its principles. The present thesis

is concerned with iqvestiva ing both these areas of interest
as they apply to criminal deviance,

During the 1950's labelling theory emerged from the
combined contribution of a number of American publiecations,
the substance of which seemed primarily to bve focused‘on two
major concerns. The first of these, referred to in the text
asllabelling ag a 'dependent' variable, ccnsiders ‘social
labelling' as problema{ic and is.directed towards the dis--
tribution of deviant/criminal labels. The second area of the
approach, rcferred to as labelling as an 'independent' var-
inble, considers the 'conseguences of social labelling' as
provlenatic, and is concerned with the svecific effects of
labelling, ard whether this might lead to deviant/criminal
recidivisa.

Chapter One extracts, dis-e ctg, and rebullds the details
of these two themes of the,labelling théory iiterature, and |
attenpts to fermulate a number of testable propbsitions which
night ve used to direct the rest of the reszearch to the dual
issues of ‘who gets 3abelled?' and the ‘consequences of la- -

b2lling'. From this point, the thesis is organised around the
protlem of how far contemperary research, and my own research,
may ofrer soiz suppert or reject these propositions, and, in
this operationalised sense, exanine the credibility of the

vasic assumptions of labelling thecry.
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Chapter Tﬁo analyses recent resazich relating to la--

b21ling as a dependent variable and considers thé results of
both official data and observation studies with respect to

the official labelling of adult and juvenile offenders.
Chapter Three examines the epidemiology of juvenile crinme
through self-report investigations as a counparison to the
results of Chapler Two, and as an alternative methodological
approach to the problem of the socizl distribution of ju-
venile offenders. Chapter Four discusses the operation of the
Metropolitan Juvénile Bureau, the location for my own research,
and Chapter Five exémines the distribution of police dis- -
position decisions for different typres of offender proceased

by the Bureau. Chapter Six considers recent research relating
to the consequences of oﬁficial(labelling for offender_récidu
'iviém, and Chapter Seven comrares this result to the Juveniie
Bureau research data on multiple ofZenders. The final chapler,
Chapter Eiéht, reconsiders the status of labdling theory in
the light of recent criticism and resecarch results, and qued- -
tions the validity of various research methodelogies for an

exanination of this kind.



CONTENIS
PAGE O,
Acknowledgenents : S : ' ii
Abstract . iid
List of Tables " xit

CHAPTZR ONE: THE SUBSTANCE OF IAE EELLING THEORY

1. Introduction 2
2. Labelling as a dependent and indepéndent variable 3
a. The dependent variable 4
b. The independent variable 4
3. General approach | 5
4.vLabelling as a dzpendent variable: ‘who gets
labelled?’ | 6
5e ﬁabelling 28 an independent variable: 'the |
effects of labelling! | 21
a. Social response : 25
b. Tdentity transformation | | 2T
" ¢. Career expediences | 34
d. Sunmary | © 33
6. Theory and resesrch 34

C’&Pl R TVWVO: PFSVAR”H RELATED TO LABELLING AS A DEPENDERT

VARTABLE: OFFICTIAL DATA AND OBSERVATICK STUDIZS

1. Intrcdu ticn , 40
2, Officizl data studies - ' | 42
3. Netho¢ of analysis o 43

4, Official dislo"‘tion decisgions and socio-economic-
status ' ‘ 44

5. Official disposition declsions and rece 47



6.
Te
8.
S.

vi

Official disposition and age

Official disposition and sex

Problems of eomparabilityA

Methodological ﬁroblems

a. Seriousness of offence control
i. Type of offence control

ii Scaled range of offence seriousness control

_b. Prior record control

10.
11.
12,
13.
14,
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21.
22,

¢. Significance of associaticn
d. Area studied ,

Method quality control

Study distritution ard socio-economic status
Study distribution and race
Study distribution ard age

Study distribution and sex
Problems of conflicting results.
Extranéous variables

Conclusions

Observation studies

The provisionel balance
Variations in presentation
Tabulated observations
Impressionistic statements
Case-study examples N

The results distribution reconsidered. .

Research and lsbelling theory: Concluding comzent

CHAPTEIR THRZE: THE EPIDEMIQLOGY OF JUVEXILE CRINE:

1.

SELF-REPORT STUDIES

Self-report studies

53
59
€0
62
62
63
68
72
74
15

80
81

| 81

3
84

86
95

ST
1G0

104



5
6.

vii

General developments _
The provisioral distribution of study conclusions
a. Interpretations of delinquency |
b. Back to the data
Data versus the text
a. Socio-ccoromic status
b. Race
C. Age
d. Sex
Methodological problems
Validity of response
a. General problems of self-report studies
i, Under-reporting offences
ii. Ovep-reporting offences
1ii. Detected act admission
b. Problems related to the form of the question-
naire |
i, Difficulties of 1nterpz?etat1'on '
ii. Difficulties of definition
111, Sumﬁlary
¢. Problems related to the construction of the
| questionnaire |
i; Overorepreéentétion-of minor dffences
ii. Over-representation of class-specifié
offences
iii, Summary

Regional variztions

‘a. Area gize

b. Class-structure

¢c. Sunmary

106
108
110
111
112
112

117 .

120
122
123

124

124
124
125
126

126

126
127

128

128
129

129

131

131

131
132
133



9.

viii

Elimination

a, Questionnaire design
be Area researched

¢c. Suanary .

Pinal distribution

a. Soclo-econonic status
b. Race

c. Age

d. Sex

10. Conclusion

133
134
135
135
136
136
138
139

141

141

CHAPTER FOUR: TEE JUVENILE BUREAU SCHEME AND THE TREATMENT

1.
2,

4.

A ]

OF YOUNG OFFENDERS

Introduction

The growth of the Juvenile Bureau Scheme.

| a; The Juveniie Liason Scheme

b. The Juvenile Bursau Schene
The treatment ¢f young offenders: general
procedures l

a. The structure

| be. Processing offenders

¢. Statistical data
The treatment of young offenders: 'I! Division
Burecau
a. The structure
b. Processing offenders
i. The disposition recommendation
ii. The disposition decision
iii. The disposition procedure
e, The location

Cencluding comment

149
152

154

155

157
157
159
161

164
164
1€5
166
163
169

170
173



ix

CHAPLER FIVE: IABZLLING JUVENILE OFFENDERS IN A METROPOLITAN

JUVENILE BUREAU

1. Introduction ’ ' 176

2. Apprehension and arrest: what we think police

‘believe, what police say they believe 171
a. Soclal class | 179
b. Social class 6f area ' 184
c. Co-operation and attitudes | 187
d. Race ‘ . 188
e. Summary 190

3. Apprehension and arrest: what police say they do 191
a, The information board method and police
decigion-naking 191
.b. The information board and(the 'I' Division
sample ' - o 193
¢, Summary | - 201

4, The disﬁosition of offenders processed by the

Juvenile Bureau ' 202
2, What police do: +the data sample 204
b. What police say they do: taped interviews 225

c. What police report they do: case-study
examples , 236

5. Conclusions | ' 244

ZLATED 70 LABELLIKG AS AN INDE~

R
PENDENT VARIABLE: THE CONSEQUENCES OF BEING

IABELLED
1. -Introduction 248,
2. The nature of current research ’ 255

3+ Research relating to the process of deviant

recidivism , _ 256



2+

a. Social reaction
i. Community reaction
ii., Family reaction
b. Identity transformation
i. Subjective meaning
ii. Self-image
¢c. Sumnary
‘Research relating to deviant recidivism
a. Labelling versus deterrence: general avproach
b. Comparing those labelled with those not labelled
¢c. Comparing degrees of labelling
d. Comparing recommitment rates

Conclusions

~ CHAPTER SEVEN: IABELLING AND DELINQUENT RECIDIVISH

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

Introduction
Generaliapprqach' )
Comparing those labelled with those not labelled

a. Delinquent recidivism and first offenders

~b. Delinquent recidivism for the experienced

offender
¢c. Summary
Comparing degrees of labelling
Comparing the éense of injustice
a. Delinquent recidivism and the senseof injustice
b. Summary

Conclusions

257
257
259
262
262
264
268
270
273
275
281
286
288

193
294
296
296

315
318
320
326
328



xi

CHAPTER EIGET: TIABELLING THEORY AND DELINQUENCY:

SUMIARY AKRD CONCLUSIONS

1. Surmary of find#ngs

2., Validity of findings

3. Significance of findings
4., Implication of findings

5. Concluding comment

Notesg

References

335
341
U
350
356

358
364



List of Tables

Chapfer/’l‘able | Page No.
2.1. General conclusions regarding the association

between socio-economic status and official

labelling. ' 45
2.2. General ccnclusions regarding the association

between race and official labelling. 48
2.3. General conclusions regarding the association

between age ard official labelling. 52
2.4. General conclusions regarding the ascociation

between sex and official latelling. 54
2.5, Quality controlled conslusions regarding the

association between socio-ezccnomic status and

official lebelling. . 64
2.6. Quality controlled conclusions regarding the

agsoclation between race and official labelling., 69
2.7. Quality controlled conclusions regarding the

association between age and official labelling. 73
2.8. Qualify contrnlled conclusions regarding the

assoclation between sex and official ;abelling T4
2.9. General conclusions regarding the association

between officisl labelling and socio-econonic

status. 82
2.10. General conclusions regarding the assoclation

baetween official labelling ard race. 83
3.1. General corclusicns regarding the association

between socio-ecconoric status and reported de-~-

linquency. 109
3.2. General conclusions regarding the association

between race and reported delinquency. 109
3.3. General conclusions regardirg the association

between age and reported delinquency. 110
3.4. General conclusions regarding the association

between sex and rerortcd delinguency. 110
3.5. Reported offence commission and socio-econonlc

status: one, or more offence admissions. 113
3.6, Reﬁorted offence commission and soclo-economic S

status: controlling cffence seriousness. 113



3.7
3080

3.9.

3.10.
3.11.
3.12.
3.13.
3.14.
3,15,
3.16.
3e17.
3.18.

3.19.

3.20.
3021‘0
3.22.

4.1,

Sete

xiii

Reported offence comrission and socio-econcmic
status: controlling frequency of offence
commigsion.

Revised conclusions regarding the association
between socic-economic status and reported

~delinguencye.

Reported offence commission and race: one, or
more offence szdmisgsions.

Reported offence comnission and race: controlling
offence seriousness.

Reported offence cormmission and race: controlling
frequency c¢f offence commissiocn,

Revised conclusions regarding the association
between race and reported delinquency.

Reported offence commission and age: ons, or more
offence admissions,

Reported offence commission and sge: controlling

offence seriousness.

Reported .offence commission and age: controlling
frequency of offence commission.

Reported offence comnission and sex: one, or
more cffence admissions.

Reported offence ccmmission and s»x. controlling
‘offence seriousness.

Reported offence commission and sex: controlling
frequency of offence commission,

Quality controlled conclusions regardirg the
agssociation between socio-economic status and
reported delinquency.

Quality controlled conc’usions regarding the ass
oclatiocn between race and reported dellnquency.

Quality controlled conclusicns regarding tkhe
association between age and reported delinquency.

Quality controlled conclusions regarding the
association between sex and reported delinguency.

The distribution cf police disposition decisicns
for the lMetropolitan Police District, over a
period of four years.

The distribution of dispositiocn decisions showing
class veriations  regardless of behaviour

114

116
117
118
119
120
120
121
121
122

122

123

137

139

140

141

198



xiv

5.2, The distribution of disposition decisions showing
behaviour variations regardless of class. 199

53+ The distribution of dispositions for class and
behaviour combined. 200

5.4. The distribution of disposition decisions for
variations in offence committed. 200

5.5. Percentage cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for offence seriousness. 208

5.6. Percentage cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for seriousness of off-
ence and father's occupation. 209

5.7. Percentage cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for seriousness of off-
ence and area of residence. 210

5.8. Percentege cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for seriousness of off-
ence and race. 211

5.9. Percentage cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for seriousness of off-
ence and age. 212

5.10. Percentage cautions for first and second-time
offenders controlling for seriousness of off-
ence and sex. 213

5.11. Comparing the difference of association between
age and offence, and percentage cautioning. 220

5.12. Comparing the difference of association between
age and prior record, and percentage
cautioning. 220

5.13. Comparing the difference of association between
class and offence, and percentage cautioning. 221

5.14. Comparing the difference of association between
class and prior record, and percentage
cautioning. . 221

5.15. Comparing the difference of association between
race and offence, and percentage cautioning. 222

5.16. Comparing the difference of association between
race and prior record, and percentage
cautioning. 222

5.17. Percentage of negative references made to four
information topics, by type of disposition. 237



Te1.
T.2.

7.3.
7.4.
7.5.
7.6.
7.7.

7.8.
7.9.
7.10.

7.11.
7.12.
7.13.
714,
7.15.
7.16.

Te17.
7.18.

Percentage recidiviem for first offenders.

Percentage recidivism for firet offendexrs by
police disposition.,

Percentage rec¢idivism for first offenders by
police disposition and father's occupation.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and area of residence.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and race.

Percentage recidivism for first otffenders by
police disposition and age.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and sex.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and offence.

Percentage recidivism for firat offenders by
offence seriousness. )

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and offence seriousness.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition, offence se*iousness and
father's occupation.

Percentage recidivisnm for first offendevs by
police disposition, offence seriousness and
area,

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition, offence seriousness and

" race.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition, offence seriousness and

_age.

Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police dispositlon, offence seriousness and
B€X.

Percentege recidivism for prior offenders.
Percentage recidivism by prior record.

Percentage recidivism for prior offenders by
police disposition.

Percentage recidiviam for prior offendera by
police dispoaiticn and offence serlousness.

297

297

305

306

3

312
315
316

317

317



vl

7.20. Percentcge recidivism for first offenders by
six selected dispositions. 321

T.21. Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
six selected dispositions and offence serious- :
ness, 323

7.22, Percentage recidivism for prior offenders by
six selected dispositions. 324

T.23. Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
police disposition and the sense of injustice. 329

T.24. Percentage recidivism for first offenders by
selected court dispositions and the sense of
injustice, 329



CHAPTER. ONE

THE SUBSTANCE OF ILABELLING THEORY




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 contaired in
'labelling theory' actually constitute a 'theory' as such. 1In
order to avoid the continual use of token exclamation marks to
reiterate this point, it is easier to assume that the term is
gimply 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 (1§71), 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. ILabelling 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



labellists' position:
«e. deviance is not a quality of the act the
person commitg, but rather a consequence of the
application by others of rulea and sanctions to
an 'offender'. The deviant is one to whom that

label has successfully 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 witn the
entire process of deviancy production. The following analysis
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. Labelling as a dependent and independent variable

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'ﬁhe
approach lies more in two main propdsitions which are discern~
ible from a numbter of these original writings. The two prop-
ositions arise from the distinction made by Orcut {(1973) and
Gove (1975) between labelling as a deperdent variable and la-
b21ling as an independent variable. Treating social labelling
ag a dependent variable places it in the position of 'the thing
of which we want to know somethinrg about'; it is considered as
protlematic. Yhe main area in which lzbkelling itself ie con-
sidered problematic is with respect to its distribution and
the izsue of 'who gets labelled?' Social.labelling 3.3 the
independent variable, on the other hand, makes associzted con-
ditions 'the thing of which we want to know Om.uLi'g about'.
In this respect it is the consequences of sgeeial labelling which

then becoze . the suhject for dehate.



a. The dependent variable

The question 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
perfec¢t 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 is not simply a métter of whether or not a norm has been
violated. As Becker (1963) suggests:

The same behaviour may be an infraction of the

rules at one time and not at another; may be an

infraction when comnitted by one person, but not

wnen committed by another; some rules are broken

with impunity, others are not. (1963 p.14)
Applying this principle specifically to the area of criminal
offences would suggest that the criminal justice system is
likely to be operating discriminatorily. The selection ¢f in-
dividuals for processing may not, in fact, be representative of
the criminal population, but biased favouring some individuals

or groups, and operating against others.

b. The independent variable

The second, and perhaps main concernwith labelling theorists,
is the consequences of being labelled. Tﬁis has tended to
vcircﬁmécribe a ndmber‘of specific areas, such as the éffects of
labelling on personal identity and community infegration. La-
b21ling a person as deviant is viewed as capable of limiting
self-perceptions and normal life~chances, and thus perpetuating
those activities which might have otherwise been insignificant
and transitory. Labelling may in a sense be viewed, therefore,
as creating or amplifying deviance.

These two very broad but 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. MNany 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 imposing 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 (Chapter 8), and my own account of what these
writers are saying will be presented without unnecessary ianter-
ruptibns 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, wifh the view that it is possibly best perceived
as a flexible concépt, 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 indiviaual 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 ere caught thouzh
all may be equally guilty. There is a great deal
more delinquency practiced arnd 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 sinilar point is made by Becker (1963) when he suggests:
... SOme people may be labelled deviznt 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 many offenders may escape apprehension
and thus fail to be included in the population of
deviants they study. (1963 p.9)

The impact of these suggestions lies in the fact that the
population of individuals labelled is not simply the population
cf rule-breakers, but 2 gelected population. This selecte]
population contains, acecording to Becker, people who may not in
fact have broken a rule., Similarly, there are individuals nct
included who have broken a rule. This lmmediately generates

the problem of the nature of the gselected group.
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0f 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



political or economic positions, but with the_broader based

ﬁotions of social class; including its social and cultural

components. In this respect, there ere 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 community
screen) takes a number of factors into account
which are not directly related to the deviant act
itself: it is concerned with the actor's social
class ... (1962 p.308)

It is an easily deronstrated 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 rake the point
clearly. DBoys from middle-class areas 4o 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 te found amongst the elaboratiohs

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

exanple, presumes that higher-income groups are less likely

to allow imputaticns of deviance directed towards themselves,

The sorts of deviance which are rampant among
higher-income families and occupations could

. provide 2 rich field for imputing pivotal de-

viance, but the better-off classes are unlikely
to abide any extension o¢f imputationzl activity
that might mske then significant objects 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
deviant labelling, but also on the processes by which the dis-
tribution arises. The relevance and clarity of nis account
seems fo be important enough to warrant reproduciﬁg the entiré
section below. |

We should expect, therefore, that more highly
educated people,... are less likely to be esca-
lated 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 give
more complex and articulate accounts of themselves,
they are more likely to convince any inmputors of
the reasonableness or real (ie. harmless, non-
symptomatic) meaning of their actions. And since
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-
pators will buy. The more educated know the proper
motives and accounts to offer. 1The less educated,
being less strongly oriented and less likely to
share a universe of cultural understandings (in-.
cluding acceptable accounts of self) with iuputors,
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 of
officially recorded apprehension and conviction or
commitment can be at least partially understood in
these terms. (4969 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 here
to show how differences in social class might, in praétice,
result in differences in cdeviant labelling. The importaat
explanatory element, however, secems much more to do with the
cultural concept of social class than its associated politieal
or econo¢ic position., In other words, Lofland seems to be
suggesting that an impertant factor affecting the social gdis-

tribution of deviant labels, is the social distribution of
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interactional skills as they might be used to generate accept-
akle a2ccounts of guestionable 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- .
sigses the various interactional resources which may be used %o
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 (1968) as relevant to this kind of social exchanga.

' 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.59) | '

No direct indication is made, however, to the effect that
these kinds of interactional resources may be class-gspecific,
although once again, it does seem possible that even though
the working-class may possess these abilities, they are much
more likely to be regularly asscciated with the middle-class.
Assuming that ‘'dramaturgical competence' forms part of these
interactional resources, it could be argued'that Vilkinson (1974)
offers some support to this point of view. 1In relation to
labelling and mental illness he states:

ees One could speculate that dramaturgical in-
competence may provide a clue to the link between
social eclass and psychiatric disorder, a2t least

in some cases. Given that high incompetence cccurs
more frequently among lower status in QlVldualo,

one mright argue thut lower educational aanevomen,,
with concom1tan+ limitations of a symbolic nature,
combines with relative lack of social power ... to

preduce the inverse connection between socidl class
and mental illness. (1974 p.152)
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The generétion of acceptable accounts and resources is
ret the only method by which lebelling processes are affected.
- Labelling theorists have also indicated the influence of per-
ceptions and stereotyres 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 approach these mechanisms 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
Valter Lippman's original account (1922) of the 'pictures in
our minds'. 'VWe do not first see, then define...' suggests
Lippman, '...we define first ard then see...' (1922 pp.81,90)
Schur goes on to elaborate this point.
“.e.ecentral to stereotyping is the fact that de-
viance tends to be a 'master status'. Stereo-
typing involves a tendency to jump frem & single
cue or smell number of cues in cetual, suspected,

or alleged behavicur to a more general picture of
'the kird of person' with whom one is dealing.

(1971 p.52)
The precise role of stereotypification mazintained by

Schur (1971), and to a similar extent by Lofland (1969), re-
lates less to the seledtion of candidates for deviant iden— m
tification, but to the fact that once a person has beeﬂ suspected
or definéd as deviant 21l other characteristics beccme sub-
ordinated to this one pre-defined role. Vhat emphasis he does
rake combining stereotypification and selection processes tends
to focus on a variety 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
stéreotypes, although in gerneral this netion is not utilised

to indicate how stereotyping mzy lead to the over~ra§resentation
of certain social groups as identified deviants. Nevertheless,

in the same way that a linkage seemed to be possible 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 p.180)
These theories evolve in part from the mass-media, and implicit
in these accounts is the view...

eee that the criminal is not the man next door

but a creature from the lower strats...

(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 are 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. vaiously the
political and economic aspects play an important part in
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~ shaping the forms of behaviour to be defined eas deviant, yed
this does not seem to flow guite so naturally into being the
case for the allocation of deviant labels.
| The influence of social power has undergone a certain
amount of interpretation from its coriginal 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.suggesfed here, however, that these qualities are
totally class~specific. As it appears to be the gocial 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 likely,

- 1s that these skills will be class-associatéd and it is this

which ultimately leads to the view that the working-clags may
be discriminated against. | |
It is not only the working-class individual who nay exper=

ience disproportionate sceial 1abélling. A second important
factor is ethnié origin. Central to the labelling theorists'
position regarding societal response to proscribeﬂbehadour, is
the level of visibility of the offender and his offence. As
Lemert (1951) suggests: |

In order for deviation to provoke a communi%y

reaction, it nust have a minimum degree of vis-

ibility, that is, it nust be apparent to others

and be identified as deviation. (1951 p.51)
Visibility and stereotyping are obviously related, in that
ce:tain'identifiable cues must first be made visible before
they can'be assimilated into ahy preconceptions of criminality.
Assuning that there is none so visiblé in a white. western so-

clety as a rember of a racial minority, at least those
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minorities with casily identifiable physical characteristics,
it is not surprising that labelling theorists have assunsd
that these groups are likely candidates for discriminatory
social labelling. As Lemert continues:

It has been the habit of many newsparers to call
attention to the fact that a person committing

a crime is a Negro or a lexican or an Indian, or
an alien, Thisg operates strongly to build up a
stereotype of the group in question as being a
criminally inelined 'race® and thus heightens the
gocietal reaction Yo their future violations,

(1951 p.52)
A position similarly noted by Schur (1971) with respect to:

.es the long-standing newspaper practice of
placing the phrase 'a Negro' after the name of
black criminal suspects, whereas no such racial
desigration 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 matching the deviant stereotype. As
Becker (1953) suggests:

seothe law is dlfferentlally applied to Negroes
and whites, It is well known that a Negro be--
lieved 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 mlnority ethnic groups is
outlined by Matza (1969). Referringto police operations to
exemplify this, he indicates how they tend to direct their
attentions to 'known' areas of ecrime and criminals. Racial
characteristics are likely to be part of this guiding phil-

osophy.

The methed of susplcion employs police knowledge
of known criminasls to expediate their apprehension
and the subsequent clearing of complaints. It

. deploys the police strength towards a corps of susg-
pects and uses a variety of means of associating
oftences with a perscn wno is methodically sus-
pected... The susplicion derives from police
knowledge regarding identity -and rescmblance...
e eoT2CE prov1deo police with a patent resemblance,
and thus a bit of staple guidance as to the character
of the one who atands before them. {1959 p.192)
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By basing their expectations of where crime 1s mors likely
to occur, and by whom, on stereotypifications of criminality,
and by acting on these expectations, the police are  in
danger of.discriminating against certain groups of people.

Other than this linkage between stereotypification and
labelling, there is very little elss which can be found in
the writings of the labelling theorists to explain thas prdcess
by which non-white groups are gisproportionately selected.,
Becker (1663) makes some reference to the relative political
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
gome 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 unn"opertied.status of
ninority-group members means that they seldonm
appear as plaintiffs in eivil and criminal
procecdings and nearly always as defendents,
(1951 p.52) -

Although it seems possible that some of the previous ideas
relating to social power and the ability to gensrate acceptable:
accounts and negotiate favourable outcome decisions might be
| applicable to the Negro or minority group member, this was
not elaborated in the writings reviewed here.

Two further characteristics have been described by label-
ling theorists as related to the distributionof social labels,
which appear to be of a gqualitatively different tyve to that
of socizl class and ethnic status; these are the differernces
assoclated with a person's age and sex. [Neither c¢f these cat-

egories are particulerly well related to either political,

O

economic, or socisal power>by labelling theorists; although

Becker (15963) does contirue to utilise his powsr model with



respect to these two characteristics, although once again,
this is directed more to the geaeration rather than ths 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 rules for others. (1963 p.18)
As suggested earlier, the process of discrimination 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 beilng asso-
ciated with stereotypical pivotal categories.
Sex, age, grooming and a host of gestures are
associated in lightning manner and rapidly con-
pared with a repertoire of sterectypic pivotal
categories, and within a second a response is
produced. (1969 p.129)
iow this process operates, is not fully elaborated by Lofland.
The only author to expand on this point was Lemert (1951)
when he proposed an explanation based on the exclusion, rather
than the inclusidn, of categbries of persons in social roles.
He suggests:
Rules, regulations, prejudices and stereotypes
associated with age, sex, size, degree of beauty,
physical stigmas, and physical defects all have
the effects of facilitating or ruling cut a per-
son's potential enactment of various social roles,
abrormal as well as normal. (1951 p.Y82)
Female, and young offenders may be less likely to be labelled
in most western societies kbecause, as Lemert 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 assume that this re-
fefs more %o a continuum of ages, with the relatively younger
person ziways léss vulnerable to deviant identification then

the older person. This, of course, would have a reversal
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point for the elderly who, if anything, may become increasingly
less vulnerable as their criminal respornsibility is seen to
decline. Lemert goes on to show how societies tend to exclude_
some groups of people from certain sccial roles.
Fairly reliable dafa tell us that there are fewer
female criminals, hobos, radicsls, and gamblers.
Vhile 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 1959 p.82)
This.exﬁlanation is not unlike the previous argument con-
cerning the responsiveness of label imputors to deviant stereo-
~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 oftfenders 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, thére seems to be ﬁo stfongéf reference to the
effect that age and sex are associated with social labelling.
quever, in accord with the original intentions to interpret,
as well as present, the ideas of the lzbelling theorists, there
does seem some Jjustification to including these factors elon
with social class and race as significant influences to the
allocation of deviant labels. j '

Four categories of individuals have thus been extracted
from these writings as being the most vulnerable to deviant
identification arnd labelling; the working-cless, ethric nin-
orities, males, and the mature offender. The process by which
these categories evolve iz not entirely clear, although certain
features of the situation scem to emerge as being.mare impor-

tant thzn others. The degree of vielbility of characteristics



~18-

associated with culturzlly held deviant stereotypes, social
rescurces in terms of certain interacticna) skiils, accounting
ability, ard perhaps to é leaser extent economic arnd even pol-
itical power, 2ll seem to dominate the writings of labelling
theorists as the main dynamic elements of the lzabelling process.
The four factors; class, race, age, and sex, forn the
basis of my own research, presented in Chapters Five and Seven,
which irvestigates the differential impact of sociel labelling.
Sorie other influences have been mentioned by these theorists,
however, as effecting the =sample of labelled deviants. The
most important of these is the attitude of the offernder and the
degree of respect he shows to the law ernforcer 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

him. (1963 p.159)
If the individual is not respectful, it na keu 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 means that one may be lebelled
as deviant not because he has actually broken a
rule, but btecause 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 consequences 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 Jjob. It is more likely to
be the case, as suggestéd by Goffmen (1971), that disrespect
for the law places the offender in an ambigucus relationship

to normal scelety. The ability to manage the interaction



encounter to produce a favourable outcome, which Goffman refers
tc as 'remedial ritual work' (4971 p.406), almost certainly
includes a degree of respect for the officers of the law.
vee 1If a deviator is suitably tactful and circum-
spect in his violations, employing secrecy and
cover, many of the disruptive consequences of the
violation in fact will be avcided. ?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 wkich appears out of
place, then the labeller is more likely to assume that the
person is more easily defirable as a deviant, In relation to
'definitions of mental illness, Goffman states:
«++ persons have the capacity to expressively
discsociate their medical illness from their
responsible conduct (and hence their selves),
and typically the will to do so. They continue

to express support of the sccial group to which
they belong and acceptance of their place therein.

(1971 p.409)
By not attempting to neutralise behaviour the lebellee is
overtly showing his lack ecf attachment and respect for the
social system of which he is part. Thus, behaviour most likely
to engender imputations of deviance and labelling comprise:
| eos Wwilful situstionzal improprieties, (which)
constitute evidence that the individual is

not pgepared to keep his place. (Goffman 1971,
p.411

Denial of the principles ¢f the law enforcement syste@, in this
case with respect to personal culpability and treatment of law
enforcement officers, can create 'organisational kavoc in the
minds of members' (Goffman 1971 p.412), and is thus an undesir-
able accompaniment to the processing of deviaats,

' Although Goffman is critical of the labelling theorists'
position (1971 pp.412,413), and by implication dissociates

himself from the main-gtream of this apprcach, 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 terms 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 poésible, 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 zs 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 varizble 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



are not representative of the rule-breaking population, but

are biased around certain characteristics. The follcwing re-—
szarch is designed to investigate ard test the validity of some
of these statements. Along with this,co-exists the independ-
ent effects of labelling which have largely been expressed iﬂ
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 indevendent

variable,

5. Labellineg as an independent varieble: 'the effects of
labelling!
The selecticn of individuals tc 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 labelling was Lemert's distin-
ction (1951) between 'primary' and 'secondary' deviance, which
compared the first few initial forms of infractious behaviour
prior to social 1abeliing, with the more committed forms of
deviant behaviour subsequent to scclal labelling.
 The causes of ‘primary' deviations, says ﬁemert, are
‘meny and diversified' and will contirue to remain 'primary':
.s. a3 long as they are raticnalised or other-
wise dealt with as functions of a sccially
accertable rele. (1951 p.75)
Under these conditions, 'nermal and pathological behaviours
remain strange and somewhat tensional bedfellows in the same
person.' (ibid p.75) From a sociological viewpoint, 'primary!
deviations are not considered significant:

eee until they are organised subjectively and trans—
formed into active roles and become Tue .sccial
criteria for assigning status. (idid $.75)
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If gsocietal reaction is particularly 'severe', the individual
right begin to internalise, and believe in, the proffered de-
viant definition as a more suitable expression of himself; and
~organise his life-style and future Pehaviour in terms of the
deviant role. 'Secondary' deviation is brought about by the
individual discarding the pretence of conventionality, and
embracing the dominant deviant rcle.
ess i1f the deviant acts are repetitive and have
& high visibility, and if there is severe so-
cietal reaction, through a process of idertific-
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 new
role will occur. LReorganisation may be the adop-
tion of another normal role in which the tendencies
previously defined as 'pathological' are given more
acceptable sccial expression. The other general

?ossibilitg is the assumption of a deviant role...
1951 p.76

Perhaps the most frequently gqucted 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 person begins to employ his deviant be- .
haviour or a role based upon it as a means of
defence, attack, or adjustment to the overt ang

covert problems created by the consequent so-
cietal reaction to him, his deviatior is second-

ary. (1951 p.75)

In his later book (1957), Lemert reiterates these principles.
In effect, the original 'causes! of the deviation
recedeand give way to the central imvortance of
the disapproving, degradational and isolating
reactions of society. (1967 p.17)

His analysis is thus concerned with two aterrant states;
early or 'primary' deviations, whereby an individual breaks
rules but continues to perceive of himself as Yasically ccn-
ventional, 2nd labelled or 'secondary' deviance, whare with the

help of societzl reactions, the individual perceives of him=

g21f in the encompassins deviaant role.
h (&)
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The substance of these ideas seems to lie in the notion
that societal reaction, or social labelling, actually serves
to increase deviant behaviour. Throughout nmuch of the labelling
theory literature this fact ies continually suggested dbut
rarely categorically stated. The most direct statement made
by Lemert to the effect that social reaction amplifies de--
vience, incorporates a number of provisos which may be construed
as complicating this linkage,
eee 1f the deviant acts are repstitive and have
a high vigibility, and if there is severe so-

cietal reactions,... (the) general possinility is
the assumption of a deviant reole... (1951 Pe.76)

Summarising this quotation as 'social labelling causes in--
creased deviance' is poésibly 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 cbntinued or in-
creased deviant activity? .

Gibbs (1966 and 1972) considers that, althouch labelling
theory is mainly concerned with societal reaction, none of the
ecarly writers actually spedify what these reactions comprise.

The definition of deviations sdggested by Becker

et al, is not empirically applicable because the

authors have failed to specify the kind of reactions

that identify acts as deviant. To be sure, they

sugzgest the kind of reaction, but the sugsestions

are vegue and ambiguous. (1972 p.41)
Kitsuse, suggests Gibbs (1972), found that the sociztal reac-
tion to homosexuals in his stﬁdy was ‘'generally mild'. How
'harsh', asks Gibbs, do societal reactions have to be, there-
fore, before an individual is latelled deviant? He refers to
a similar example by becker (1963) who consideredvthat, '"You
can coamit clan incest and suffer from no more than gossip as

long as no one mekes a public accusation...' (Becker 1963 p.11);

implying that societal reaction must be more than simply gossip.



The problem of what constitutes social labelling is diff-

icult to resolve because of the.variabiiity in accounts be-
tween labelling theorists., The general feeling throughout these
writings is that the social response *to deviant behaviour
occurs at both the informal (community), 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-breaier's be-
haviour and the societal reaction.' (1966 p.97)

This leads to the second part of the proposition that
labelling 'causes' deviance. There are so few categoric state~
ments claiming that social labelling does 1éad‘to increased
deviance, that the exact relationship between the two remains
uncertain. Matza (1969) does, however, make some reference to
both of these conditions when he suggests:

: Tb becdme more fully deviant, the subject ought
1o experience more tangible diresct contact with
the state. More generally, his deviations should
become known or publicly-open to authorised dis-
approval. (1969 pP.155)
One of the few other direct referehces to this association
arises from the analysis by Schef? (1966), and is sunnarised
in his final hypothesis, which states.
Among residual rule-breskers, lab°lling is the
gingle most important cause of careers of re-
sidual deviance. (1966 p.92)

As with the analysis of labelling as the dependent var-
iablé, the conclusion to any of these problems must ultimately
rely on individual interpretation. Even though 1little is
stated which categorically links labelling with deviance, the
msjority of these wrltings seem to be domina*eo w1th the imnll-

cation that thls is the case. The LOllOulFE °naly31s, thcre-

fore, takes the view that this seems to be the most.reasonable
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interpretation of these accounts, and attempts to locate
statements and arguments which suggest that soclal lavelling
does in fact increase deviance, with the view of elavorating
the processes and conditions under which this phenomenon
arises.,
| Considering these works as a whole, produces what appears
to be three important areas, or processes, by which labellinrg
might be seen as contributing to enhance deviant careers.
These are referred to here as the 'social response', 'ident-
ty transformation', and 'career expediencies’'.

a. Social response

An important theme to many of these writings on the conse-
quences of social labelling, is the idea that public attitudes
will change towards the labelled individual, effe‘ctively
'degrading' or 'stigmatising' him. As Garfinkel states (1955),
degradation has consequences. for the total public identity of
the person involved. 'The individual bvecomes recast in thre
minds of othérs, and may become ostracised from the society of

normals.

«++ the derounced person must be ritually sep-
arated from a place in the legitimate order.
He must be placed 'outside', Le must be zzde
'strange'. (Garfinkel 1955 p.423)

This estrangement is further amplified by the fac t that the
individual is also stigmatised from the time of public la-
belling., Stigmatisation, suggests Goffman (1963), serves to

discredit the individual in the eyes of others.

Ee is thus reduced in our minds from a whole
and usual person to a tainted and discounted

one. (1963 p.12)

The loes of zocial esteem and eventual ostracism from
conventional society has been elaborated by many of the la- -

b211irg theorists reviewed here. Becker (1963), for exazple,
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explains how beirng branded as devisnt alters public percep-

tions.,

Committing the improper act and being publiely -
caught at it places him (the deviant? in a new
status. He has been revealed as a different kind
of person from the kind he was suvposed to be.

(1963 p.32)

More important than this are the implications that this def-

inition has on social contacts.

«es One tends to be cut off, after being ident-
ified as deviant, from participation in more con=-
ventional 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)

Being prevented from continuing normal social interactions,

the individual finds it impossible to behave nornally in a

routine fashion.

in its own definitions of the individual.

eeo the point is that the treatment of deviants
denies them the ordinary means of carrying on

the coutines of everyday life open to most people.
Because of this denial, the deviant must of necess-
ity develope illegitim=te routines. (Becker,

1963 Pf35)

To =some extent, is seems that society begins to believe

Onz 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 mechanisms by whichresctors 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. Tofland (1969) descrites this in terms of his own

theoretiéal schema:

Having taken the step of allowing one category
to be primarily defipitive of 'who' or 'what' an
Actor is in a defined situation, there can then
begin the reverse gaze of scrutinising Actor for
the degree to which his other categories are
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appropriately consistent with the category
taken to be pivotal. (1969 p.125)

This is later amplified as:
" Whatever may have been the preexisting selection
of fuacts from the Actor's life line that supp-
orted a view by Other of him as a pivoetal 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
undertaking to discover additional facts that supp-
ort the new imputations. (Lofland 1969 p.149)
Thus, it appears that an important consequence of social
labelling is that, through & process of degradation and stig-
" matisation, the individual becomes perceived as tainted and
somehow less than normal. At the community level this results
in a consideratle loss in terms of social participation and
general opportunities. The limitations imposed on routine
agssocliations with normals increases the probability that the
irdividual will have to opt for illegal routines with other
deviants in his same situation. Consolidating this, the indi-
vidual's past behaviour aad 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 that
these factors operate conjointly, mutually influencing and
reinforcidg one another. The second major effect of lebelling
of identity transformstion, will again be considered largely
as o sepérate phenomenon in terms ¢f its proposed effects on

deviant tehaviowur.

b. Identity transformation

Latelling theorists have tended +t¢ 1link social response to -
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deviant behaviour with ths notion that the labelled perscon
undergoes some sort of psychic change. Adverse social rela-
tions and definitions are net seen as simply amnnoying incun-
‘brances to social interaction, but as a poignant cozment on
the type of person the deviant 'really is'. 4As Schur (1971)
points out: v
The increasing difficulty of continuing to view
himself as non-deviant, 2s more and more people
treat him more and more of the time as if he were
'deviant', is a certral protlem. (1971 p.70)
The deviator, says Schur, experiences a feeling of 'role-
engulfment', o6r the 'social-psychological impact' of finding
" himself continually 'caught up in' the one deviant role. (1971,
P.69) 'Role engulfment' increases thé tendency, '... for the
actor to define himsel? aé others define him. ' (1971 p.70)
Again, the deviant identity is increasingly likely to be wviewed
as the best single indicator of who the individual 'really
is'. | | | o
Lofland (1969) similarly recognises the psycholegical
| sigrificance of social interaction. |
The initiation of zn imputation is btut the be--
ginning of the possibility that Actor might even-
tually identify himself as that devient he is
tenuously imputed to be. (1969 p.145)
It should be noted, however, that Lofland does menticn the
-;possibility' of deviant identification and thus introduces
a certain flexibility to this outcome. In true 'interaction-
igt' trzditicn, he cohtinues his account to conceive of Actor
eg an active rather than passive agent in the schema; although
emphasises the reciprocity of all the constituent elements.
We must now introduce Actor as an sctive par--
ticipant in the process and focus upcn his per- . .
ceptions and responses. This focus however, can-
not he exclusively on Actor. Concern with him
must be incorporated into a joint consideration

of the reciprocal Gevendence through time of the
actions of Others and Actor. {1969 p.146) -



It might be somewhat harsh to view labelling theory, os
some contemporary critiecs have done (Akers, 1968, Davis, 1972,
Schervish, 1973) as over-deterministic. The majority of la-

belling theorists do meke some reference to the fact that de-
viancy identification, and a number cof other stages of the
process, are by no means inevitable. Goffman (1963), for
example, devotes the majority of his book Stigma to eluei--

d=ting the methods by which stigmatised persons can 'manage' or
even 'neutralise' the effects of their stigma.

Matza's account (1969) of deviant identification is even
more strongly based in the realms of individuzl psychologies
and the varisbles therein which may influence interaction
outcome. Although there may have been scme confusion in the
earlier formulations as to the 'degree' of societal reaction to
bring sbout escalated deviant activity and identity trans-
formation, (e.g. Erikson, 1962, and Kitesuse, 1962), latza
clearly presents the situation as reliant on official or state
labelling of offenders. |

If he is never apprehended; tne subject is un-
likely to collaborate in the process of adding
gravity to the meaning ¢f his irfraction. He may
islike his deviation, ... but unsignified he may
continue to regard the deviation as occasional or
alien, unreflective of his better self. (1969 p.163)
Once officially or publiely 1abe11ed,‘what happens next de-
pands upon the individuzl's interpretation of the social re-
sponse and his own behaviour. He will have to ask himself,
suggests Matza, what is the best indicator of who he is,
0f 211 the things I heve dere or may conceivably
do, which is the best index of what I am? VWhich
most accurately reflects or represents my true
being? If rothing is 2 good indicetor, if none of
his activities are indicative of him, the sucject
has settled the question of identity in &z radical
but defensible way: the unity of the pheromeron

gnder consideration, the self, 1s renounced.
(1969 p.166)
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Vihat may otherwise happen, is that the individusl will 'coll-~
aborate' with the official definition of himself. Even though
liftle identity shift will occur immediately, should the indi~-
vidual repeat the devient act the validity of the official def-
inition might become impressed upon him,

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

‘Thus, the final stage of the labelling process is partly
perceived by Matza as completed by the individual himself.
To understand how a prdvisional identity can
become established, we must consider the poss-
ibility of the subject making himself an object,
turning star viitress zgainst himself. (1969 p.167)
Repetition of the deviant act prior to final idéntification is,
therefore, central to liatza's scheme. It is the individual's own
actions which finally meke hin gecide that the official def-
inition was in fact an accurate indicator of the kind-of person
he is. | |
This Qiewpqint’tﬁat a répetition Af deviance ié required
subsequent to official labelling and prior to deviant idént-
ification, is possibly best viewed as unique to the writings
of Matza. Continuing to treat labelling théory as a cémbined
and generalised product of a number of writings, it might‘be
wiser to take the lowest cbmmon denominator, and simply assume
that on sone occgsions labelling might lead to deviant ident-
ification., |
Perhaps more so than the other two elements of the la-
bellingvprocess discussed in this section (social response and
career éxpediencies), the tfansformation 6f identities from’
non-deviant to deviant, represents the central dynamic of la-- )
belling theory., The irportant varizble in terms of how social~
;labelling'might lead to further deviance is the fact that the

individual peychologically 'becomes' deviant, The final con-
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ponent of this proceszs, focuzses on how deviant affiliations
can lead to hardened or ‘career' deviance.

c. Career expediences

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, have teen 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 himgelf solely as a deviant. It seems likelj that at
this point the individual is in a state of ‘drift' (Lemert,
1967 p.51), at one time behaving and thinking as a 'normal’
and at another as a deviant. A means by which this  'drift?
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 étép in the
career of a deviant is movement intc an orgenised deviant
group.' (1963 p.37), énd givesthe‘example: o

When a person makes a definite move into an
organised group ... it has a powerful impact on
his conceptlion of himself. A drug addict once
told me that the moment she felt ghe was really
'hooked' was when she realised she ro lornger had
any friends who were not drug addicts. (1963 p.38)
The influence of deviant group affiliation may occur both
inside and outside of state institutions, although not ne--
cessarily in its role of a purely physiéal.entity, as Becker's
example illustrates above; but as a deminant group culture.
In this culture, the individual ledrns the ways of the deviant
life, or"ways of making out' (Goffman 1961 p.157) with res-
p2ct to subcultural behaviour, vélues and attitudes; particu-
larly es théy relate to, and differ froh, those of the dominant

society.
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eee irnstitutions gather marginal peorle 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
- gense of alienation from the rest of society.
This process is found not only in institutions
which actually confine the deviant, but in the
general coxzmunity 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,

ese the individual’s self-definition is closely
lirked with 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 gkills 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 prbstitute.
In contrast to the notion that, for example,
'‘prostitution comes perilously near the sit-
uatiorn of getting soczmething for nothing,' more
attention might be paid to the fact that the skills
involved in prostitution finding customers, main-
taining a place of busiress, plezsing the client-
ele, collecting fees, guarding against disease, ,
pregnancy and injury 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 intimately bound up in

the social interaction of the sub-culture. A particularly

impertant aspect of this affiliation, in terms of further iso-

lating the person from the conventional order, is the role of
subcultural ideology. |

Cognitive systems or ideologies, states Lofland (1969),
perform two functions. They serve to, 'define events and
provide a range of strategies.fdr éoping'with‘oécﬁrrencés’

(1969 p.197), and they serve, 'mofally to justify the actions
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of hunans, to provide them with a sense that what they are
about is a correct, proper and right thing.' (1569 P.197)
Avove all else, deviant sub-cultures faciliﬁate a 'rational-
isation' of their situation and position in relation to the
rest of soclety. 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 identity.
As Becker suggests:
ILloving into an organised deviant grcup has several
consequences for the career of the deviant. First
of all, deviant groups tend, more thaa deviant
individuals, to be pushed into rationzlising their
position, At the extreme, they develop. =a very
complicated historical, legal, and psychological
justification for their deviant activity. (1963,

. Deviant group or sub-cultural affiliation, thus provides
an importaht thrust towards a dominating identification of the
individual with deviants and deviance. It ie not entirely
clear,_however,'whether this should be considered a necessary
precondition to the presumed proposition that labelling may
cause deviance, or simply 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 socletal reactionrn and indiv-

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

of view,
d. Summary

Labelling as en indevendent variatrle has besn viewed here ag

the combined contribution of a number of separate accounts
which have cohtained complementary and mutuslly reinforcing
_themes concerning the consequences of being labelled, Co-exist-

ent with these similarities, are numercus conflicting views
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and ambiguities'which have served to confuse the exact nature
of the propositions raised. The mejor interest of this anal-
ysis has been direc¢ted towards the probvlem of how far laﬁelling
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 summary of this position is that la-

b21ling, 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 hénd, 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. Theory and research

The preceding analysis has'attempted to extract the 'working
parts' of labelling theory as expressed through the combined
views of a numbeé of authors most often associated with this
body of thought. Some of these ideas will later be tested
empirically. What is important firat, is to consider the re--

maining problea of just how far labelling tﬁeory can in fact be
considered 'theoretical'.

There hes beeh a considerable amount of criticism and
discussion waged against the theorctical status of labelling
theory primarily directed towards the 'vagueness' and 'am-

biguity' of the statements involved. ‘It is not clear...',
states Gibbe, ir zn article written during the formulative
ye#rs of labelling theory, in 1966, '... whether the perspec-
tive is intended. to be a ‘*substantive theory' of deviant be-
haviour (ie., an explaration of the pheﬁomenon) or & concertual

treatuwent of it.' (1956 p.11) The kinds of gtatement made
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by labelliug theorists, suggests Gibbs, and quoting Becker
(1963), Kitsuse (1962) and Erikson (1862}, appear. to be scme-
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 te made for the asser-
tion that labelling theory does not exist in the
first place. A world has been fabricated by
observers and crities 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 éeem to be some case for erguing that
they tend to be somewhat more generally formulated than is
usually expected from a substantive theory. Few of these
writers actuzlly clainm, however,‘that they ére generating a
theory of human behaviour; exceptlperhaps Lexert (1951). In
this earlier book Lemert did state that his intention was to
develop a 'systematic theory' of socio-pathic behaviéur, and
went on to outline the principles of such a theory. UHowever,
there is some 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 meke scme irnterezt-
ing comments which may be seen as applicable to other writers
in this tradition.

Certainly Lexmert is on the right track in his
charzcterisation of scientific theory. FHow-
ever, like his predecessors, Lemert's efforts

nzy be marked more by espiration then achieve-

ment. (1973 p.388)}
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By now there is the suspicion that a recurring
characteristic of the interactionist perspect-
ive in deviarnce i3, despite Lemert's agspirations,
the reliance on 2d hoc ezplanations and an avoid=-
ance of predictive tests. (1973 p.389)

How is it pest to view labeliing theory? It does not
seem too dirficult to sympathise with Gibb's statement when
he says that, although we may not be dealing with a 'theory®
as such, the ideas are something more than simple definitionas.
Perhaps some consolation might be taken from his conclusion.

The danger can be aveided if it is clearly under-
stood that they have formulated what is essentially
a conception. As such, it con%ains both defin-
itions and elements of substantive theory, and the
development of the latter would be furthered con-

siderably be making the distinection explicit.
(1966 p.12)

Thus, labelling theory does not seem to be a standard

scienfific theory as it 1s coamonly understood, largely be-
cause of the imprecision of its concepts and the irability %o
predict the outcome of specific circumstances from the manner
in which these concepts have been presented. But, as Gibts

has already hinted, this is not an uncommon position for\a
developing scientific theory. It might therefore be kinder to
view labellirg theory as a series of concepts, hunches; explan-
ations, propositions, which need to be tried out in the field
bvefore any single theoretical statement can be developed.

It is the intention of the following research to inter-
pret, operationalise, and test some of the propositions which
have arisen from this analysis ot labelling theory. Although
it seems appropriete to develop . specific hypotheses based on
these ideas, it is not intenced that the.general and tentative
conceptions of labelling theory should be unnecessarily

impeded from the outset. Only very general hypothesss szex to

(0

" be needed to orientate the research, and these have been se-

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

In the discussion regarding labelling as a dependent va- -
riable, it was concluded that the social labelling of deviants
was seen by labelling theorists as selective and centred
around certain factors; particularly in relation to a person's
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 discriminating characteristie, the
four general hypotheses include each of the factors above.
Trese 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-ecoromic status are no more
likely to be labelled deviant than persons of
high socio~economic statuz, taking all other things
as equal. »
General Hypothesis Two:
Persons of ethnic minority status are no more
likely to be labelled deviant than persons of the
racial majority, taking all other things as egual.
General Hypothesis Three:.
Relatively older persons are no more likely to
be labelled deviant than relatively younger
persons, taking all other things as equal.

General Hypothesis Four:

Males are no more likely than females to be-la-
bzlled deviant, taking 21l other things as equal.

WWhen labeliing was viewed as an independent variable, it
was concluded that labelling someone deviant might serve to
increagse their deviance. ZEven though there still remains
major_problems of what labelling theorists actuzlly intended,
the details of the processes involved have been reduced here
to their simpleét form of labellihg increases deviance.‘ The

fifth general hypothesis muintaing this simplicity ard is
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once again presented in the null fqrm.
General Hypothesis Tive:
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 anonymity as Vestborough, North-
borough, and Eastborcugh. The intention is to test these
five general hypotheses, in a more directly relevant.form, in
relation to the police processing of juvenile oftenders.

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 variabie and examines relevant re-
s2arch of interest to the general hybotheses one to four,
Chapter Three compares the results of investigations into the
epldemiclogy of juvenile crime to the results emergent ffom
Chapter Two. ChaptersFour and Five discuss the operation of
the Juvenile Bureaux and the results of my research in relation
to the distribution ot police disposition decisions. ‘Chapters |
Six and Seven considers contemporary research and the Juvenile
Bureau research results with respect to labelling as the in-
dependent variable. Chapter Eight reconsiders the merits of

labelling theory in the light ol recent criticisms, reapprais--

- als, and research results.



CHAPIER TWO

RESEARCH RELATED TO LAEBELLING AS A DEPENDERT VARIABLE:

OFFICIAL DATA AND OBSERVATION STUDIES
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1. Introducticn

The present chapter 1s designed to investigate the nature of,
and conclusions obtained from, contemporzry research invest-
igations which may kave some relevance to the debate concerning
‘lebelling as a dependent varizble as applied to criminal de-
viance. The General Hypotheses One to Four, therefore, need to
be rewritien in the more testable form of Hypotheses One to
Four shown below,
Hypothesis One:
Persons of low soclec-economic status are no more -
likely to he officiglly labelled eriminal or de-
Ilinquent than persons of high socio-economic status,
taking all other things as equal.
Hypothesis Two:
Persons of ethnic minority status are ro more likely
to be officielly labelled criminal or delinquent
than persons of the raclsel majority, taking all
other things as equal. _
Eypothesis Three:
Relatively older persons are no more likely to be
officially labelled criminal or delinguent than
relatively younger persons, taking all other things
as equal,
Hypotheslis Four:
Males are no more likely to be officially labelled
eriminal or delinquent than females, taking all
other things es equal.

Thzre are three main areas of reséarch which have sonxe
bearing on the testing of these hypotheses. The first two,
officizal data and participant 6bservation studies, are to be
discussed in this chapter; the third, self-report analysis, is
considered in Chépter Three and relates‘to the epidemiology of
Juvenile crime,

Official data studies represent some of the earliest werk
done in the field of official processing policles, and predate-

labelling theory by many years. Through the analysis of the
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compiled statistics of various law enforcement agenclies, par--
ticulerly the police &and the courts, researchers have been in
a position to investigate the soéial distribution of officisl
disposition decisions throughout ths population. Of courée,
any variations observed between class, race, age, ard sex, and
' say the propensity to be arrestéd, referred to court, or sen--
tenced, need not indicate that these factors have any indepen-¥
de2nt effect on official labelling. Over-representation méy be
the result’of the grecter 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, prerequisite to
the existence of police or court bias. Fuarther, although the
scclal epidemiology of crime may be unknowﬁ at the time and
locality of a particuler study, some indicator of the relative
effect of soéial factors, compared to the seriousness and fre-
quency of criminality, can bé ascertained through the operation
of variable controls. Thus} although official data investig-
ations might not Ee able to locate the exeact nature, or level,
of official discrimination, thkey ought to be capzble of pro--
viding some evidence of it,

Participant observation studies, on thé other hand, seem
to be in a better position to assess the bssis for the select-
ion of individuals to be processed by the criminal justice
system. Observation studies, however, have so far tended to
emphasise police treatment policies during on-the-egtreet
encounters, and in particular, the arrest situation. The ob-
server directly experiences the interaction seguence between
the suspeét and the police, and is tkus potentially capable of
perceiving the sort of factors that tke police refer to in arr-

iving at a disposition decision. Any undue aignificance
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attached to the social conditions of the individual, coxzpared
to the conditions of the offence, should be clearly visible to
the participant observer,

Although each of these methodologles may not be entirely
adequate as 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 exﬁent to which they offer support or reject the Hypoth-

egses One to'Four.

2. 0fficial data studies

One of the earliest of official data studies concerned with the
distribution of official disposition declsions was by Thorsten
Sellin, in an article entitled, 'Race Prejudice in the Admin-
istration of Justice.' (1935) 1In this instance, the official
disposition investigated wee the average length of prison sen-
tences given by American courts for a variety of offences, and
the sccial characterisfic compared‘was the individual's race.
In most cases, Negro males wsare seen to be glven lorger sen--
tences than the native born whites for similar types of offence
commission. Sellin concludes, ',.. equality before the law is
a social fiction.' (1935 p.217)

Nost of the early official deta studies were concerned with
revealing discriminatory court dispositions with respect to the
racial characteristice of the offender. DBoth Johnson (1944) and
Garfinkel‘(1949) investigated American ccurt Negro senténcing
policies for cases of homicide, end concluded that the race of
the offender certainly digd seém tb be associated with official

cutcomre. Johnsoh (1944) for exanmple, ccncluded:
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The edministration of justice is from beginning

to end a0 much a part of the whole system of Negro-
white social relations that it muset te viewed not
only as & process which discriminates against
Kegroes and thkus biases the statistics of crime,
but also as a direct and indirect causative factor
" in the production of Kegro ecrime. (1944 p.103)

By the 1860's, the issue of discrimination in the crim-
inal justice system had been broedened to include Jjuveniles,
other social factors such as soclo~-economic status, age, and
sex, and a variety of stages of police processing. With this
development came the first few investigations to contradict
the strengthening opinion that official agencles were gererally
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

Trhe following is an analysis of a number of gfficial data stud-
ies, from the 1930's to theApreseht, which in some way relate
to the class, race, age, oi gex distribution of police or

court disposition deciéions for adults and juveriles. Because
of the variability of thece investigations, the notion of off-
icial iabelling will be left, for the time being; as flexible as
possible; but gererally, this refers to either polics decisions
to refer individuals further into the légal proéeésing syéiém,
or to court sentencing decisions. '

A total of thirty-three data studies have so far been
investigated with respect to the four uypotheses. The se-
lection of these studies, of course, has been in part moulded
by those works which were available at the time, and as such
reed not be representative of all deta studies so far done.
However, 1%t 1s felt that the majority f ths most discussed re-

searches by acedemics at the moment are contained in this sample,
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and that because of this, it is assumed that there will be
few vital works left out which have not come to the éttention
of contenmporary writers in this_field.

In oider to represent test the combined results of all
these investigations, the authors' general conclusions have
been tabulated, such'that the relative weight of support for
the lebelling hypotheses can be more easily assessed. Before
proceeding to this summary of results, the position of the
‘author's general conclusion' needs clarification. Data studies
are notorious for presenting rather confusing overall con-
clusions from their results, especially if the results are
quélified, cenflicting, or marginal within the context of the
gtudy. Generally, however, the 'author's general conclusion'
referredto here 1is the dominant position arrived at after all‘
the various qualifications have been made, and as such is per-
haps more impressionistié than Taithful to the author's inten-
tiors. The first factor investigated with respect to its ass-
ociation with official labelling policies, and treated in this

way, 1s that of socio-economic status,

4, Official disposition decisions and soclo-econonmic status

The distribution of general conclusions regarding soclo-
economic status (S.E.S.), is shown in Table 1. The table
distinguishes police and court dispcsition decisions for beth
Juveniles and adults. In the case of the studies by Willie
(1954), and shannon (1953), cnly the distribution of decisiéns
by sccio-economic area have been cconsidered.
The initial balance of conclusions reveals a considerable

amount of conflict in terms of the association between officiel

isposition decisions and soclal class, with almost as many

studles suggesting some association as those not. With res-
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pect to the rolice treatment of juveniles, two studies propose
that there is some association to class background (Thernterry
1873, and Wolfgang 1972), and two suggest that there is no
such association (Terry 1967, and Welner 197?).

Table 1.
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SOCIO-ECOROMIC STATUS

AND OFFICIAL TLABELLING

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL

POLICE

Juveniles: = Thornberry (19;3) Terry (1967)
Wolfgang (1972) Wediner (1872)

(Area S.E.S.) - (Area S.E.S.)
willie (1964) Shannon (1963)

Adults: Green (1970)

COURT

Juveniles: Mannheim (1957) Hindelang (1975)
Reiss (1961) Little (1959)
Scarpitti (1971) Meade E1974§
Thornberry (1973) Tercy (1967

Thomas (1975)

Adults: . Burke (1975) Willick (1975)
Chiricos (1972)
Johnson (1957)

Similarly, one study concludés that there is some association
between socio-economic area and police referral decisions |
(Willie 1964), and one concludes that there is no such asso-
ciation (Shannon 1963). Before reviewing the distribiation of
court disposition decisions, this confllct of results requires

a brief elaworation.
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Thornberry's 1973 study of police decision-meking shows
that 36.9% of low S.E.S. juveniles were referred by the police
to a further stage of juvenile processing compared to 21.5% of
high S.E.S. youths. Thornberry thus concludes:

eee 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-
dencyfof police departments to refer, rather than divert,
juveniles into the Jjuvenile 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 (1954) is concerned with delinquency rates and the ratic
of juvenile referralsby the police to the juvenile courts.
From a selection of five different socio-economic areas, the
authors conclude that delinquency rates are inversely related
to socio-economic area. Shannon (1963), in 2 similar invest-
igation of three socio-economic areas, conversely summarised
that, although some inverse re}ationship 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 marginal evidence has been forthcoming
for either conclusion. In addition to this, these weak ard
marginal conclusions generally tend to contradict one another.
To some extent this situation is repeated for studiss relating
to court sentencing policles.

Roughly the same number of studies sup?ort the view of
some class assoclation (Mannheim 1957, Relss 1961, Scarpitti
1971, Thornberry 1973, Burke 1975, Chiricos 1972, and Johnson
1957), as those concluding that there is no such association
(Hindelang 1975, Little 1959, Meade 1974, Terry 1967, Thomas
1975, Willick 1975).‘ However, as this distrivbution represents
only an initial ébrting of_reéults which will later be reduced
es some are discarded, and as the primary interest of this
1nvestlgation 1ies with th police treatment of juveniles, a
more detailed onalysis of court proceedings will be reserved

until later,.

5. Official disposition decisions and raca

The distribution of results relating to police and court dis-

pesitions with respect to the racial Zactor, 13 shown in Table 2,
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Table 2.

GENERAL CONCLUSICHS REGARDING

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE AND OFrICIAL LABELLING

- Wolfgang

Burke (1975)
Chiricos (1972)
Garfinkel (1949)
Hall (1975)
Eindelang (1975)
Johnson ?

Sellin (
Wolfgang 21962

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
POLICE
Juveniles: Goldman (1969) MeEachera (1967)
Ferdinand (1970) Terry (1967)
Eohenstein 1969; Weiner (1972)
Thornberry 1973
WOIfgan% (1972
- Wilson (1968)
Adults: Green (1970)
COURT
Juveniles: Arnoldd (1971) Perdirand §1 3
‘ Axelrad (1952) Hindelang (19
: Scarpitti ?71) Meade 21974;
Thomas (1975 Terry (1967
Thornberry (1973)
‘Adults: Bullock (1961) Green (1964)

In comparisor to the class distribution of Table 1., the over-

all balance of this second teble appears to favour more strongly

2ome association between racial factors and official dispositions

although, perhavns less so for juveniles than for adulis., At

the police level of analysis, six juvenile studies conclude

that there is some association between race and disposition

(Goldman 1969, Ferdinand 1970, Hohenstein 196
Wolfgang 1972, and Wilsen 1968), com

9, Thernberry 1973,

gared to three findings
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of ro assbciation (YcEachern 1967, Terry 1967, and Weiner 1972).
Again, only the one study of adults was available (Green 1970),
and thus no comparison was possible in this respect. .

At the court level of preccessing, the balance of con-
clusions was once again fairly evenly welghted for juveniles, -
with five authors supporting some association and four support-
ing no assocliation. This was not the case, however, for adults.
Cf 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 the:efore,a more detailed
description of the six studies finding some associafion and
the three studies finding no association, segﬁs appropriste,

Goldman‘(1969) considers, amongst a variety of factors,
police referraldecisions of juveniles to the juvenile courts,
and concludes that 64.8% of éll Negro children arrested were
referredto court, compared to 33.6% of white youths., Ferdinand
(1970) found that police referredto a further stage of pro-. .

cessing 76% of black juveniles, compared to_63% of white. EFEoh-
enstein (1969), on the other hand, conducted whatvhe refers to
as a ‘'Predictive Attribute Analyéis' on a variety of‘variables,
including race, and suggests that the rmaximum racisl effect
obtained was when 78% o2 Negro arrests were referredcompared to
22% of white arrest referrals. This, however, was the meximum
effect and for all other varieble combinations the influence of
race was considersbly less than this. Thornberry's results
(1973) indicate that before any varieble controls, 40.8% of
bleck juveniles were referredby the po;ice to a further stage

of official processing with only 21.2% of white youths receiving
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such trestment. Agein, variable controls reduced thig effecqt
somewhat. Wolfgang's results (1972) were similarly reduged
from the difference of 43.3% non;white referralscompared to
23,45 white referralswith the inclusion of variable contrbla,
although a substantial relationship continued to rémain. Fin-
ally, Wilson concluded (1968) that on average 42.9% of Negroea
were sent to court by the police compared to 15.7% of white
Juveniles.

Thus, the results favouring some racial effaect, in terms
of police processing of juveniles, do ~ seem to dominate these
researches., The three studies indicating no such association,
however, similarly present strong findings, although 21l have
opted for other statistical techniques of presentation than
gimple percentage differences. MNcEachern (1967) analyses the
proportion of petitions requested by the police for court app-
earances by facial factors, and concluded that white, Nogro,
and Mexican juveniles were generally equally*represented.
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 utilize basically‘
legalistic criteria in making dispoeition decisions.' (1967
p.179)

- A number of features of these results seem to be immed- -
iatély striking. Unlike the results relating to socio-ecornomie
status, there are some considerable percentage differences
indicated between white juvenile police referralsard those for
racial minérities. Wilson (1S68), for example, finds police
court referralsd@iffer from 42.9% for Negroes, to 15.7/ for
whites; néarly three times as high. Goldman (1969), Thornberry
(1973), 2nd Volfgang (1972) all show differences of nearly one

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 juvenlles 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 adulis, however, unanimously conclude that there
1s an associaticn between oge and court disposition declsion,

with all four investigations arriving at thig result,

Table 3.
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN AGE AND OFFICIAL LABELLING

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION - NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
POLICE

Juveniles: Goldman (1969) Hohenstein (1969)

McEachern (1967)
Terry (1967)

Adults: Green (1970)
COURT |
Juveniles: Terry (1967) hindelanp (1975)
| Thomas (1975) Meede (1974)
Adﬁlté: Burke (1975)

Chiricos (1972)
Hindelang (197;
Wolfgang (1962

Elaborating the situation for the police tréatmenf of ju—

veniles reveals a3 before & similar distribution of study var-

iations. Goldman (1969) shows that 31.4% of ten year old ju--
veniles were referred by the police to juvenile court cbmpared
to 48.3% of seventeen year old youths. Goldman concludes:

There appears to be an urder-representation in
court of arrests below the age of twelve, and an
over-representaticn of arrests in the sixteen
and seventeen-ycar grours.

For a variety of reasons... police are lcath to
refer younger chiléren to court., Some, referring
back to their own early childhood escapades, find
justification for the inforial rether then the
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
suggeéts 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 age. 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.

T. Official disposition decisions and sex

The distribution of study conclusions is shown in Table 4.

A1l three studies dealing with the police treatment of juven-
iles (Goldman, 1969, Hohenstein, 1969, and McEachern, 1967)
conclude that there is no assoclation between the offender's

gsex and police disposition. The distributien 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 CONCLUSIONIS ARDING THE

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SEX AND OFFICIAL LABELLING

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION : NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
POLICE

Juveniles: Goldman (1969)

Hohenstein (1959)
KcEachern (1967)

Adults:s Green (1970)
COURT
Juveniles: Thomas (1975) Hindelang (1975)
Meade (1974)
Adults: Garfinkel 2194 Chiricos (1972)
Hindelanz (197

Johnson (1957)

Considering again those studies relating to the police
treatment of juvéniles in more detall does little to clafify
the issue. Goldman (1969) actually calculetes that 54.2% of all
girl offenders in his study were referredto éourt, conmpared to
35.1% of thé boys. However, because of the relatively small
sample size of girl offenders, this relationship was not con-
sidered significant; such that Goldman concludes:

«+o there seemed to be little differential treat-
ment of boy and girl offenders. (1969 p.274)

Hohenstein's results (1969) were similar to that for offender's
age, in that the sex of the cffender represented one of the
eleven variables out of the fourteen analysed which was not con-
sidered significant. McEachern (1967) similarly did not con-
sider the variation of 0.29 of male offender referral.to 0.21

of female offender referralas indicative of an association.
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8. Problems of comparability

The conflict of results between theée official data studies has
continued to exist through cach of the four social factors ana-
lysed., One of the reasons for this variation and 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 differénces between these investigations, which could
possibly help to explaip the apparent variation in resuits,

hés already been touched upon and relates to the adequacy of
other variablé controls. The most significant of these is the
adequacy of legal variable controls such as the frequency of
offence commission 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 of the above reseérch. The
following considers those methodological differences which might

contribute to variations in results.

9. Methecdological problems

Differences in research methodology not only hayecbnsequences
for study comparability, but also, ir some instances, for the
entire credibility of the investigation. Four of the most
frequently occurring failings of official date studies are gis-
cugsed below with the view that the grossly inadequate re-
szarches will need to be eliminated frem the final distribution
of results. These faillings are generally associated with: the

seriouaness of offence control, the prior record control, 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 unbissed.' (1972, p.209). Without
knowing what type of offence Negro youths committed, there
seems little justification for this remark., Similarly, Moses
(1947) offers data to the effect that there is a higher rate
- of 2dult Negro coanvictions to that of whites, although fails
to show what the convictions were for.

By holding constant the seriocusness of offence and then
observing the“relationship between labelling and social con-
gilderations, 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 svaled range of grouped offence seriousness
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i. Type of offence eontrol

if the comparison between sociel factors and official dis-
position is made fof 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 spécific offences; burg-
lary, rape, and murder. Wilson (1968) on the other hand, con- -
giders eight different types of offence as a source of com-
parison, fanging from loitering to homicide.

Ignoring for the moment other variable controls, the tech-
lnique of using specific offences as a coantrol very much im- -
proves the quality of the research as a test for labelling
theory. Howeve:, knowing the relationship between labelling
and soclal fgctors with the type of offence held constant, only
really tells us that social factors might have gome influence
on official labelling, not that it is the most important in-
fluence., This distinction was most clearly presented in an
article by Tittle (1975) in which he distinguishes between min-
or and major influences on official labelling.

Tittle (1975)‘proposes that it is very unlikely that la-
b211ing théorists were advocating that labelling is only slightly
related to social factors, or 'social disadvantage' (1975 p.164).

eee 1f labelling theory ecays only that dis- -
advantage variables will have some effect on
fficial classificaticn, then 2ll the excite-
ment generated by the approach has been mig-
placed. '

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

Aséuming that this is the case, it would not only have to be
shown that social factors were related to official disposition,
but a2lso that this reletionship ie stronger than any other ass-

ociation. In other words, it must be seen that social cerditions
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influence the outcome of 90fficial labellirg more than the legsal
conditions, otherwise the predictive ability of labelling
theory would be severely llmited.
To overcome this, Tittle proposes that a double contfﬁl

is needed. A valid test, suggests Tittle (1975 P.164), would.
need to, '... hold constant actual rule-breaking and observe
fhe 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 lorg as a scaled range
of offence seriousness is incorporated as a legzl varilable
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 spuribus and pe-
culiar only to a particular offence type. DBecause of this, a
well formulated offence range may be a better control than the |
- single specific offence. The actual number of‘offence categ~
ories may vary from tvio (e.g. Thornberry 1573, Goldman 1969),
to as many as seven or nmore categories (e.g. McEachern 1967).
The further advantzge of this type of ceontrol is.thet the
distinction between the mejor and minor influences of sociel
factors on official disposition, outlined by Tittle (1975%), may
be calculdted, g0 lcng as the results are contaired in the
research publication. Any scale of two or more degrees of off=-
ence serlecusness, provides az comparative base from whkich the
independent effects of both sociel and legal factors nzy ke

calculated. In many ways, 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 1s 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 (1973) characterises between high and low serious
offences, and Green (1970) between Index (serious) offences
and Others. It 1s surprising, for example, that this technique
is considered adequate enough for Green (1970)vabove, 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 tﬁe law.' (1964
p.348). Thus, it might be too crude to combine a wide range of
different offences under the blanket terms 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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offence, as opposed to their social characteristics, so too
may be the case for previous offence reccrd, If certain groups
of people receive hgrsher treatment, this may well bte beczuse
they are also the more frequent offenders, and therefere is
more indicative of their rule-breaking behaviour than of dig-
criminatory practices.

There is one point of caution required with respect to the
influence of prior record on disposition outcome, however, and
that is thp‘extent to which it may be truly: considered a legal
variable, Prior record, after all, simply refers to the number
of previous contacts with the official processing system and 1is
not directly reflective of actual behaviour. The besis for
thesé previous contacts might well be the social character-
istics of the offender, 2rnd thus, 1s not 2 trueindicator of
purely legal considerations. As Box suggestas:

.;.prioi record ig, in many respect, the sedimen-
tation of previous deployment, detection and dis-

positional decisicns, all of which were influenced
by social considerations. (1971 p.195)

It nevertheless seems that the knowledge of the individ-
ual's prior record does provide more help than hindrahce ir
establishing the relative influence of variocus factora, and
thus, in the absance of any more perfect soiution, is consid-

- ered here as a genulne legal variable., Studies incorporatihg
this control, therefore, will he considered more favourably than
thosearriving at = conclusion in its absence.

c. Significance of acsociation

This third methodological problem is not to do with variadble
cogtrols as such but in the strength of the relationship
shown between two or more variables. Not only does a rela--
tionship have to.be shown to exist between socizl factors and
labelling, but also, that this associafion is statistically

slgnificant. Hegen (1974), however, considers that many of
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these official data studies are inadequate on the grounds
that they do not operate meaningful significance controls
vetween the associations obtained.

Some rulecs of significance are laid down by statisticians,
although they are often applied rather flexibly by sociologisis.
As often as not, significance between varizble associations is
established by rule-of-thumb. However, in many cases, the
onus is placed on the statistical tests of significance 'chi!
and 'tau', and as Hagen suggesta:

'The frequent reliance on tests cf significance
in these studies is troubling, considering the
extensive debate regarding the merits of such
tests, (1974 p.261)
One of the problems of these tests, suggests Hagen, is that
they are very much affected by the size of the sample used.
When the sample size is large, it 1s generally quite easy to
establish that an association is statistically significant,

A similar problem exists, however, for particularly small
samples, If the research data is only of averege size, say
400 or less, (e.g. Johnson 1944, Little 1959, Thomas 1975) it
does not take many sub-categorisations of this sample tefore
individual sub-samples reach double or even single figures.
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 female offenders
showing that 100% of the white category were adjudicated de-
linquent, compared to 0% who were not; dealing with a sample:
size of 1. .This was used to suggest that 100% of white fe-

males were labelled delinquent compared to 72% of blacks, using
a sample size for the former of n=1, and for the latter n=13,
The value of such data as indiceztive of a meaningful relation~-

ship, is gseriously in doubt,
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Considering that much of the general theorising associated with
delirquency and crimirality over the last half-century has
been implicitly or explicitly ‘loceted in a Western Industrial
setting, it seems desirable that the area in which official
disposition policies are tested should contaln those features
asgociated with a reasonably large urban area. Studies based
in small or rural areas might well produce atypical results
tecause of the gpecific social or ccmmunity structure of this
type of area. | |

¥ost of the investigzstions so far analysed have in fact
been conducted in large metropolitsn areas, and thus not only
£it in with this urban ideal, but alsc offer a reazonable level
of study conmparability. Theres are, however, a few exceptions
to this. Green (1970), for example, 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 in terms
‘df e rate per 100,000 of the population. For 1941, for example,
Green quotes the number of crimes as 1,870 per 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 dava
studles., It dces seem dangerous nevertheless to incorporate
this type of small town study into a compzrison of results
from large metropolitzn areas with quite different social, and

Provably criminal, processes.

10, Method guality control

m
&4

he eariier distribution of study conclusions mede no allow~
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ance‘for differences in methodological adequacy or relative
quality of these results. By outlining some of the more

serious problems associated with these investigations, it is
hoped thai a second distribution of results can be displayed
based on only the best avallable official data studies, on the
assumption that the results frcm these will te the more reliable.
Thus, a process of study elimination is required to reveal the
digtribution of only those investigations fulfilling a min-

inum level of methodological adequacy.

Al1]1 investigations failing to control for offence serious-
‘negs, therefore, the nost important of the legal variable
controls, need toc be eliminated from the analysis because of
their inability to predict the independent effects of social
criterie in the manner required to test the hypotheses form-
ulated. Similarly, all studies based on small town and rural
populations’mustlbe recoved on the grounds of study compar-
ability and the assumed variations in general soclal processes
that may‘be associated_with theee type of areas.,

As far as prior record controi and the eignificance of
association 1s concerned, these are best dealt with as con--
t”ibutinp, or positive ratkher than negative ‘characteristics,
capable of improving the status of researches where they have
-'been auccessfully and properly operated, and reducing in status

those researches where they have not been s0 applied.

11. Study distribution and socio-eccononic status

The effect of reducing the original Table 1. distribution of
study conclusions by thoee investigations failing to control
for offence seriousness or conducted in a small or rural area,
produces the baiance of results shown in Table 5, 5elow. A

- total of nire studies have been elirinated, eight becangse 02
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the absence of = seriousness of offence coatrol (Willie 1964,
Weiner 1972, Mannheim 1957, Reiss 1961, Scarpitti 1971, Little
1959, Burke 1975, and Willick 1675), and one because of the ’
nature of the area studied (Green 1970).

Table 5.
QUALITY CONTROLLED COHCLUSIONS REGARDING THE

ASSOCTIATION BETWEEN SOCIO-ECOROMIC STATUS AND OFFICIAL

LABELLING
DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCTATION
LEVEL . |
POLICE

Juveniles: Thornberry (1973) Terry (1967)
Wolfgang (1972) -

_ (Area S.E.S.)

Shannon (1963)

Adults:
COURT
Juveniles: Thornberry (1973) Hindelang (1975)
Meade 219743
Terry (1967
Thomas (1975)

Advlts: Chiricos (1972)
Johnson (13857)

Obviously no great improvements have been made in terms
of favouring one or other of the two conclusions. The removal
0f the weaker studies,; therefore, does_nof immediately clarify
the situation. What is now required is a comparison of the
relative strengths of the remaihing investigdticns. |

& point of particular importance would be to esteblish

the strength of significance of those results suggeesting that
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there is some agsociation. This could be done simply by com~
paring the percentage differences for variocus S.E.S. categ-
ories, or by incorporating Tittle's notion (1975) of minor and
najor influences on disposition decisions. If the percentage.
difference between-say high S.E.S., and low S.E.S. offender
treatment policlies was either small, or less than the percentage
influence contributed by the nature of the offence committed,

or even previous record of offences, then only the weaker ver-A
sion of labelling theory could be supported.

Before Tittle's distinction can be tested, the invest-
igation concerned must have used a scaied range of ofrfence
seriousness control, of twec or more categories, to enable the
caléulation of the independent effect of both socizl 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), all use
a scaled range, although cnly Thornberry and Wolfgang present
their results in a manner in which they can be recalculated.

Thornberry (1973) simultaneouély controis for prior rec-
ord and offence seriousness, although the basichoffence effect
is'roughly the same for each level of prior record control.
Considering, therefore, those individuals with no previous
record, Thornberry finds that for low seriousness offences,
9.0% of lower S.E.S. and 3.8% of higher S.E.S. juvennés were
referred by the police to the next stage of official procesging;
an apparent difference in treatment policies., In the case of
high seriousness offences, however, the difference remains with
51.0% of lower S.E.S., and 34.7/% of higher S5.E.S. individuals
referredto a furthef stage of processing, although it can
clearly be seen fhat the general percentage differénce between

low and high seriousness offences is far greater than the
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differences between soclo~econonic astatus, Thus, in accord=-

- ance with the principles outlined by Tittle (1975), the ser-
lousness 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 ycuths, 9.3% of lovwer 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.B.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 éf
official outcome than the social conditions of the case,
‘Terry's results (1967) cannot be calculated in this manner,
although this does not really matter as he falls to find any
association between S.E.S5. and disposition anyway. Thus, as
far as the police treatment of juveniles is concerned, the
balance is one study favouring no association and two studies
favouring oﬁly a weak or minof agsociation between social factors
and labelling. Shanndn (1963) similarly finds 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 conélusion sho&n for
police treatment. Only one study 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's continued investigation (1973). In the
case of the court's decision to 'adjust’, a lesg serious dis-
position, or"refer' the juvenile, the influernce of offence
seriousness once again emerged as the decminant force dictating
disposition outcome. (1973 p.97) For the more serious dig-

Position decisions of institutionalisation or to>p1acé the indi--

vidual on probation, Thornberry concluded that there was only
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8 weak assoéiation for both socio~econonic status and for thé
seriousness of offeace. |
The two adult studies, that of Chiricos (1972) and |

Johnson (1957), both indicate some essociation between court
sentencing and status factors, although Chiricos admits that
in his study thiskrelationship is only weak when educational
factors are used as an iandicator of social class, and below the
level of statistical significance when occupational skill is
useé as an indicator. Johnson's‘investigation (1957), on the
other hand, does find a stroﬁg association, but in relation to
the distribution of capital punishment. It might well te that
fhis 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 angd major'influences of sgocizl factors
relative to social labelling. Although this technique undoubt-
edly does indicate the relative strengtha of socizl, 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 sociél factor influence nor on whether or not
they were advocating that soclial factors will have the major
predictive effect on disposition outcome. Direct class-~linked
statements were, in fact, rare. Erikson (1962), however, tells

us, '...working-class boys ... are far more likely to go to

prison than upper-class boys who commit the same or even more
serious crimes...' (1962 p.308) (my underlining). Similarly;
Becker (1963) only really suggests, 'The middle-class boy is
lege likely, when picked up by the police to be tzken to the

stgtion oo and it is extremely unlikely that he will be convicteg

~and sentenced.' (my underlining) (1963 £.12) Whether this
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ghould be construed as proposing a major or minor influence

ie uncertain, even though Tittle (1975) considers that la--
belling theory is only valuable if the major influence view-
point is teken. It will be considered here, however, that th;a
requirement is not fundemehtal to the status of labelling
theory, such that evidence of strong but minor influences will
be considered as vieble evidence enhancing the labellists po--
sition. |

From the evidence so far available, the social class of

the offender has been shown to have some influence on dis-
position outcome although. this was geherally 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 ro influence on official
decision-making. The reason why methodologically adequate‘re-~
searches can still provide conflictirg results is the subject

of thé discussion et the end of}th;s section on study dist-
ritution. |

12. Study distritution énd race

The new distribution of study conclusiohs for race, with the
Vmethodologically inedequate investigations removed, is shown
in Table 6. Only five researcﬁes have been elimirated from
the original table; four tecause of the absence of a seriousness
of offence control (Weiner 1972, Scarpitti 1971, Burke 1975,
and Moses 1947), and one because of the area studied (Green
1970).

Four of thg five studies eliminated represented a2 con-
clusion of some association between race ard cfficial dig-

position, although this removal has effected the distribution
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The balance for juveniles at the

police level of analysis seems to now more strongly fevour

a result of sdmg association, with six studies supporting this

conclusion compared viith two which do not.

Table 6.

QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE AND OFFICIAL LABELLING

DISPOSITION
LEVEL

ASSOCIATION

NO ASSOCIATION

POLICE

’ Juveniles:

Adults:
COURT

Juveniles:

Adults:

Coldman (1969)

Ferdinand (1970)
Hohenstein §1960;
Thornberry 1973

'Wolfgan% (1972)
1

Wilson (1972)

Arncld (1971)
Axelrad (1952)
Thomas (1975)
Thornberry (1973)

Bullock (1961)
Chiricos (1972)
Garfinkel (1949)
Hall (1975)
Hindelang (1975)
Johnson ?19573
Johnscn (1944
Sellin (1935)
Volfganz é1962
Wolfgang (1973

McEachern (1967)
Terry (1967)

Ferdinand 21970
Hindelang (1975
Meade (1974)
Terry (1967)

Green (1964)

The situation for juveniles at the court level of analysis

is evenly divided with four studies supporting each cdnclusion.

The distribution for adults, however, at the court level of

investigation, seeus clearly in favour of conecluding some
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racial associafion. Ten of the eleven studies analysed con-
cluded that, even after seriousness of offence controls, in-
dividuals from ethnic minorities were more severely treated
by the courts. A

As it is impossible in the time to conduct an in—depth
aralysis of each of these researches, a more detalled invest-
igation is reserved for the most impdrtant area, as far as the )
present research is concerned, of the police treatment of ju-

vaniles. | |

ItAwas suggested in the previcus discussion concerning
Socio-economic status and official disposition decisions, that
an important feature of those studies sﬁpporting a conclusion
of some association was the strength of the relationship that
nad been established. Considering these studies irvestigating
lthe assoclation between official dispoaition and race reveals
& similar variation of results.

Goldman's original distribution (1969) of 64.6%4 Negro.
police referrals to a.juvenile court, compared to 33.6% white,
was reduced considerably for serious offenders with a differ-
ence of 87.5% and 79.3% respectively, but maintained the orig-
inal difference for minor offences with 53,2/ 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 asscciation to
that obtained for the seriousness of offénce relatidhship to
disposition, once again revealed that legal conditions emerge
as the better predictor of disposition.

' Ferdinand (1970) indicated a non~-contrclled var;ation in
race of 76% referrals for black youths compersé to 63% for white.

This appears to be in the expected direction, 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 comparéd with 21.2%4 for white. This effect
was reduced slightly for most 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 noh—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 miror off-
€nces.,

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 foramore 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 iz so small for HNegro offgndera (an avefage of four
offenders pef offence) that the controlled form of hie data
cannot be considerea reliable,
Considering these studies together, there does seem to
.be some evidence to suggest that non-white offenders are re-
ferred to juvenile court more frequently than white, although |
possibly this difference is greater for the minor offencas,
where police discretion is at its maximum, than for major off-
ences, Generally however, the race of the offender is not a
8004 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 investigations show
no association between race and police treatment. Again, this
Variation in results will be discussed later in this chapter.
Secondly, all of the juvenile/police studies, and most of the
total sample of official data studles analysed, were conducted
in the United States of America. Any conclusions drawn from-
these researches need not necessarily be generalisable, either
between countries or states of America. Before any further
debate is embarked upon, however, it 1s necessary to first

review the gituation for age and sex.

13. Study distribution and age

With the three eliminated investigations (Goldman 1969; Burke
1975, and Green 1970) removed, the number of studies relating
to the as;ociation of age with official disposition is shown in
Table 7. There now appears so few remaining investigations as
to make any meaningful comparison very difficult. Three re-

Searches are concerned with the police treatment of juveniles
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with two of these finding some association for age (MdEachern
1967, and Terry 1967), and one finding no assoéiation (Hoh-
enstein 1969). At the court level, the distribution is evenly
balanced with two sfudies favouring each conclusion for ju--
vaniles, but dominantly favouring a conclusion of scme asso-:
ciation for adults; with all three studies supporting this
result. .

Only one of the three investigations relating to juvenile/
police studies (McEachern 1967) presents the coatrolled re-
sults in a‘ﬁanner wvhich may be reinterpreted. The previously
large difference in the proportion of petitions applied for by
the police for different age groups wés sean to reduce sone-
what with the introduction of a seriousness of offence control;
with no real statistically significant associations esmerging

for any offence category or for any comparison of age groups.

Table 7.
QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN AGE AND CFFICIAL LABELLING

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
POLICE
Juvenilea: McEachern (1967) Hohenastein (1969).
Terry (1$67)
Adults:
COURT |
Juveniles: Terry (1967) Hindelang (1975)
. Thomas (1975) Meade (1974)
Adults: Chiricos (1972)

Hindelang (1975)
Wolfgang (1962)




Again, the seriousness of the offence appeared to be more
strorgly related to outcome decision than the age of the off-
ender, once offence controls had been maje. .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 COKCLUSIONS REGARDING
THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SEX AND OFFICIAL IABELLING

—

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION RO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
 POLICE
Juveniles: Hohenstein (1969)
}cEachern (1957

Adults:

COURT
Juveniles:  Thomas (1975) Hindelang (1975)

leade (1974)

Adults: Garfinkel g 1549) Chiricos' (1972)
Hindelang 975)
Johnson ?19 7)
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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 associstion 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 conclusiohs.
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 as 2 means of looking back towerds the situation of thelr
inception and generétion, is of course & rather crude and in-
accurate means of studying social phenomena, On the other
hand, official deta can provide a generalised indication of
trends in what is actually happening, which may be later re-
investigated in more detall 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 representing social processes, although it does
rot seem that it is simply 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'becaqse of the inability to handle available data, ‘
the problem lies more in the misrepresentation cf 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 the interaction encounter of official agen-
cies with offenders. 1In many ways there are a host of other
influences which play some part in determining decision out-
~ come and thus the character and policy of disposition de--
cisions generally. Thornberry (1973), for example, includes a
third important factor ir the interacticn sequehce when he

concludes, '... if other variebles such as ... the attitude of
the victin were contrclled, racizl end S.Z.S, differences would
be eliminated.' (1973 p.98)

Two particulerly sigrificent extraneous influences which
may affect the police treatment of juveniles are the role
rlayed by local community attitudes end the specific depart-

zental policy as defined and instigeted oy senior police.
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officers. It is considered here, that these two factors
taken together, may serve te explain the majority of the var-
lation in research results revealed in the previous analysis.
As police mcbilisation seems to be largely reactive rather

than proactive, (Reiss 1971, Banton 1564) 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: |

Most indictable crimes 'known to the police' are

not discovered as a result of the direct initia-

tive anéd detection work of the police themselves,

but are reported to the police by members of the

public who have witnessed or have been the victim

of the crimes concerned. The attitudes of members

of the public towards reporting criminal behaviour

nust therefore be studied in order to analyse the

relationship hetween crimes committed in the comm~

unity and those crimes which becone officially

known to the police (1973 p. 8)
The rate of which communities report certain crimes, there-
fore, may explain scme of the regional veriations in police
operations. An important facfor affecting reporting ratqs, is
the variation in tolerance levels towards certain crimes; and -
possibly certain types of criminal. Bottomley (1973), for
example, considers that areas which have traditionally high
levels of violent crime often show & correspcndingly high
level of tolerance towards violence, such that these offences
often go unreported. Similarly, Wilkins (1965) suggests that
the community's social attitude to crime definesthe \type of
behaviour that the police should do something about, As tol=-
erance levels change, police mobilisation changes, and so too
does the pophlation of offenders known to the police.

It is, of course, probable that the threshold

value of disapproval for a constant event will

change with time and from place to placej that

complaints will reflect the public expszctation

of behaviour and that this will provide a rel-

ative rather than an ebsolute secsure of '‘erime,!
(Wilkins 1965 1.231)
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Anothér factor which may affect fhe reporting of crime,
is the community‘'s attitude towards the police. ZEottomley
states: 4 | ‘

Closely linked to subcultural toleration which
mainly affects the definition of eriminal be--
haviour, is subtcultural antipathy towards 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,
lnay be the result of fear, disiike, or a lack of confidence
in their ability to accept the citizen's complaint, or to do
‘anything constrhétiVe about 1it,

Differences in reporting rates have similarly been linked
with the type of community structure. Wheeler (1567) con-
giders that communities with a high rate of cohesion show a
low reporting rate, pos3ibly due to the tendency for communitj
members to interveredirectly if they see their, '... kids
getting into trouble.' (1967 p.322) MeClintock (1963), on the
other hand, 1ndicétes that the size of the commuﬁity can de—‘.
termire how far the police will informally cope with aﬁ incident
before it reaches the state of criminal data, Smaller comm-
unities may be dealt with more informally, as indicated by
Cain (1973) in her study of police in rurel and urban coxm=-
unities.

Along with the influence of community attitudes on the
determination of the selected 'criminal' population, goes the
Specific character of directives issued by senior officers.
Both VWilson (1968) and Cain(1973) outline how the senior admin-
istrator can affect police behaviocur through directing atten-
tion to certain areas of crime, and gererally shaping depart-

mnental poliey. VWhitaker (1964) illustrates this through ex-
Plaining how the appointment of a rew Chief Constable to the
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Manchester police helped increase prosecutions for male im-
portuning by one thousand vercent in four years.

It seems possible, therefore, as Wheeler (1967) suggests,
that police divisions with high arrest rates'for certain
crimes, mzy be the result of organisational variations., He
considers that the high arrests for the Los Angeles police
in the sixties, for example, was largely the result of a certain
zealous police chief (Chief Parker) and the extra efficiency
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 faet, a source of error which would be desirable to remove.
Wilson's 1968 study, for example, investigates a number of
pPolice departments and indicateg how éompletely diffeorent
Styles of policing may grow up between different areas; and
generate quite different criminal sfatistics as a result of it.
The accepténce of this variation in the treatment of origo,
either because of community or departmental policy differences,
allows for the possibility that some police departments may
diseriminate in terms of social characteristics, while others
may not.

This appreciation, however, does tend to ccmplicate the
1ssue, If police are responding proactively and simply foll-
owing the wishes or directives of the community, then évan
evidence of some over-representation of social groups in the
criminal data, need not by itself be indicative of police
bias. The community'may consistently call out the police for
gay working-class type offerces. This may not be 3o unlikely
ag it may seerm, considering that the average man is likely to
be motivated by everyday expsdiences, such ag the prevention

of theft, robbery, burglary, or viclence, and 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 frequéntly than other incidents. 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
certaln individwals are over-represented in the official data,
then the police could be viewed as behaving discriminatorily
by following community or various other directives, but not
hecessarily biased or prejudiced in themselves. Whichever 1is
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
Trelevant method controls there was some evidence to support
the view that the police discriminated against low socio-
€conomic status juvenlles. 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 agsoclations, when they do
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occur, genulnely represent reality, ard it is not at all
certain by which processes these.associationsmight come about,
It is possible that on some occasions, 1in some police
departments, in somé communities, that labelling theory may
be an accurate perspective from which to understand what is
going on. But because there may be so many problems included,
and so many relevant factors excluded, from official data
studies, it might he the more prudent to reserve juidgement
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 viéw 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 seems 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 themselves to
this problem, and the value of both the method and the results

as & means of testing Hypotheses Ore to Four.

19. The provisional balance

So far only nine investigations have been located which use
this technique and are relevant to the problem at hand. BEe-

cause of the variety of applications of this methodology and
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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
Qirection 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

Tegarding the characteristics of class and race.

Table 9.
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING

THE ASSOCIATION BEIWEEN OFFICIAL LABELLING

AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

————

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION
LEVEL
POLICE
Juveniles: Cicourel §1968;
Werthman (1967
Adults: Reiss (1971) . Lundman (197;)
Wilson (1968) Wilson (1968

L —

* (Wilson supports both conclusions)

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
Tather than the final decision to refer the juvenile to the
hext 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-

¢lusions shown in Table 9 above and Table 10 below possibly
Over-simplify a more complicated set of results.
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Table 10.
GERERAL CONZLUSIOKS REGARDING TER ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN CFFICIAL LABELLING AND RACE

DISPOSITION ASSOCIATION NO ASSOCIATION

LEVEL
POLICE
Juveniles: Black (1970)
Cicourel (4968
Piliavin (1964
Werthman (1957
Adults: Westley (1570) Lundman (19

75)
Wilson (1968)(a)" Reiss (1971)
Skolnick (1 g§?

)
Wilson (1968)(b)

* (Supports both conclusions.)

20, Variations in presentation

Because of the character of observation studies, the 'data' do
not offer themselves in the same easy presentable form as in
the case of quantitive methodologies. The author has to de- -
c¢ide how much the recorded observations are to be interfered
with, and how far the gpecific insfancesshould be generalised,
As 2 result of this, the data has tended to be presented in
one of three ways. The first of these appears élosest to
quantitive techniques, and involves the use of tabulated obsere
vations. These serve to generate a sample of observations from
which percentage czlculations can be made. A second ﬁethod of
Presentation is that of impressionistic statements, which do
hot refer to the exact number of cases contributing te these
Statements. Thé third technique comes closest to the ethro-
graphic ideal, and offers data in the form of case=-study ex-
mples, with the minicum of author interference. Although
studies do nst figidly adhere to thece types, and fend to

combine elementis of a number of them, the results appear to bhe
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more fruitfully expressed in these terms.

21. Tabulated observations

As a means of testing the labelling propositions, the method

of tabulating observations seems distinctly appropriate, 1%

1s not only necessary to know that a certain police-citizen
encounter outcome occurs, but also the frequency and réep=
resentativeness of that occurrence. Without this knowledge, %héi
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
nuch more relevent to know, for example, that the observed
arrest rate fof Negroes was 21% of the sample compared to 8%
for whites (Black and Reiss 1970), as opposed to, 'Negro gang

'membérs are constantly singled out for interrogation by the

Police...' (Werthman and Piliavin 1967 - an impressiohistis
statement), or, '... a police'officer's interrogation ¢f adomé=
one 1like Smithfield presumes that a male Negro is the basié
source of trouble in the communify;..’ (Cicourel 1968 = &
case-study example). Obviously the latter two techniquées offer
more colourful accounts of interactions, but for the pﬁrposéé
0f 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 a2 vital aspect
of the analysis.

The first of the two researches that use this method for
the major part of their investigations, is that of Lundman
(1975), who studied police arrest variétions in a large Amer<
lcan nid-western city. Seven observers were trained to record

Observations of police-citizen encounters, producing a total
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of 1,978 cases from which a sample of 195 situationsinvolving
alleged drunkenness were extracted for analysis, The nature
cf the offence was thus controlled to form a hasgsls from which
discriminatory practices might be observed.

Lurdman concluded that for white and Afro-Americans there
was no real difference between the numbers ultimately arrested;
265% of the former and 33% of the latter. Some difference was
evident, however, for the Kative American group. In terms of
class, 20% of white-collar workers were arrested in drunkenness
cases, coipared with 25% for blue-collar workers. In both the
‘casges above, the relation between arrest rates and social
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 sex
and age, the same situation arises, with slight movements ev-
ident in the predicted directicn yet none proving to be sig-
nificant.

Black and Reiss (1970) similarly elected this method of
research presentation,'using a gample of 281 police-juvenile
encounters. The total arrest rate for all offences showed a
Significant 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 controlling for
the type of offence, yet changed dramatically when the exist-
ence of a complainant was controlled. Vhen the police and the
juvenilé were clone in the situation there appeared to be no
evidence of police diserimination in terms of race, with 147
Negro encounter arrests and 10% white. If the complainant was
reported to have been part of the interacticn scene, these
differences megnify to 21% Negro arrests compared to 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
DPolice 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 5e acting upon these influences
and thus, in this one study at least, may be viewed as oper-
ating discriminatorily, although perhaps not guite 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
Teferred 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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referred to directly, bu% the majority or general case is se-

l2cted by the author and expressed in context through impress-

-

lonistic and suggestive terminology.
A prime example of this is the research paper published

by Werthman and Piliavin (1967). It might be added that it is
this study which best expresses the problems associated with
this typeof presentation. The study is committed to analysing
and describing the role of extra-legal criteria in police en~ |
forcement patterns and general police conduct. Because the
results are presented terminologicaliy, the exact contribution
of these criteria is almost unfathomable. An example of this
is a series of suggestions from just two pages of their article.

eesdlf the officer decides he is dealing with a

boy who is guilty but essentially good or guilty

but sometimes weak, the probability is high that

he will declde to let the boy go with a warning
(1967 p.72)

A delinquent is therefore not a juvenile who hapvens
to have committed an illegal act., He 1s a young
person whose moral cnaracter has been negatively
essessed., (1967 p.72) '

Werthman and Piliavin proceed to reconsider the role of legal
variables.,

The magnitude of an offence, of course, can become
a factor in dispostions. (1967 p.72)

The number of previdus contact with police has a
more important effect on disposition. (1967 p.72)

It seems to be particularly difficult to understand the exact
meaning of these suggestions, Werthman and Piliavin continue:

If a boy confesses to a crime and is not known to
the police, he is often released. (1967 p.73)

ess 1f the house appears messy, a parecnt miSsing,
or a mother on welfare, the probability of arrest
increases. (1967 p.73)

This is summarised as:

Although the fémily sitﬁation of a boy ard his
- record of prior police contacts both enter into
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dispositions, the most important factor affecting
the decision o Jjuvenille officers 1s the attitude
displayed by the offender... (1967 p.74)

(my underlining)
These examples havé 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
pregentation that the réader has to make sense of statements
like, 'more important', ‘often released', or 'the probability
is high that'. However, now that the drawbacks have been ill-
uminated fhe original purpose of extracting possible contri-
butions to the labelling debate is returned to.
 Werthman and Piliavin (1967) give decidedly more attention
to individual characteristics, such as, 'words, voice tones,
facial expressions and body muscles' (1967 p.70) and attitudes
and 'moral character' (1967 p.72), than more general social
characteristics. The authors treat separately the situation
for specialised juvenile officers and patrolmen and divide
their results accordinrgly. |
Although little is stated conceraing soecial discrimination
and the juvenile officer, much of what is said suggests that
the iow 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 becomxes a perfect candidate for arrest...', seem: much
more likely to be relevant to the working-class bo& than to
.the middle-class youth, and, 'boys who appear frightened, humn-
'ble, penitent and ashamed are also likely to go free,', seeas
more likely to be middle-class assoéiated. (1967 p.74) 1t is
possible that this is interpreting these results too liberally,

however, and this conclusion can only be assumed.
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The patrolman, on the other hand, does have slightly
more direct references made in this respect. In the case of
race and discriminatory practices, the authors state, 'Negro
gang members are 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
1o officer's attitudes and peréeptions 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 meke some ccantribution to the
influence of race on disposition practices.

Compared to other youths, Negroes and boys whoase
appearance matched the delinquent stereotype were
more frequently stopped and interrogated by patrol-
men - often in the absence of evidence that an

offence had been committed - and usually were given .
more serious dispositions for the same violations.

(1964 p.212)
The authors cite a number of examples like this suggesting
that génerally 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 frequently

stopped' and in a .later quote, ipolicemen were stronszly gulded

by demeanour’(1964 p.213). However, the statement remains that
the Negro appears to be treated more harshly than whites.
Whether 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 presentation, Westley (1970), highlignts a further problen



which must be controlled. That is, to delineate clearly the
differences between police thought and police action, In other
words, as Hagen (1972) points out:.

There seems to be no escape from the persistent

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 themn

in the human experience. (1972 p.158)
It‘is obviously of primary concern in relation to the lavelling
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 part of his book is concerned with the
police perspective, Further, in the instances where he does
refer to police acfioh and sociql factors his emphasis is on
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 processing, suggests that the
Negro might be at a slight disadvantage. Eis central thesis
is that in relation to police action a number of factors will
neceasarily come into play.

How far the policeman will go will depend on

1. how threatened he feels, 2. on the current

attitude towards the police in tlre city, and

3. on that portion c¢f the public into which

he categorises the drunk. If the policeman feels

seriously threatened, if the public attitudes

towards the police h“ve teen quiet, and if the

policeman sees the drunk as = professionzl crim-

inal, or & Negro, some type of rouglk treatment

will probably result. (1570 P 120%
This result is}all the more surprising considering that 76%

- of the officers interviewed expressed strong anti-Negro feel-
ings, slthough this could possibly be explained through the
limita*ions that exist which prevent thought materialieina
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into action.
... they (the police) recognised that the use
of force was in some instances 1illegal, that
it could get them in trouble. In particular,
they recognised that the Negro was no longer
s0 politically impotent and could cause trouble
if they beat him up. (1970 p.124)

Research carried out by Reiss (1971) again emphasised
rolice 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
roints 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.

Much of the remainder of Reilss'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 stateméents 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 membérs
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 victims of force were characterised
as suspects or offenders. They were young,
locwer~class malcs from any racial or ethnic
group. (1971 p.147) -

Reiss goes on, however, to explain this, not in terms of class
- per se, but in terms of the suspects emotionral state and this
relationship to social class,
The fzct that lower-class males are dispropor-
tionately the targets of police misconduct,
particularly in the undue use c¢f force, requires
explanation., Nales, of course are more likely
to aggress physically against authority...
The literature on aggresion suggests that middle-
.class males respond to eggression against them with

subtle forms of symbolic aggression, and they tend
to postpone any resolution of the conflict.

(1971 p.151)
'Unfortunately, this very important statement was not sub-
stantiated in the same tabulated form as corducted for racial
differences. The exact natﬁre of differential treatment thus
remains vague., Similarly, the value of research based on
police cqnduét rether than police labelling patterns has to be
treated with caution. | \

Skolnick (1967) again takes up the issue of police att-
1tudes in relation to action, 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 community at large. Similarly, this type of attitude
could be construed as no more than, 'the kidding around among
ren', which tend to be linked with a roader pattern of ethniec
and racial stereotyping.' (1967 p.82)

It is notito be assumed, suggests Skolnick, that this
attitude willmarifest itself in terms of police bveraviour. In
the case of the traffic policeman at least, this does not seem
to be thé situation.

Examining the work of the traffic roliceman, hovi-
ever, the contrary (to acting out prejudices)
appears to be true. Followed on his rounds, the

wayreut rolicemran scems 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 bte that, 'kidding
~around' prejudices are not in fact indicators of a vehement
hatred for coloured folk, or that there exists various con-
straints affecting the manifestation of these attitudes. The
power of the civii literties movement, as outlined by VWestley
(1970) above, was similarly observed by Skolnick.

Indecd, as a result of the civil rights movement,
white policeren sometimes seem more colour con-
scious in an interesting fashion. They perhaps
used to unconcernedly push a black man around...
Now, the pcliceran may think twice - & Negro sus-
pect may appear to him not only as a men 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 predilectlons alone, but that a number of
factors are relevant. )
In sum, neither philosophical principles nor
personal prejudices shculd be taken as the most
sigrificant factors for understanding police
conduct on the job. Their actual behaviour
. seems to be influenced more than anything else
by an overwhelming concern to sho# themselves
as competent craftsmen. (167 p.111)

Wilson's comperative investigation (1968) over eight diff=-
erent police districts combines both official date and obser-
vation techniquey, and in so doing tends to confuse the source
of scme of the statements 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 operate under the influence of an individual's so-
cial or personal characteristies. Through‘this, he locates
three different policing styles; two of which tend to operate
in_a discriminatory manner, and one which refers to mainly

legal conziderations.

Much of the sction sige of prlicediscriminaticn was
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expressed by Wilson from the basis of the official records
of the three areas concerned, although some 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 react
vigorously  suggests Wilson, when the policeman's authority
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, suggests VWilson,
that these tendencies may be increasingly constrained for the
game 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. IFor the time being, however,-
it is assumea that some diserimination does continue to exist
along racial lines.

With the ‘service' style of policing, found in two of
the eight areas, the police are more concerrnad with maintaining
order rather than enforcing the law. This results, partic-
ularly in dominantly middle-class areas, in a considerable
amount of leniency shown to high status law—breékers, who were
quite happy to have order restored infornmally rather then form-
ally. VWilson cites an example of a 'peeping-tom', who was an
executive ¢f an ihpdrtant local firas, and who was reported to
his wife following apprehension rather than taken to the station,
presumably as this resulted in the more expedient way of
restoring order, The police are expected to, 'trest scmebocdies

' aiffereatly from nobodies.’ (1968 p.222)
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The 'legalistic' style, on the other hand, rigorously 3
and fermally enforces the law, Three of Wilson's eight comm-
unities were of this nature. With this style of policing,
'ees equality does not depend on attributes of person, but
on attributes of behaviour, 'All men are equal before the law’
means 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 was 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 examples.

Although other authors do make references to specific indi- -
vidual cases, Cicourel (1958) uses this technique of presentation
as the major expression of his 'results', Because of the
gpecificity of these examples, however, the problems experienced
by the loose language of the impressionistic statements become
further exacérbatéd. Much of the evidence on racial discrim-
ination by control agencies is presented in three case-gtudies
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 Smithfield presumes that a male

Negro 1s a basic source of trouble in the comm-
unity, a generic source of trouble for all agencies
of social control, an offender wko cannot be trusted,
and someone viewed as e prime suspect whenever there
are crimes without suspects. Interviews I have
observed between officers and lower-income Negro
males typically involve direct accusations about

the youth's dishonesty, his general style of 1ife,

and his defiance and disrespect of authority, as
revealed in his posture, speech mannerisms,



demeanor, dress patterns, lack of remorse,
seemingly unconcerned view about the con-
sequences of his acts, what could happen to
him, and so0 on. (1968 p.215)

The consequences of this attitude thus become the basis for
discriminatory action.

ees 1t is difficult to imagine how the spirit,
much less the practice of juvenlle 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-
ing 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 diserimination, the issue is
approacned 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 def;nition, and attemptegd
imputation, of the deviant label. This ability was seen to be
much more developed in the case of the middle-cless suspect,

as expressed in two middle—class cése-histories, than bty the
working-class, |

The first three cases (working-class) were sim-
ilar; the families involved vwould not 'close
ranks' and mobilise all possible resources 'to
protect' their child from law enforcement off-
icials... (1968 p.243)

When 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
home, ‘reasonable parents', 'nice' neighbourhoods
,etc.s to make a case for criminality in direct
confrontation with family resources and a 'rosy'
projected future. (1963 p.243)

Cicourel obligihgly generalises this example,
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I want to argue that Dorald's case occurs
frequently among middle~-class families.
(1968 p.291)

It has to be assumed, however, that unless Cicourel's choice .
of examples are completeiy representative of the racial and
clags community at large, © these cases cannot be just-
ifiably generalised. There is no reason, of course, to assunme
that he intended hié research for thie purpose, as it secems
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 specific
re;earch orientation suggestsa more complicated distribution
of.conclusions that at first suggested in Tebles 9 and 10.
‘Researches have tended to vary in terms of the indepenﬁent var-
lable studied; particularly differehtiating between those di--
rectly concérned/with police labelling through observatioq 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
comﬁitted. There seems’to be no reason why observetion re--
search should not observe the same control mechanisms expected
of official data analyses. This would also suggest controls
for prior record and the frequently menticned influence of the
complainant.

Unfortunately, only Black and Reiss (1970) and Lurdman
(1975) utilise specific offence controls, and incidently rep-

regent the only two autkors to test for the influence 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 particularly relevant studies to
the debate conclude that either no assoclation or only avﬁeak
assocliation exists between police labelling and social charact-
eristics. Black and Reiss (1970), it will be remembered, found
no police discrimination once the influencg'of tng complginant
had teen controlled.

It should be noted, however, that by referringto these
as the best of the observation studies for 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 (1958),
is possibly one of the mosat highly acclaimed investigations
_relating the ethnographic methodology to the study of juveniles.

The obéexvation studies referredto here are specifically
significant in the degree to which they relate to the testing
of labelling theory, and as such, need to Se ranked in accord-
ance with their merits for this purrose. Although it is nct
intended that the initial distribution shown on Tables 9 and
10 reed to be changed, the significance of these conclusions
require elaboration.

Only marginal support was forthceming favouring an asso-
ciation between socizl class and discriminatory practices. One
of the tgbulated studies was directed‘tpwards this problenm,
that of Lundman (1975), end failed to find any association be-.
tween police arrest rates and white and blue-cdllar workers.
Thg impressionistic statement conclusions were once again di-~
vided, with Wilson (1968) finding some class discrimination in
'service' styled police departments. This, however, comprized

only two of the eight areas studiéd with three of the arecas
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characterised as 'legalistic' showing no such association.
Werthman (1967) does not directly coufrontthe social class
issue at all, even though his 'résults' 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 1s again concerned with police conduct and di--
rected towards class-related demeancur rether 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.
Agssessing the distribution in terms of raciai discrin~-
ination, suggests a slight emphasis in the direction‘of a non-
vhite association. The basis for these conclusions, however,
tend to be génerally weak. Comparing studieé by methodological
technique, shows that the two tabulated studies of Black and
Reiss (1970) end Lundman (13975) provide dissimilar conclusions.
It is not until the wishes of the complainant are controlled
that they tend to concur in the direction of favouring no clear
police discrimination. The impreSsionistic conclusions, on
the other hand, suggest a three-to-two balance favouring some
association, although Piliavin and Briar (1964) and VWerthman
and Piliavin (1967) consider thic only peripherally to their
main research and offer only a limited number of statements
relevant to this issue. Wilson (1968) clearly suggests some
racial discrimination in three of the eight comrunities studied,
al@hough implies that this might be reducing due to the greater
politicai power attributed to the Negro through the least decade
of civil literty movements. Further, Wilson considers that no

such association is likely in *iegalistic' styled rolice
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departments. The researches of Westley (1970) and Reies (1971)
ginilarly contradict one another, but relate not so nuch to
police disposition decisions, but to police conduct. The
final study of Ciéourel (1968) refers mainly to case-study
examples and suggests some racial discrimination, althcugh
this is done irdirectly through these specific examples and
only superficislly confronts this issue in the text.

Thus, although there are marginally more refefences im-
Plying some racisl discrimination by the police, observation
studies so far analysed have feiled to approach this problenm
with the same degree of rigour es official data studies. The
lack of categoric statements and the continued existence of
competing and ccntradictory conclusions, plus the recurring
referénces throughout these studies to the increasirg influence
of c¢ivil liberfy movements, suggests at least that '
police discrimiration in terms of recial charccteristics is
nowhere nearly as rcmpant és many theoretical writings have

\

suggested.

25. Research and labelling theory: Concluding comment.

Eypotheses One to Four were presented in the null form and
anticipated no irdevendent effect of either class, race, age,
or sex on official disposition outcome, as a means of challeng-
ing the propositions extracted from the writings of labelling
thecrists. Official data and observation researches have gen-
erally failed to offer a2 definitive conclusicn on this issue,
although certzin tendencles have been suggested.

If the two research techniques are combined, albeit rather
crudely, it can be seen that for rolice-juvenile encounters,
four studies generally favour the view of some social stztus

agsociation with police treatment, and one ne associztion.
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With respect to racial characteristics, the results are much
more strongly located, with a total of ten researches con-
cludingz some racial discrirination 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 z2ge with two of these favouring scme association
wiﬂfdisposition and only two refer to sex with both favouring
no association.
The combination of official data and observation tech-
hiques suggests that the labelling proposition relating dis-
position and sociasl factors is most strongly supported in terms
of'racial characteristics, although even then the association
1s usually rather weak and has not as yet been shown to be

. [ v )
. . ~ -
seriousness of the offence committed. - ‘ f et

more influential in predicting disposition outcome than;jﬁzﬁg\>
From the analysis of two different research methods, the

issue of official labelling and its relation to social charact-
eristics still remains uncertain. Contrzdiction appears to be
the general theme, yet along with this goes an underlying ten-
dency to generally favour slightly some association btetween
gocial factors and labelling. Possibly some of the contra--
diction in results could be eliminated if it is assumed that
labelling theory is regionally specific; sometimes supported
and sometimes rejected, although it is not difficult te fecl
thet serious methodological inadequacies 9xisf for many of
these researches which serve to undermine the vzlidity of some
of these conclusions. It is with this underlying doudbt in
‘2ind that the third related research technique is considered

u_inmﬁpgrggxthchqptcr.of self-repcrf 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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CHAPTER THREE

THE EPIDENMIOLOGY OF JUVENILE CRINE:

SEILF-RZPORT STUDIES




~104-

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 falrly 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
1ittle 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 a2 greater or lesser number ¢f
studies supporting the other conclusion. It was assumed that
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 courss
open to question, although was the only one possible given

the paucity of research in this area. The same technique may
be similarly applied to the analysis of self-report invest-
igations, such that the official and ‘actual' districution of
~offenders might be éompared. If the conclusions of official
data and observation researches more strongly favoured some
assbciation between social characteristics and official la--
bzlling, as in the case of‘racelfor example with a ten-to-two
balance of conclusions favouring this result, and the self-
report distfibution of conclusions supported more strongly the
conclusion that on average the racial factor was not related to
self-admitted delinqueney, then the view of the labelling
theorists might be strengthened. if, on the other hand, either
of the reversesituations occurred that is, if the official

dafa and observation results more strongly suppbrted the view
of no association between social factors and disposition

(e.g. age and sex), or that self-report analyses rore cften
corcluded thet the Gistribution of admitted delinquency was

in fact biased arourd class, race, age, and sex characteristics,
then support for labelling theory would be weakened.

The following therefore, is an analysis of the methods

and firdings of self-report investigations with the view of
locating the 'actual’ populaticn of juvenile offenders and
comparing this to the findings of official data and observation

regearches.,
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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-
lance 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 wmethods 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 Monfoe (1961), concentrated their analysis on one offence,
theft, and investigated a number of independent variables,
including, father's occupation and education, age and sex.
They concluded, 'Following Nye... (we) found what he fourd:
no assocliation between occupationzl level and deviance.,'
Empey and Ericksbn (1966) similarly discovered little asso- -
ciation between class and reported delinquency.

Ore of the first studies to contradict the Nye and Short
findings was by Clark and Wenninger (1962), who concluded
that although no significant association could be observed
within ereas of specific socio-economic types, substantial
agssociation could be found between these areas. Reiss and
Rhodes (1961), on the cther hand,vquite categorically stated |
that, in general, the low status boy and the low statds area
showed a greater predisposition towards delinquent behaviour.

A similar situation wasoccurring 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 cther hand, contradictory re-
sults were presented by Voss (1963) for sex, and Casparis (1973)
for age. Race was considered an sssociated factor to de-.-
linquency by Hardt (1968) and Williams (1972); whereas no such
association was found bty Gold (1S66) and Gould (1968).
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The position remains, therefore, surprisingly similar
to that for official data anzlysis, in thet studies appear to

contradict one another.:

3. The provisionzl distribution of study conclusions

The same method of presentation used for official data and
observation researches may be repeated for self-report invest-
igaticns, in that the authors'. general conclusions are tab-
ulated in terms of falling'into one of o number of categories,
Although innumerable articles have been published relating to
the self-report technique, so far only twenty-one studies have
been located which directly bear on the problem of the social
distribution of admitted delinquency. The representativeness
of this sample is, of course, open to the same doubts snd
uncertainties as was the case for official data and observation
researches, although it is once egain felt that the majority of
the most importanf and moét 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 vafiety of conclusions exist for
each of these social factors. The distribution for class and
‘race and delinquency seems to be much more probiematic than
that for age and sex. Six of the class-related investigations
conclude that there is an inverse relationship between class
and asdmitted delinquency, seven conclude that there is no ess-
ociation, and three conclude thet there is a positive rela-
tionship. Foﬁr of‘the reséarches concerned with race and de-
linquency'conclude that non-white youths are more delinquent,'

two that there is no asSociation, and one concludirg that
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ggble 1.
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS AKD REPORTED DELINQUENCY

IOW S.E.S. - ~ HIGH S.E.S.
WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. WEAK STRONG
Hardt '68 Gold '66 Nye '58 Christie '65

Belson '75 Clark '62 Dentler '61 Villiams '72
Reiss '61 Casparis '73 Voss '66
VcDonald '69 Empey '66
Arnold '65
Akers '64
Hirschi '69

Table 2.
GENERAL CONCIUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN

- RACE AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

NON-WHITE WHITE
WEAK STRONG ' NO ASSN.: WEAK STROKRG
~ Hardt '68 Gould '68 Voss '63
Williams '72 Gold '66 .
Forslund '75
Jensen '76

white youths are the more delinquent. The distributicn of
conclusions for age and sex characteristics are much more in
agreement with five of six investigations, in both instances,
concluding that there is scme association to delinquency.

In zany ways, howevef, these studies are not really
comparable, Other than the simple research inadequacies, which
will be discussed later, the“e exists a fundcmental rroblen

concerning the manner in which ‘d@‘inautx ls defined.
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Table 3.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS RPGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN

AGE AND REPORTZD DELINQUENCY

OLD ' , : YOUNG "

WEAK STRONG NO ASSKN. WEAK STRONG

Dentler '61 Cagparis '73
Williems '72

Elmhorn '65

Belson '75

Hardt '68

(*#Considered rela.tively)1

~ Table 4. |
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN

SEX AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

BOY o | GIRL
WEAK STRONG KO ASSN. WEAK STRONG
Dentler '61 Voss '63
Gold '66
Akers '64

Williams '72
Jensen '76

2. Interpretations of delinguency

A particularly relevant feature of the distribution indicated,

is the variability of methods of measuring 'deiinquency'.

From the analysis, three different methods have been used for

this purpose; admissions to one or more delinguent agts, adais- .
sions to serious delinquent acts, and admissions to the ffe—

quent commission of delinquent acts. 1In other words, Tables 1



-111~

to 4 represent thre distribution of authors' conclusions as

to whether certain social factors were, or were not, asso--
clated with 'delinquency', which could have been defined in
any, or ény combination of, these three ways. Kardt (1968),
for example, considers juveniles from lower-class areas more
delinquent than middle-class areas, because they more fre-
quently admit committing certain offences. (1968 p.137) Akers
(1964), on the other hard, cogsiders that there is no asso-
clation between class and delinquency by reférringto signif-
icant differences in the percentage of total admissions to

the commission of one or more offences contained in the check=-
list items, |

Most studies, however, refer to more than one technique'

although the combination of these methods does rot particular}y
lead to any deéree of clarity as to what constitutes the
notion of ‘'delinquency' from which these investigations might
be compared. “ |

b. Back to the data

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 coatrol. Through
this, it may be discovered whether socizal factors are related,
or not,'to the comnission of, one delinquent offence, to ser-
ious delinquent offences, or to many delinquent offences.
Because of the importence of this distinction, the ini-
.tial notivation to clarify tﬁe study author's definition of
delinquency has been in part superseded by the obvious need to |
establish a ‘degree' of delinquency coatrol, zni as such, each
of these three methods of presentation will be calculated from

the published research gata, where pogsible,  even if they have
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not been specifically referredto in the text. The results of
~this manipulation are illustrated in the following twelve
tables contained in their respective sections concerning the
feur social characteristics; class, race, age, and sex. The
calculations used to extract these data are outlined in full

in the notes.?

4. Data versus the text

There are two main forms of data presentation used in self-
report 1nyestigaxions; the simple percentage number of indi-
viduals admitting to one, to serious, or to frequent offence
comrissions, or the number of stetistically significant diff-
~erences in essociation discernable, over & range of offence
types; between these admissions and the specific character-
igtic in quest;on. The following tebles 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 the research data relating

various degrees of delinquency with socio-economic status.

Combining the results of these three tables, and consider-

ing first the most supported category of no association be-
tween class and delinquency, the results of Iliye (1958), Cas=-
paris (1973), Arnold (1965) and Hirschi (1969) seem justi-
fiable from the datz given. Soze variaticns occur, however,
for the remaining authors, once the mriousness and frequency
conirols are tzken into consideration.

Tentler and Monroe (1961) fail to detect any overall_
difference tetween social status admissions. Controllirng

for the wmost frequent offender does, however, reveal some

e s e P bt A B 8 o 5 o by s am 1ot o
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Table 5e
REPORTED OFFENCZ COMIIISSION AND SOCIO~ECONOMIC STATUS:

ONE, OR NORE OFFENCE ATNISSIONS

(Percentages, or nuzber of significant associations)

IOW S.E.S. NO ASSK. HIGH S.E.S.
Reiss '61 61% 13%
Dentler '61  39% 41%
Hirschi '69 44% 437
McDorald '69 19 23 1
Clark '62 5 19 11
Casparis 173 3 16 2
Empey '66 5 17 0
Nye '58 5 119 2
Akers '64 0 41 0
Christie*'ss 7.5 8.9 *mean crime
- . points
Table 6.

REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND SOCIO-ECOKOMIC STATUS:

CONTROLLING OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

(Pefdentages,'or number of significant asscciations)

OFFENCE . LEAST SZRIOUS }OST SERIOUS
S.E.S I0W  HIGE  NO ASSN, 10%  HIGH
Belson '75 90% 85% 9% 1.4%
Akers '64 475 495 135 73t
Empey '66 550 237
Reiss '61 525% 1055 9% 3
Gold '66 207 39% 407 11%
Williams '72 68/ 467 32% 543
Arnold '65 . 30% 375
Voss '66 : , - 125 157
Clark '62 .2 S 19 3 2
licDen2ld '69 11 0 23 8 1
9asparis '73 3 1 16 0 1
dye '58 3 0 119 2 2
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Table 7.
REPORTED OFFENCE COII:ISSION AKD SOCIO-ECONONMIC STATUS:

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF CFFENCE CONMMISSION

(Percentages, or number of significant associations)

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT NOST FREQUENT
S.E.S. LoV HIGH NO ASSN. oW EIGH
Belson '75 18% 287 ' 235 147
Dentler '641 30/0 37% 9.2% 4.5k
Hardt '68 46,0 50/0 . 20/" 16%
Voss '66 71ﬁ 60p 29% 407%
Gold '66 8k, 35% 6% 11%
Hirschi '69 237 26% 20% 17%
Nye '58 : ' 487 9 8
Akers '64 7 0 0
McDonald '69 34 8 0

class association. (Table 7. 9.2% Low S.E.S., 4.5% High S.E.S.,
for most frequent offenders.) Accepting that the percentage
difference is sméll, it remains that more than twice as many
low 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.
reveals a substantial difference for most serious cffences.
(Table 6. 5% Low 5.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 commissions. If
the least serious and mcst serious offence catesories zre
compared (see notes) a slight variation becomes appesrent in

the direction of a negative association. (Takle A. Low S.E.S 135,
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High S.E.S. 7%, for most serious offences) If the four most
gerious and the four least serious offences are everaged and
compared, a similar trend occurs, although on this occasion
the difference is not significent.

>Conducting the same type of analysis for those studies
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 (1¢68), however, appear to make his position
even weaker than suggested, if the race of the offender 1s
controlled. Doing this reveals only a marginal association
which applies to older boys only.

Belsen (1975) concludes, along with Hardt (1968), that
only a weak negative association exists, although the conzist-
'encj‘of this finding for both frequent offenders and serious
offenders suggests a possibly stionger conclusion. (Table 6.
9% 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 ty
comparing white areas, reveals only a slight association, and,
if anything, in the reverse direction to the dominant éon—~<

clusicn offered.

NeDonald (1969) similarly claims a strong negative zss-
ociation in her conclusicns (1969 p.S8) and states, 'There are
differences between the zocial classes in rates of admitted
delinquency, measured several ways, consistently showing righer
rates on thevpart of the wquing class boys.' Yet only nine
of 'the possible forty-two relationships were significant for
most serious offences, and eight for most frequent offenders.
(A11 vut one showing a negative association) v seemg the

impetus for her statements derive almost solely from what now
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seems to be a disprorortionate reporting of minor offences by
working~class boys, and thus rot particularly meaningful if
discussing stronger definitions of delinquency. ”

For studies ccncluding a positive relationship between
edmissions and delinquent behaviour, no obvious disparities
appear to exist between what is stated in the text and the
tabulated results. |

Assimilating the preferences of Bytheway and May (1971)
for the investigation of the 'facts' rather than the textual
cozments, it is considered here that the distribution of self-
report studies should be reformed to incorrorate a more
sﬁbstantial definition of delinquency, Which glves greater
welight to the influence of serious and frequent offence admisa-~
lons, 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 BETWEEN
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUSVAND REPORTED DELINQUERNCY

LO% S.E.S. -  EIGKE S.E.S.
WEAK STROKG NO ASSN. WEAK STRONG
Hardt '68  Gold '66  ILye '58 Christie '65 Empey '66

McDonrald '69 Reiss '61 Casparis '73 Williams '72
Dentler '61 Belson '75 Arnold ‘65 Voss '56
Akers '64 _ Hirschi '69 :

Clark '62

This move'has altered the talance slightly in the di--
rection of favouring the possibility of some negative correl-

ation (Comparing Table 4§ and Table &), hetween sccizl class
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and reported delinquency, at the expense ¢f those conelusions
suggesting no association.

b. Race
Treating the racial factor in the same mannér as soclo-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 COMATSSION AND RACE:
ONE, OR MORE OFFENCE ADMISSIONS

(Number of significant associations)

NON-WHITE NO ASSN. WHITE

‘Forslund 75 5 22 : 2

Considering first those studies originally categoriéed
as indicating no association, Gold (1S66) appears to more
strongly suggest some association between mest frequent off-
ence admissions and race. This, however, was largely the re-

sult of the non-white sample being skewed towards the lower
socio—ecopomic categories. Controlling for social class mekes
the result more compatible with the original 'no association!
conclusion. Gould's finding (1968) of no delinquent asso-
clation with race was also generally supported by the data.

Stuoies favouring a weak associetion between race and
delinquency are compatible with the data for Williams (1972),
and Jensen (1¢76), altkough some discrepencies exist for
‘Forslund's investigation (1975). In order to improve study

comparability other varisbles had to vbe standardised, and thuas,
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Table 10.
REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND RACE:

CONTROLLING OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

(Percentages, or number of significant associations)

OFFENCE LEAST SERIOUS MOST SERIQUS
RACE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE
Jensen '76 (Negro) (Negro)

47% 53% 12% 6%
Gold '66 (Negro) (Negro)

27% 33% 25% 21%
Williems '72 (Negro) (Negro)

AT%h T 58% - 53%  42%
Forslund '75 (Am. Indian) (Am. Indian)

5 2 0 0

where possible sex has been controlled by referring to male
racial differences only. Forslund finds no significant asso-
clation 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 éssociation 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 suggestihg
8 strong association between race and reported delinquent
behaviour.,

The final author in this group, Voss (1963), offers quite
& 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 COMIISSION ARD RACE:

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF OFFENCE COMNISSION

(Percentages)

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT

RACE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE
Hardt '68 (Negro) ' (Neggo)

41% 463 34% 194
Gold '66 (Negro) (Negro)

13% 22% 26% 18%
Williams '72 (Negro) (Negro)

3% 368 654 ' 64%
Gould '68 (Negro) (Negro)
| 475 A1% 106 12.5%
Voss '63 ~kJap.) (Jap.)

73% 60% 27% 44%
Voss '63 (Chins.) - ' (Chins.)

54% 60% 46% 44%
Gould '68 - (Oriental) . . (Oriental)

47% 41% 13% 12.5%

contlieting results. Comparing Caucasians to Chinese suggests

& similar amount of reporting for most frequent admissions,

and thus no rzecial association. Comparing Caucasians to Jap-

enese, 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 distrivution for ruce, giving, as guggested,

greater weight to the results of admissions to serious and

frequent offence commissions, is indicated below in Table 12.



Table 12,
REVISED CONCLUSICRS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN RACE

AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

NON-WHITE ) YHITE
WEAK STRONG RO ASSH. . WEAK STROKNG
Williams '72 Hardt '68 Gould '68 , Voss '63
Jensen '76 Gold '66€ (Jap.)
Forzlind 'T5
Voss '6
(Chins.
c. Age

In the same way that socio-economic status and race were voth
_contentious and problemafic, both age and sex appear rela-
tively consistent in terms of data and conclusions drawn., All
but one of the studies described in Table 3. conclude a
strong,positive'associaxion between offence reportage ani the

Juvenile's age.

Table 13.
REPORTED OFFENCE COXMISSION AND AGE:

ONE, OR NORE OFFENCE ADMISSIONS

(Percentages, or number of significant associztions)

OLD NO ASSK, YOUNIG
Dentler '61 51% B
Casparis 173 1 36 2

Elrrorn*'65  39.2 9.0 *Index




REPORTED OFZFENCE CONMIIISSION AND

~121-

Table 14.

AGE:

CONTROLLING OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

(Percentages, or number of significant ascsociations)

OFFENCE LEAST SERIOUS }MOST SERIOUS

AGE 01D YOUNG OLD YOUNG

Belson '75 90% 84% 8.4%  3.4%

Williems 72 584  72% 426 28%

Casparis 73 1 1 0 1

Elmhorn*'65 5.9 1.0 *Index
Table 150

REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND AGE:

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF OFFENCE COMMISSION

(Percentages)

FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT
AGE OLD YOUKG 01D YOUNG
Belson '75 17% 36% 35% 12%
Dentler '61 37%  25% 14% 6%
Hardt '68 40% 577 237% 12%
Williams '72 415 595 59/ 41/%

Nothing from Tables 13 to 15 seems to challenge this

conclusion.

The distribution is therefore suégested as

remaining in its original form as shown in Table 3.
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d. Sex.
The situation for sex and its assodiation to delinquency,
again appears much less problematic than that of social atatus
and race. Comparing Tables 17 and 18, shows, with only the
one exception, (Voss 1963), a consistent and strong relation-
cehip between boys and more serious and more frequent offence
admissions. The distribution described in Table 4, therefore,

remains unalteregd.

Table 16.
REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSION AND SEX:

ONE, OR MORE OFFENCE ADNISSIONS

(Percentages)
BOYS NO ASSN. GIRLS
Dentler '61 55% 30%
Table 17.

REFORTED OFFENCE COMDISSION AND SEX:

CONTROLLING OFFENRCE SERIOUSNESS

(Percentages)
OFFENCE LEAST SERIOUS ¥OST SERIOUS
SEX BOY GIRL EQY GIRL
Jensen '76 537% 31% . 6% . 1%
Akers '64 485 45% - 20% 3%
Gold '66 33% 70% 21% 2/

Viilliams '72 .57% T7% 43% 235%
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Table 18.

REPORTED OFFENCE COMMISSICN AND SEX:

CONTROLLING FREQUENCY OF OFFENCE COMIISSION

(Percentages)
FREQUENCY LEAST FREQUENT - MOST FREQUENT
SEX BOY GIRL BOY GIRL
Voss '63 56% 50% | 445 50%
Dentler '61 43% 25% 12% 5
Gold '66 22% 41% 18% 2%,
Williams '72 35% 68% 65% 325

5. Methodological problems

| So far the results of the various publications have teen
manipulated with little regard for the processes by which
they were generated. In other words, the data has been taken
in 'good faith'. If is now necesséry to question these
methods in order that.it may be ascertained the extent to
which the distribution of studies‘are grounded in method-
ologicaily adequate research. This is a particularly relevant
point for this type of analysis, considering tﬁe wealth of
criticism that has recently been lodged against self-report
tedhniques.v

The following section is designed, therefore, to 1lluwnin-
ate the most important of fhese criticisms, in order that the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the various studies may
. be assessed. The distribution of conclusions pertaining to
each of the social factors can fhus be compared using only

the better self-report analyses,
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6. Validity of response

a. Genaral problems of gself-report studies

Although many of the criticisms regarding ﬁhe 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 requires rel-
atively 1little imagination to generate; quite simply the res-
pondent might not be telling the truth. The strength of any
statement concerning the 'real' behaviour of adolescents, rests
on the juveniles' willingness 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 have, '... enough on me 10 send me
“up for thirty years.' (1966 p.32) It seems hardly feasible
that a youth at the most suspicious.of ages is willing to
reveal criﬁinal,activities to an unknown person for no more

of a reason than the fact that he would be doing hin a fa-
vour. What seems more likely is that some youths will tell the
interviewer the truth and co-operate, while others will not;
which profoundly confuses the issue.

The debate concerning honesty in gself-report literature
has usually been presented in two caiegories; that of under-
reporting (concealment) and of over-reporting (exaggeration).

i. Under-reporting offences
The biggest problem associated with under-réporting, is not
80 much concealment per se, but the variafions 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 ocur sanple
would concezl offences; we did not know whether
concealment would vary with factors like soclal
status, race, and sex; and we did not know whether
certaln offences would be concealed more cften.
than others. (1965 p.32)
Gold concludes from this research that over 175 of his gsmple
could be regarded as 'concealers'; and 11% at least as
‘questionables'. It was also found ?hat 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-
'repprting 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 more likely to be a concealer than the middle-class youth,
on the grounds that he will tend to mistrust the middle-class
researcher, and fea; punishment through doutle-dealing. The
middle-class individuzl, on the other hard, will identify
with the.researcher, feel less suspicious, and respond gen-
erally more honestly. (From Box 1971 p.72)

ii, Over-reporting offences
In many ways, exaggeration is more of & problem to the re-
searcher than concealment, because it cannot so casily be
detected or checked by conventional validity control techniques,
Along with this, however, remains the same problem eas before
concerning the socizl distribution of over-represenxation{

It could be argued, for instance, that the working-class youth
m;ght have a greater desire to display signs of masculinity
and courage through exaggeration and boasting, and thus, once

~again distort the distribution of 'actual' criminal activities.

Explanations of this type, neverthelegs, are hypntheticel
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such that the exact distribution of both corncealment and
exaggeration must remain for the time being as unknown.
1131, Detected act admiesion
The debate over concealment and exaggeration has the accom-
panying problem of the relationship between detected and
reported offences. PFarrington (1973), for example, considers
that it seems more likely for individuals to admit to offences
for which they had already been caught.
eoe 0fficial 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 admitting offences for which the individual has
'already been caught. |

b. Problems related to the ferm of the guestionnaire

Self-report methodoiogies generally use one of two techniques
of gathefing research data; the anonymous questionnaire, and
the personal interview. Both these methcds require the res-
pondent to enswer a series of set questions concerning the
individual's behaviour. This introduces the second major
problem of question interpretation.

i. Difficulties of interpretation
Part of the problem of interpreotation arises from the present-
ation of the offence act in the questionnaire, or, as read'by
the interviewer. Sometimes the item is left in a particularly
ambiguous form. For example, Blackmore (1974) makes the
point that if the question reades, 'Taking an unknown person's
car or motof bike for joy-riding', dces this also include
scooters or mopeds? An example of this problem is 1liustrated

by Clark and Tifft (1967) who found %that a nurber of replies



for some cffences were incomplete because of the difficulty
the respondent had found in interpreting the act., In a
footnote,vthe author's coxment, ‘'Percentages do not add to
100% because of inaccuracies arising from responients mis-
understanding the meaning of the item.' (1967 p.518) As this
consistentlyoccurred fdr 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-
1le. For example, the iten, 'ﬁad in ny possession pictures,
books,'or other materials which were obviously obscene, and
prepared to arouse someone sexually', apparently baffled
neafly one third of the respondents coﬁpleting the question-
naire, |

The same type of problem arises with the instruction
'notétion. If the respondent is requested to reply ia the
form of 'often', 'seldom', or 'never', variations may once
again occur thrcugh’differences in interpretation, As
Farrinétbn (1973) suggests, '... objectively, the same number
may be rated 'seldom' by one persorn and 'often' by another.’
(1973 p.100)

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
verson's definition of an offence might be quite different to
that of another. £Self-report studies thus become faced with
differentiating what Gould (1968) describes as 'perceived'
rafher than 'actual' delinquency. ‘

This is by no means an academic quibble, as Gold (1566)

points out after supplementary probing of responses by the
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interviewer.
Indeed, our subsequent analysis of data shows,
for example, that half of the acts of property
destruction, one fourth of the confidence games,
and one fifth of the personal assaults to which
our sample initially admitted, could rot con-
celvably 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 gang fights were nothing

more than minor playground scuffles; soms instances

of auto-theft were only guicxk spins around the

block in the family car. (1966 p.34)

iii, Summary |

Unlike the general problems, waich might be considered intrin-
sié to self-report analysis, thg problem of interpretation can
-vary with the quality of the specific research study.‘ The
1ssue of interpretation can best be'assessed, therefore,
through the individual investigation of the studies invo}ved;
favouring, of course, those expressing clarity ard simplicity
of offence presentation. The second issue of offence def-
inition seems to be the more effectively controlled through
the use of the personal interview techniqué, 23 cpposed to
the self-~administered questionnaire. Although the anonymity
of the latter may encourage individual responses, the quality
of these responses may best be controlled through the more
detailed enquiries of the personal interview. It is not
suggested here that the anonymous questionnaire is to be con-
sidered of no value, only that éome prefefence does seen

appropriate for the personal interview method of investigation.

c. Problems related to the construction of the quastionnaire

The questionnaire structure is possibly one of the rost

criticised elements of the self-report technique, and also,
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one of the most variable,
1. Over-representation of gindr offences.
One of the most striking aspects of the items included in
nany of these quesfionnaires, both personal and anonymous, is
the relatively low seriousness of the offences presented. It
is not uncommon to include such activities as, 'Defying par-
ent's authority,' (Gould 1968), 'Hdad a fist-fight with another
person,' (Voss 1966), or, 'Used swearwords or dirty words
out loud in school, church, or in the street, so other people
could hear me' (Clark 1962). Considering that elmost every
child is guilty of these 'offences', (Gibson 1970), it is not
| surprising that a number of studies have tended to enmphasise
the absence of behavioural differences between social clagses.
Séme items such as 'letting off fireworks in
the gstreet', or 'riding a bicycle without
lights after dark', ... were endorsed by a
substantial majority of both delinquents and
non-delinquents. (1970 p.278)
As opposed to includirg behaviour which may\have sonme form
of official ccunter-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 zctivities which are, at
least, offences against the law.,

1i. Over-representation of class-specific offences
The notion that some crimes are zore associated with, and zore
frequently committed by, one social class as cpposed to
another, is not without adﬁerents. Vaz (1966), for example,

suggests that middle-class delinquency is 'sociable' in

quality, where Stinchcombe (1962) emphasises its more private
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natufe.
Box (1971) offers & speculative asgessuent of the re-
lationship between social class znd specific offences.
ees 1t is certainly known that some offernces are
more typically committed by one soclal class.
Thus, 'treaking and entering' is more fre-
quently 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 nmore
common among the middle class. (1971 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 committed by one group
rather than another. (1971 p.81)

A number of self-report studies have directly contri--
buted to this analysis by comparing the relationship between
class and type of offence. Empey and Erickson (1966), for

example, suggest thét middle-class delinquents were more
likely to commit acts of forgery, theft, and property vio- -
lation, where working-class delinquents were more 1ikeiy 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 plausible, however, encourages the need for some att-
ention to be paid to the offence items chosen for the quest-
ionnaire. Perhaps an omnibus approach might prove the least
problematic, by including as wide a range of acts as possible.

If this view is taken, then the reliability of studies using

only a small number of offence items, becomes questionable.
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iii., Summary .

Questionnaire construction 1s,vtherefore, 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 preferehce should be given to those studies
'including relatively sericus offences, at least capable of
invoking some form of official reaction. The problem of class
repregentation is more difficglt to resgolve, although it may
be 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 is conducted. It seems possible,

at least, that the kind of area investigated is related to

the kind of conclusions that might arise from the invest-

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 i1llegal 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 1ncluded certain types of
comnmunity to reveal differential i1llegal beha-
viour rates among social classes while studies
which have involved other types of comnunities

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. Areza size
A number of gelf-report studies have bzen conducted in rel-

atively small, rural areas; but as Clark and Wenaingzer (19£2)
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point out, most theories and problems relating to delin-
quency, have been directed towards large, metropolitan areas.
Viithout wishing to.anticipate the next problem of class~’
structure, it seems unlikely that rur2l and small urban areas
will contain the more usual urban social structure to test
for social class relationships. As Clark and Venninger
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 adequate test of the 'social class' hypoth-
esis. (1962 p.827)
. Although these comments are specifically related to class
characteristica, the same conditions might exist for other
social facfors. It does seem, however, that the class con-
sideration is the most important. As Box (1971) suggests:
‘ ese it could be argued that, in farm cr szmall-
town areas, class stratification differences
are so poorly developed that not much inter-
class behaviour differences would te expected.
(1971 p. 83)

b. Class-struecture

The class-structure of an area is, of course, connected in
partvto the area size; although some independegt influences
do geem noticable. Harry (1974), for example, explaina:
The diversity of findings on the class-delin-
quency relationship stems from the variety of
different communities or areas studied. I
suggest that it is the variaticn between comfle
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
expected self-report findings. He precposes that in middle-
class schools 2nd class mixed schoois there will be a sim-
ilarity of group cultures developing,'producing little diff-

erence between middle-class and working-class reported



~133~

delinquency rates., In the case of the predominantly working=-
class school, its relationship to ubiquitous middle-class
norms and values produces a‘truly; heterogeneous culture, and
a distinction between working-class and middle-~class delin-
quency patterns should be apparent.

A similer 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-

plicitly;'suggesting'that it is the cultural interaction
within an area that determines its delinquency patterns.

¢. Summary
Considering these two main points encourages the conclusion
that studies carried out in small urban, or rural areas, will
not favourably compare with the larger metropolitan districts
which form the basis of much of the social theorising concern-
ing juveniie deiinquency ratterns.

The latter issue concerning inter-area clasé structure,
provides a more complex problem however., On the‘same'grounds
that a regular metropolitan, or 1érge urban4area, wag fa-

voured, it seems similarly desirable, with respect to recent
theorising and study comparability, that the afea should be
relatively mixed in terms of soclal class. Ifchoosing a‘
mixed area does lead to its own specific conclusions, as
Harry (1974) sugeests, then it is surely this specifié con-

clusicn that sociologists are most interested in.

8. Elimination

From this analysis of method quality it was hoped that some
insight could be nade into the best and worst features of
self-report anzlysis. Assunming that the weakest studies

ghould be eliminated on the grounds that the final distri-
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bution 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. 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 sultable 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-
ulérly weak in terms of including 'real' offences., Admitt-
edly, many of these items would invoke some attention from a
rassing police officer, but such acts as, 'wélking 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 p.82).

Akers (1964) uses eight offence items, at least half of

which comprise 'nuisance' offences, elthough does include three

theft items, the most serious of which was ‘taking things of
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medivm value, or ‘taking a car without the owner's know-
ledge', which ever is the more costly.

It is significant that, as might have been predicted, all
three ofvthe above authors feiled to find any eassociation
between delinquency and social factors. One cf the weaker
studies, in terms of questionraire design, which does find
a slight association, is that of Voss (1966) who, although
ircludes one serious offence (theft over fifty dollars), makes
up the majority of the remainder with 'school-boy pranks'.

b. Area researched

On a number of grounds, research carried out in small urban,
or rural, areas, seems inadequate for the present invest-
igation purposes. Three studies stand out as being deficlent
in this respect.,

Nye and Short's research (1958) was conducted in one
stburtan and two‘rural towns with a pcpulation nct exceeding
2,500, in city areas rarging from 10,000 to 25,000. Casparis
(1573) states that, 'Unfortunately we were not zble to get
permission to study boys from either a metropolitan cor an
irdustrial centre', arnd suggests that only one city covered
contained a population of over 10,C00 irhabitants. (1973 p.49)
Empey and Erickson (1966) confined their research to 'rel-
atively small Utzh cities', and concluded that, 'The same
research conducted in a large, urban center ma2y have resulted
ir an ertirely gifferent picture.' (1956 p.554)

c. Sumuary
There are many problems associated with self-report techniques
of which only a few have been discussed here, and only a few
have bteen selected as a basis for study exclusion from the

firal distribution analysis. The grounds for this selection

are nacessarily erbitary, although it is felt that some.



improvements 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,
age, and sex in terms of method quality, produces the final
balance of opinion shown in Tables 1% to 22. The final anal-
ysils reconsiders these investigations with respect to their
relative merits, rather than weaknesées, with special atten-
tion given to studies using personal interview techniques, and
those referringto notions of delinguency based more firmly

on official or legal definitions of what constitutes delin-
quent activities,

a., Soclio-economic status

Consideripg first those investigations favouring the personal
interview technique, only four of the twenty-one studies used
this method,;alth;ugh they are all confained 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 aussociation between
social class and delinquency; The fourth (Williams 1972) also
firds an association, althcugh this is wezk and in the reverse
direction. |

With respect to the definition of delirquency, all but
one of the studies shown in Table 19. (Clark 1962) did refer
to either more serious of more frequent offenrnce commissions,
aithough much of this information was exiracted or calculated
from the data rather then supplied directly by the autlhor.
Iwo of these studies used both more serious and more frequent

measuring criteria, and both concluded that there was & strong
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Table 19. » |
QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIOHS‘REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS AND REPORTED DELINQUERCY .

1OW S.E.S. HIGH S.E.S.

WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. WEAK STRONG

Hardt '68 Gold '66 Hirschi '69 Christie '65
McTonald '69 Reiss '61 Clark '62 Williams *'72
Dentler '61 Belson '75

negative association. (Gold 1966, and Belson 1975)

One of the weaker stodies, 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 essociations for one or more
offence admissions. The seriousness rating shown in Table 6,
was calculated from the date provided, and; although sultable
for the stronger definition of.de;inquent involvement, was
not used to its full advantage by the authors. Hirschi (1¢69),
on the other hand, similarly finds no associat;on between
class and delinquency, and, although he again favours the
self-administered questionnaire, the general quality of the
research appears to be generally reliatle.

The two studies showing a weak positive association,
(Christie 1965, and Williams 1972) seem to run against all
expectations. Williams, however, only finds this association
for the more sericus offences, which he states are theft, car-
theft, and assault. Christie, on the other hand, considers
that had they osed interview or observation techniques, their

conclusions might have been quite different. (1965 .107)
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It is possible that variastions in study cornclusions
could be brought about by the same conditions outlined by
Harry (1974), and suggested in the conclusions of the off-
icial data section in Chapter Oney in that crime, and appe
rehension patterns, may be related to the area investigated,
and as such, the differences between conclusions need not be
considered problematic. However, from the selected sample
of self-report studies investigated heré, some favouring doeds
seem apparent towards a conclusion of a negative association
between class and delinquency.

b. Race
Treating the issue of race and delinquent essociation in
thé same wéy, does not seem to clarify the situation quite
so easily., Only two of the investigations shown in Table 20
use the personal interview method, Gold (1966), who indicates
no association between race and admitted delinquency, and
Williams (1972), who suggests a weak association in the di-
rection of some non-white overQrep;esentation.

Considering those studies classifying Behaviour in the
form of most serious,‘or most frequent offence.commissiona,
reveals that only‘two researches use both techniques; which
again turn out to be, Gold (1966) and Williems (1972). The
other four authors use at least one of these methods, or'
present their gdata in a form ﬁhereby either seriousnaés or
frequency may be calculated, yet arrive at quite dissimilar
conclusions.

If the data presented on Tables 10 and 11 are compared,
however, the differences between Gold (1966) and Williams
(1972) do not appear so great. Although basically showing
no association between race and delinquency,‘Gold does suggest

some tendency towards the same conclusions as Williams,
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Table 20.
QUALITY CONRTROLTLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDIRG THE ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN RACE AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

NON-WHITE ‘ ' WHITE
WEAK STRORG NO ASSN. . WEAK STRONG
Williams '72 EHardt '68 Gold '66 - Vos3a '63
Jensen '76 Forslund '75 (Jap.)
Voss '6;
(Chinﬂ.

Whereas Williams suggest a slight non-whité over-represent-
ation for the more serious offences, in terms of the fre-
quéncy of commisSioﬁ, however, no association is discernable.

. Gold, on the other hand, only éhows a non-significant diff-
erence in terms of race for serious offences, although a
siighter étronger difference was apparent for more frequent
offenders. |

If the unexpected result of Voss (1963) is ignored for

the moment on the grounds that studying Japanese youths as

a non-white category might present a special case, thé over-
all balance of conclusions appears to hinge around suggeating
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 all certain
beyond the brief description given in the text.

el Age

The position for age is quite different from the other
~social considerations in as much as the study conclusions

are unanimous in their Zindings. Al¢ five zuthors suggest
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a streng positive association between age and delinquency;

both in terms of serious and frequent offence admissions,

Table 21.
QUALITY CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN AGE AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

OLD YOUNG

WEAK " STRONG NO ASSN. WEAX STRONG

Dentler '64
Williams '72

Elmhorn '65
Belson '75
Hardt '68

>Two of the five studles use the personal interview tech-
nique, Willians (1972) and Belson (1975), and the same two
authors presenf their results expressing both the mocst ger-
ious and most frequent conditions.

This conclusion might not appear surprising, in as much
s the older youth has had more time to engage in delinguent
behavibur. Some separate control would have to be made to
relate a2ge to offence commission during a particular age
‘period, rather than simply measuring an accumulation pf de-
linquent activity over a number of years. Although the concept
of age has teen treated here as a relative category, compar-
ing relatively older youths with relatively younger youths,
these results do appear to suzgest that age is likely to be
a particularly influential variable in the pattern of de- -

linquent act ivity.



d. Sex
A similar situation occurs for sex, in that four of the
five investigations concilude that boys admit rore frequeht
and more serious offence commissions than do girlis. 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 CONTROLLED CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN SEX AND REPORTED DELINQUENCY

BOY ' GIRL

WEAK STRONG NO ASSN. WEAK STRONG

Dentler '61 Voss '63
Gold '66

Williams '72

Jensen '76

Two of the four studies showing a strong essociation
use the personal intesrview technique, (Williams 1972 and
Gold 1966), and again, the same two authors refer to both
délinquency gcales., The results thus appear to strongly
favour the view that male offenders dominate the delinquent

population.

10. Conclusions

It was suvggested at the beginning of this clapter, thzt the
results from self-report analysis may be used to substantiste
or weaken the findings of official data and observation

studies. To support the notions of labelling theory, and to
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reject the Hypotheses One to Four, it would have to be shown
that, rot only was there & reasornable weight of evidence
favouring a conclusion of some sssociation between official
labelling and cless, race, age, and sex, but &lso that no
sirilar association was found for the distribution of admittéd
Juvenile delinquency. In otker words, the officisl 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
gsocial factor considered.

The results of the officizl data and observation studies
concerning official labelling and soclo-economic status pro-
vided a combined conclusion of four out of five investigatiors
favouring the view that there was evidence of offlicial class
discrimination with respect to the police treatment of ju--

veniles. Because of the small number of studies involved, only
a tentative conclusion was proposed. AltLough social class
may nct te a dominant factor affecting officizl dizpcsition,
nor e universally appliceble one, of the five American based
studies analysed the majority supported the view that the
working-class‘child generally fared 1less well in the systenm
than his middle-class counterbart. '

For the self-report investigations to substantiate the
conclusion that the working-class child is treated discriz-
inatorily by the police, they would have to show that juven-
ile delinguency was a universal phenomenon. The ideal sit-
vation would be to cozpare the distribution of admittea de~ -
linquency in thé some States of America from which the official

selection of offerders had been investigated. This, unfor-

A o . e e o
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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 United States of America. The
result of the self-report analysis for socié-eccnomic status
did not generally support the view that juvenile delinguency
was a universal phenomenon. The majority, and the best, of
the studies so far aralysed concluded that there was some
association between admitted delinquency and low socio-econ-
omic status., 7If working-class youths are proportionately
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
showing 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 the
possibilify_that the dominant official data and observation
study conclusion‘might be generalised. |
It ig, of course, not possible to offer any definitive
conclusions to this effect because of the continuing contra-
diction and uncertainty in the results of both official dis-
position and self-report researches. Ifitisassured, however,
that the five official disposition studies and the ten self-
report do represent a reasonable sample and cross-gection of
the American situation, then the general impression of off-
icial police processing policies may well be viewed as one
slightly more discriminating in teras ofilower socio-economic
youth. Fcur studies to one suggest some official over-rep-
resentation, six studies to four suggest some 'actuil!

- over-representation; which may be seen, albeit rather crudely
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as the former being marginally stronger than the latter,
There might be some grcunds, therefore, for supporting Gold's
conclusion (1966) when he states:
«++ behaviour smong boys is related to social
status just as the much criticised official

records have demonstrated over and over
again. (1566 p.44)

But,

ees the official records exaggerate the diff-
erences... (1966 p.44)

From his own official data conclusions, Gold suggests:

About five times more lowést than highest

status boys appear in the official records;

if records werc 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 subatantial number
of researches, well above that considered in this, or any
other analysia, so far discovered. Until then, any conclusion
can only really be based on impression, which at the moment
seems to suggest that on some occasions, in seme areas, there
might appear a slight official over-representation of juven-
1les from lower socio-economic categories; a conclusion quite
independently arrived at, using a slightly different approach
to the problem, by Hirschi (1975) when he summarises his own
evaluation.

It stands to rezson 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
Tittle (1975) in his own conclusions.

+++ the available evidence, although suffering

from many methcdological defects, is contrary to

the thesis that disadvantage variables have more
influence on criminal labelling than does actual
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rule-breaking, but is genesrally consistent

with the view that disadvartage variables have
gome effect on labelling. Thus, the stringent
and more interesting form of the labelling
proposition is negated by the data, while the .
w2ak and essentially nonnovel form of the prop-
osition is found to have some empirical ground-
ing. (1975 p.170)

The relationship between the official disposgition
regearches 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 racial discrimination by official agencles. It was
decided in Chapter TWo that this represented much 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 were no more likely to commit delinquent acts than
were white, the evidencé suggesting some police discrim-
ination might be substantially strengthened. Re-examining
the distribution of conclusions, shows only one of the
gseven studies favouring a sﬁrong asgociation between race and
reported delinquency, with the best two researches, that of
Gold (1966) and Williams (1972), indicating either no asso-

ciation or only a weak association. If it may be assumed
from this that there is no strong evidence to lead to the
conclusion that non-white youths are fundamentally more
Qelinquent than white youths, then it might similarly bve
assuned that the results of the official disposition studies,
and the precepts of labelling theory, have been strengthened

with respect to the influence of race on official 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
in terms of both official disposition results and self—report;’jw
enalysis. Only three official data studies concerned with |
police-juvenile encounters were directed towards the issug
of age and the distribution of official dispositions; two
of them favouring a conclusion of some association, and one
no association. Obviously the sizé 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, ell 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 Se a féflectibn‘of the actual distribution of
delinquency, then the evidence of police discrimination in
terms of the offender's age would be further weakened,

In the same way, not cnly was there little evidence of
official discriminationﬁbyVéex,twith both official data
studies concluding that there was no association, but also,
there was a four-to-one balance of self-report study conclu--

sibns favouring the view that boys were in fact more de-
linquent than girls. Little evidence from either group: of
studies, tkerefore, lends much support to labelling theory.
Further research, however, particularly using refined meth-
odological techniques and conducted in different aress or

countries, might well alter this situatior.
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The only proper general conclusion to this analysis of
21l three research methods (official data, observation, and
self-report), is, quite simply, that they are largely so
inadequate as a group and individually as fo 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,
in terms of general study comparabllity with respect to the
area studied or the organisational level investigated, in
terms of extraneous variable controls such a3 police mo-.
4bili§ation patterns, the role of the victim, the complainant
or the community, and perhaps the most important, in terms '
of the sheer lack of an adequate number of investigations
available for comparison. Lapelling theory can only really
be tested in this context on & single situation basié. To
extract any more general conclusidn from these studies scems
somewhat.contrived, although some dominant trends do seem to
rervade, With respect to cless, race and age factors at
least, some slight association may be discernable to cfficial
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 suvdport or reject any of
them, rom the other point of view, however, official 3dis-
crimination, as far as the police treatment of juveniles is
concerned, appears to be much less apparent, frequent or.
certain as recent sociological theorising might have us be-

lieve,
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CHAPTER FOUR

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 of the London Metropolitan :
Police Distriect. Every juvenile suspected of an offence
commission in the area is referred to, and processed by, this
Juvenile Bureau. For purposes of anonymity, the police
division referredto 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 Juvénile 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 adults 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 Ju;eniIE}Court was eatablished with the Children's
Act of that year, and in 1933, the Children and Young 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 1249, which now operate on a regional basia throughout
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 Burean system now operating in 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 proccssing seem
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almost to have been directed by it. The 1969 Children and
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 the4police 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 Metropolitan
Juvenile Bureau Scheme which utilises this procedure in its
own special way,
The system of cautioning allows the less serious ju-
' venile»dffepder to avoid the imposition of the criminﬁl
laﬁel completely. The criminal, or delinquent, label in
this resﬁect refers specifically to the acquisition of a
Criminal Record Number (C.R.0.), 2nd the appearance at a |
Juvenile Court. Although approximately 35% of all 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, tased 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 juvénile delinquents., As sucﬁ, the force of the
labelling propositions might seem to be substantially neut-
ralised in the light of recent developments; yect on the other
hand these changes have brought about police discretionary

decision-making to virtually an unprecedented level,
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| The fact that the police, in some instances, decide
not to enforce the law, is not now, nor since the system of
cautioning was officlally recognised in this country, a
topic of contention, but an open arnd everyday occurrence

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)

0f course, the séme White Paper'outlines circumstances whereby
criminal proceedings for an alleged offence are most likély,l
and as such serves to guide police discretionary decision-
making. Nevertheless, 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 introduétion of the Juvenile Buréau Schene, thére-
fore, appears highly significant for the testing of both
main labelling propositions. The extent to which poiice
practices have been affected by these procedures is, of course,
part of the research project to be discussed in Chap{ers Five
and Six; as specificaily related to the operation of the
'I' Division Bureau. The following, however, repfesents ar

more detalled outline of the growth and operation of



juvenile processing both in the general and specific context,

2. The growth of the Juvenlle 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 0lds could be treated from a welfare rather

than from a criminal perspective. The Children and Young

Persons Act (1963) fell short of these proposals, but did
raise the age of eriminal responsibility to ten years of age;
as it remains today.

As a éign df the dissatisfaction felt for the 1963 Act,
the government continued‘their research into juvenile treat-

ment and published the 1965 White Paper, The Child, the

Family and the Young Offender. The White Paper recommended

the replacement of Juvenile Courts with 'Family Courts' and
'Family Councils', and the setting-up of'Obser&ation Centres!
to provide facilities for the assessment of juveniles. The
White Paper was rejected, and in 1968 a second Vhite Paper

was prepared, Children in Trodble, which proposed a sEries of

suggestions which were to form a large part cf the subsequent

1669 Children and Young Persons Act. This too served to

govern the present system of legal procedures relating to Ju-
veriles. -

The emphasis of Children in Trouble (1963) was one in

which the offence committed, particularly in relation to the

younger offender (10 - 14 yeers 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 oa 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 summons or warrant before the child could be sant to court.
In cases of more serious offences the individual could still
be charged directly as before.
The conseguence of these recommendations was, as sugg-
ested in the White Paper, to encourage an appreciation by the
police and other agenciés, of the problems of juvenile de-
linquency.
One major effect of the proposals described in
~this Part will be to encourage and strengthen
congultation and co-operation between the juven-
ile court magistrates, the police, the local
authority services 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

80 far been implemented, these policy directives have cer-

talnly had some impact on the present juvenile justice system.

The operational expression of these last few decades of
public opinion, govérnment reports, and legislation, has
manifested itself most prominantly in the Metropolitan
Juvenile Bureau Scheme, although, for some years now, ju—-
venlles have been specially handled through the broader based

Juvenile Liaison Scheme. As this in many ways represents the

predecessor of the Juvenile Bureau gysiem, some gpecial




~154~

acknowledgement seems to be warranted.

a. The Juvenile Liaison Scheme

The first of the Juvenile Liaison Schemes was operated as a
pillot study in Liverpool, 1949. By 1954, after its workings.
had been investigated by the Advisory Council of the Treati-
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 could be operated in their area. A dozen or 30 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 borocugh, and from parents and headmasters 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 operation of'thg Juvenile Liaison 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 éhief inspector (Mack 1962). This was reflected
in other regions and closely fesembles the present da& gtruc-
ture of the lMetropolitan Juvenile Bureaux; particularly the
larger ones. The selection of officers is from experienced
police men and women who have a special interest zind aptitude

to dealing with juveniles. The Inglebv Committee Report (1960)

explains these qualifications in terms of, '... high moral
standanis and a good knowledge of the kind of people living

in the area, and of the conditicns 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 schemé, as fhe neme 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 Lisaison system, a police officer will con-
tinvue to keep in fouch with him, enlisting 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 béen conpleted.

Unlike the Bureau scheme, the Liaison scheme can initiate
a youfh for treatment, either as a result of an offence comnm-
- ission, or as a result of a reférra;by a parent or teacher on
the grounds of, 'playing truant, being unruly, staying out
late af night, and ‘g0 on' (Mack 1962). These ere described
ags 'potential delinquents', which according to Mack represent
nearly half of the total referred to the schenme.

The decision to prosecute a youth or to administer a
caution and refer him to a Juvenile Liaison Officer, i1s teken
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 Officer will consult with
the parents of the youth and establish a follow-up operation
which, according to the Ingleby Report, may renge from one
month to over a year.

b. The Juvenile Bureau Schene

"It was from this background of legislation and estdklished

Juvenile prodessing methods; that the Juvénile Bureau Séheme



of the Greater Londcn Area was introduced.

Prior to 1969, the juveniie offender was treated in
much the same way as the sdult offender, in as much as he
was teken 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 Netropolitan Police were considering plans of act-
ioﬁ which seemed to be inevitable once successful legislation
‘had been prepared. In 1967 the late Sir Joseph Simpson
referred two poliée officers from the Metropolitan Police Re--
segrch and Development Branch to study the methods and pro-
cedures of juvenile treatment ;n the Metropolitan area, and

~ to compare this to other procedures in this country and
abroad. The research teanm 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 recommended that the Metropolitan Pclice Force
should amend its procedures concerning the 'charging' of
young offenders, and instead summons delinquents, save in
exceptional circumstances, and that a small bureau of spec-
ially selected and trained officers, headed by a uniformed
Chief Inspector §f each division, should be established.
(Commander Neivens 1971)

An Advisory Committee, 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 Committee recommended thet the procedure

~ be changed from 'charging' to 'sgmmonsing' and at the saze

time to-introduce a system of 'cautioning'. In view of the
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impending legislation, a concrete prcposal appeared 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 Schene,

On August 30th 1968, a pilot Bureau was establishead
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: general procedures.

a, The structure

Although there may be variations in the staffing of Ju-.
venile Bureaux, depending on the size of the division and the
usual work-lpad 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 (C.L.0.) for the
division in which he is located. In some of the busier div-
isions, an inspector may act as deputy to the chief inspeétor
and take on some of the responsibilities of Buieau admin-
istration. 1In all bureaux, there is a sergeant who may take
on the role of the deputy in the absence of an inspector,
although it is not uncormon for there to be both a sergeant
and an inspector assisting the chief inspector. Under these
more senior officers are a number of police constables; both

men and woren. Usually ithere are atout six constables ner
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division; approximately four police constables and two
woren police constables, although in the larger Bureaux
there might be as many as fifteen in all. .

Most divisions, as suggested, have a cﬁief 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 Bureuu procedure thrcughout the Netrorolis,
The function of the Comzunity Relations Branch 1s similar to
that of all community relations work, in that a large part of
1ts operation is communication between the police and the
public. Although its eérly frame of reference was largely
in connection with race relations and ensuring the smooth
operation of the néw Juvenile Eu:eaux, its role now 1s more
- expanded than this. As Marshall (1974), the Commander attached
to the Community Relations Branch,'suggests in his article
to New Community (1974): |

eee 1ts task ... 1s to help overcome problems

of communication and understanding between the
Metropolitan Police and the citizens of ...

the Metropolis, firstly by interpreting the role
and responsibilities of the police ... to all
sections of the public; and secondly, by inter-
preting significant social facts and moveinents
of opinion in the community to police officers
10 enable them to carry out their duties more
effectively with the minimum of friction.

(1974 p.195)
The divisional C.L.0.'s thus play an important role in tapping
local community opinion and assisting in making the police
aware of these movements. Neverthesless, it still seems to
be the case that Community Relations is étrongly concerned
with race relations, particularly in terams of monitoring
racial tensions and whére possible keeping the police aware of

“these tensions.
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b. Processing offenders

The step~by-step procedure from-the apprehension of a ju-
venile follows a distinctive pattern, quite specific to the
Juvenile Bureéu 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 in court. After a few formalities
the juvenile is usually 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 sysfem, énd 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 togethef the circumstances of the
offence, all statements made, and his report on the conditions
of the arrest, and submits this to his stationiinspector or
senior officer, who forwards it on to the Juvenile Bureau.

At the Bureau, a Juverile Bureau officer is attached to
the case and he collates all the information availabie on
the youth from the various agencies concerned with juvenile
welfare. These include the Social Services Department of the
Local Autherity, the Probation Service and the Education
Service. He then makes an appointment to visit the juvenile's
home, where he interviews the youth and the parents, and at
the same time assesses the general environmental.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 declision either to
surmons the youth to court or to administer a formal caution,

The existence of these two decision possibilities, to
caution or to summons, represents the key-stone of the
Juvenile Bureau procedure. It is here, where, with legislative
-endorsement, the police are conferredwith discretionary de-.
c¢ision-making powérs, and it 1s with this declsion that the
yQuth may experience either the stigma of official labelling,
through an eventual court appearance and the ecquisition of a

- Criminal Record Number, or be given a relatively privéte
reprimand at his local Juvenile Bufeau Office,

The éecision to caution an individual is made by the
chief inspector alone, but of course, he too is governed by
a variety of directives. 4 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
gend 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. 1In
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 toileave 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 amended. Befors the end of 1973, any juvenile
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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..
Similarlj, 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 ha;e 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—agfee to these recommendations, although it is not.
uncommon forxéim 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 the chief
inspectbr, in full uniform.and under formal conditions, will
administer the caution. In a small number of cases, such as
with minor traffic offences, the caution may be given in a
written form and sent to the  juvenile by post.

If it 4s decided that the juvenile should be prosecuted,
once again the youth and his parents are requested to attend
the police station, but on this occasion the arresting off-
icer will serve the offender with a summons. It is here also
where finger-prints may be tzken if necessary.

- C. Statistical data

There is surprisingly little published inforamstion on
the state of Juvenile crime in the Metropolitan Police District,

and much less on the distribution of Juvenile Bureau decision-
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making. Some data has been made available by Chief Inspector -

Oliver in his article published in Crimiral Law Review (1973),

and as such, much of the following data has been extracted

fronm this.

Table 1.
TEE DISTRIBUTION OF POLICE DISPOSITION DECISIONS FOR THE

METROPOLITAN POLICE DISTRICT, OVER A PERIOD OF FOUR YEARS

(Juveniles only: Source - Criminzl Law Review (1973 P.499)

1971 1972 1973 1974
DISP- Number % Number % Number % Number &%
OSITION
Cautioned 11,213 35 10,516 - 34 11,126 35 13,569 36
Summonsed 11,831 37 12,106 40 12,323 39 15,906 42
Charged 6,144 19 4,814 16 5,108 16 5,122 13
NP 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

Tabie 1. represénts 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 sirce its inception.

As can be seen from the table, there is a remarkable
degree of consistency concerning the percentage of indi- -
viduals who are cautioned over those who are suzmonsed. 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,’apprﬁximately forty-percent,
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are summonsed to court, Of course, this refers to both
first offenders and recidivists alike, such that it would

be expected that a higher percentage of firgt 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, hearly one-third as much again as any other letro-
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 39% 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% for
" the London area. The higher rates for both decisions'rep~
resents the slightly fewer cases wﬁich result in a 'charge'.
or 'no fufther 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 teen
created whereby approximately thirty-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 stigma of being crim-
inally labelled. In many 6ases, first offenders who had the
good fortune to have been cautioned, later recidivate z2nd
eventually écquire delinquent identificafion. On the other
hand, in a number of cases the cautioned first offernder does
not recidivate, and has thus beén permanently diverted froa

eriminal processing.



~164-

4. The treatment of young offenderg: '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-

brdivided 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 superintendents in
charge of Bureaux, of also being the Community Liason Officer
for the area. This involves a number of tasks, perhaps bestv
explained by the chief inspector of 'I' Division duriné a
taped interview.

| My role as a C.L.0. is to work with the comm-

unity, particularly the coloured community, 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 many 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 inmspector,
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 criminalisation 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 similaerly say the primary task of the
Bureau a3 restricting the number of juveniles receiving a

criminal label, and to provide a basic 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 i3 to
prevent then from going to court, stopping them
from getting a Criminal Record Number, setting
them back on the straight and narrow, We will do
what we can for them in the meanwhile. Ve will
often infora 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.
1. The disposition recommendation
The decision-making process of the Bureau, and the frame
of reference in which these decisions are nade, are thus
critical to the distribution of officially labelled delin-
quents. ’

Ihe 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, ard 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 juvenile's

_home. During this visit the officer interviews the youth

and the parents, and at the same time considers the conditions
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end circumstances of the juvenile's home-life.

Once this gerneral impression.has been established, and
all Bureau hirectives have been observed, the officer then
returns fo 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 cogditions met with, this report
could easily run into five hundred words or more.

This procedure is encouraged by the chief inspéctor,
and welcomed by me as a reéearcher, on the grounds that a
more sensitive insight can be obtained on the circumstances
of tﬁe Juvenile. Along with this, the chief inspector also
g8ains greater insight into the interaction of the Bureau
officer and the family.‘ As he suggested during a taped inter-
view, 'If they (the Bureaﬁ 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 significant
to the case, which includes the name and address of the fam-
ily, the type of ownership of the accomodation, and the occu-
pation 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 comment 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
pumuits 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 aetaily along with any anecdotes
which the offécer feels somehow exemplifies the conditions og
the juvenile's home-life ahd general life-style.

The final paragrapﬁ 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 besf 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 6ut1ine why he
did not make a recommendation, and leave the matter to the
chief inspector.

i1 The disposition decision
Both the chief inspector and the inspector are in a position
to make the final outcoﬁe decision. The inspector usually
carries out this role when the chief inépector is reguired

to perform some other function related to his position. In
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both cases, however, the final decision rests with the 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 1mpof-
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 fhe 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 express
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 accessible
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 tzken 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 o0ld, they've come in for some

minor offence and the mother says, 'I'm having

terrible trouble with him.' Vell, if the offence

is there, you would caution khim because the

mother has asked for it. Ve get older children,

and the cautions are quite severe, to say the least.
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, but nevertheless, it still remains the 'soft option'.
Cautioning is a private reprimand, and as such, does not
carry with it the possible stigme and ancillary influences
that a court hearing might produce. In the context of the
following analysis, therefore, the caution is primarily
viewed as 'being let-off',

é. The location

'I' Division Juvenile Bureau covers three London Boroughs
which are quite different in terms of sociél end environ-
mental structure. During my attaghment with the Bureau, I
was driven around these areas oh a number of occasions by

the chief inspector. This was usually en-route to a variety
of meetings that the chief inspector participated in his role
of Community Liason Officer, and which I Lad the oppor-— .
tunity to attend. On one of these occasions, I was taken on
a fairly thorough tour of thé three boroughs, such that I
could observe‘their general character., Other information
was supplied in casual conversations with the Bureau officers.

The borough of Westborough is generally considered the

least desirable of the three areas, The south-western part
of the area was originally highly industrialised, comprising
engineering works, ancillary dock-works, ship repairers,

sugar refiners, and the usual dock-land 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 o;
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
particularl& 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 thefe are & smaller number of migrants
f£rom 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; Vithin this érea there are small pockgts of Asian
families, although the majority of the inhebitants are indig-
enous to the borough. Most of the Weét}Indian and African
immigrants to the area live in the northern part of the re-
gion, | .

The statistics for Westborough, as taken from the 1671
Census, shows that of 81,035 tofal tenures, 26,530 are owner-
occupied (337%, compared with 66% for Eastborough), 24,025 are
cbuncil'properties (30/%, compared with 237> for Eastborough),
and 30,015 ere rented from private landlords (377, compared to
10% for Eastborough). The data levels for immigrant residents

in the borough is confused by the 'place of birth' notation
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used in the Census, which présumably over-looks the numbers

of coloured persons who were in fact born in Britain.
KNevertheless, the numbers of immigrant residents born abroad
is certainly much higher than either of the other two boroughs
with particularly high densities of West Indians and Asians..

Northborough is the less easily definable area of the
three boroughs. During an interview with the inspector of
the Bureau, he wés asked to describe Northborough and replied '
that it was, ‘one big housing estate'. This 1s certainly
backed up by the data for the area. Over 69% 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 thousénds of employees, the dominant parental
occupation'takeﬁ from the data sample of juvenile offenders,
was that of 'ecar wofker', and as such could almost be consid-
ered a social class in itself;

In the northern sector of thé 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 number of %est Indian and Asian immigrants
resident in the area were much less than in the Westborough
population.

In general; however, the Borough of Northborough appeared
environmentally at a higher standard than Vestborough. This
might in part be due to the fact that until a few years ago
the property of the borough was controlled by thé 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, howé#er, both

Northborough and Westborough are best considered as generally
working-class areas. |

Eastborough, on the other hand, is largely a middle-

class area. Over 66% (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 one 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. MNany

sfreets flourished.an amount og 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 ﬁhole, Eastborougb is

much mnré associated with a provincial rather than a metro-

politan area,

5. Concluding comment

The three boroughs of 'I' Division thus provide a variety of
socio-environmental fypés. 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.
Westborough is a relatively racially mixed area; over 13% of
the population in 1971 was born overseas, whereas Eastborough
is more racially homogenous; less tkan 47 of the population
~in 1971 were bofn 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 Bureau, 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. Introductioh

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 prdpositions 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 seems to be no escape ffom the persistent
paradox of a sharp disparity between police be- -
liefs and police behaviours... (1974 p.158)
In practice this was shown to present a serious methodo- -
logical problem; in that the resultsAobtainéd from researches
relying heavily on police depictions of what police think
they do, tended to be at variance to researches investigating
what pbiice 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 whites.
(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 warrent
policeman seems to use relatively objective
criteria. (1967 p.89) '
The 1r6ny of the situation is that the police seem to suggest
more biased behaviour in their attitudes, than possibly occurs
1 - . |
in their behaviour. There is, of course, a number of possible
explanations for this, Specific prejudices and harsh att-

itudes, may in fact be no more than, 'the kidding 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 sociesl and legal constraints
which prevent thought materislising into action.
| It should not be construed from this that research method-
6logies relyingvon attitudes and verbal depictions of supp-
osed behaviour, such as the iﬁterviewing technique, should
be disregarded as.wortﬁless. There may well be an inter-
relationship between thought and action, which although may
not be immediate discernible is hevertheless 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 ahd what police do. This has been
extended to include also the difference, of particular re;-
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 police say they believe

One of the most illuminating‘and enéoﬁpassing concepts which
has emerged of relevancé 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 fora by Paul
Rock (1973 pp. 176-180), although a number of writers have

referred to similar ideas of a 'working philoéophy' (Box 1971),

'ways of looking at the world' (Skolnick 1966), or methods of
'pragmatic induction® (Werthmah and Piliavin 1967).

v



-178-

Like any bureaucracy, suggests Rock, the police have to
organise knowledge about itself and the outside world, in
order 1o 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 may 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. Vear-
ing 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) v |

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 coﬁmé
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).

| iuch 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 behavioﬁr of the suspect, than simply the fact
that an offence had been committed.

An analysis of police beliefs and perceptions, therefore,

Day reveal somes elements of 'police theory! which might serve
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to guide police actions in the selegtion, aporehension, and
arrest of Juveniles for processing. This has been organised
around the specific characteristics which observation re-
saarches have indicated as important directives for policé
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
& disproportionate share of all reported crimes.
Patrolmen believe they would be derelict in their
duty if they did not treat such persons with
suspicion, routinely question them on the street,
and detain them for longer questioning if a crime
has occurred in the area. (1968 p.40)
And conversely, it has been suggested that they are sim-
1larly hesitant to arrest middle-class individuals.
Asked to specify the kinds of people they would
rather not be faced with arresting, officers listed
oo 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-gtructured 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 transferred to 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 saying that a sazmple of just eighteen
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men might not be representative of all police officers; which
of course is probably true. Admittedly these men were se-
lzcted to the Bureau because of their special (ie. different)
qualitiese 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
ags 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 schenme,

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 queetion which could promote discussion and an
extended.reply. It was aleo[»:;. hoped that a more open re-

sponse might be attained than would be possible through a direct
class-orieﬁted question. The Quesfion was based on a sim-
ilar inquiry conducted by Westley (1970), in which he esked
thirty-eight police officers, 'What kind of a person is the
criminal anyway?i | k | |

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 thatl
the juvenile delinquent could be any type of person.

You can't sey whet type of person is a ju--
venile delinquent, because any child can
become a juvenile delinquent,

(Respondent 18)

Anybody can be a Juvenile delinquent.
(Respondent 15) |

They come froﬁ every source.

(Respondent 9)
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I don't think you can generalise.
(Respondent 4)

It was also apparent 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-
mens' houses, we go to the firemens' houses, we
g0 to the local toe-rag's house who we know 1is

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 1life;
upper-class, lower-class.

(Respondent 5)

Femily andenvironmental conditions were similarly considered

before judgement was made.

I don't think there is a particular kird of person.
I've been here for two years now and I've dealt
with mogt kinds of children and families, and 1
think they are of such a cross section. I don't
think you can say 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 offerces from the same
age, and has got a good home and he's had every-
thing a kid can want.

(Respondent 2)

0f 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 i1s-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 énd delinquent juveniles. One of these
officers suggested that no one is completely law-abiding.

Are there any? Ve'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 any juvenile is

more or less crime free,

(Respondent 13) _ -
And perhaps more topically: _

Vhat about our great friend Mr, 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 in
a better position to producellaw-abiding children, and one
suggested that they were in a worse position.
| Why should the majority of these replies be sc different
from the kind of statements made in the observation studies?
One reason méy be that the majority of these studies pre-

sented their results in the form of 'impressionistic state-
ments' with few sysfematically tabulating the events. Westley
(1970) ﬁdwever, 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 gsample. Nineteen
rercent of the sample saw the crihinal 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 disparity between these

and other studies may result from nethodological differences,

in as much as, 'What researchers say police believe', might
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be at variance with 'What police say they believe.' 1In this
sense, the use of impressionistic adcounts 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 juvénile crime is typically more prevalent?
There was indeed no uncertainty in their replies. Twelve of
the elghteen officers referred categoricall& 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 implicitly: to working-class

areas.

Where there are large housing estates and lack
of amenities, :

(Respondent 7)
In the 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 oneof the largest
working-class communities, and housing one of the largest
amounts of juvenile crime in London. Obviously it is not
intended that the hypothesis under test should be prejudged.
In other words, it could be assumed that these high levels of
Juvenile crime are the result of police labelling; but this
remaing to be seen.

Again, a double~check question was asked to the same
officers. 'Are there any social or geographical areas where
Juvenile crime is particularly low?' The results were gen—
erally similar., Twelve of the eighteen officérs referred
either explicitly ; or implicitly- to middle-class areas.

This was subdivided into the following: five categoric ref-
erences to class... |

Well I think where you've got the professional
classes,

(Respondent 10)
Good middle-class :esidentiai areas.
(Respondent 13)
Well, the so called better class areas.
(Respondent 14)
«+o five mentioned private estates...
Where you get people who've got private dwellings.
(Respondent 12)

eso 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 denéity
of the particular regioh. .

Ve 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 most 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'whaf 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-
1lated into the first question. As it happens, it seems that
frgm their éxperiences 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 loeal
crime rates. There is not evidence from this, therefore, that

the police do hold prejudiced beliefs or stereotypes
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concerning the sociél 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 might have produced different resuits.

c. Co-operation and attitudes

The importance of co-operative, respectful demeancur during 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 Juvenile de-
linquent. As Box (1971), for example, suggests:

«ese 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. 1In order to assess whether

the officers of 'i' Division did indirectly believe that



~-188-

certain individuals were more delinquent in terms of beha-
vioural types, they were asked, 'Would you be more inclined
to make a harsher decision 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
questioned.

(Respondent 12)

ees 1t is no offence Being disrespectful or
even rude to a policeman.

_ (Respondent 2)

Thus, for the time being, it seems better to assume that there
1s 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 tc be more criminal by the police than members of
the 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-
1tate the expression of a belief in racial discrimination
without affronting police sensibilities through éppearing
underhand., A fairly dpen and végue 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
brought up here. They speak better Cockney than
& 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 ﬁe did not know what the position was.

Again, the ahomaly between these responses and other
contemxrary writings seems related to the tendency for these
officers to answer in accordance with what they 'know' to bve
the case in their particular area. Officefs 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 supp-

.lementary.questioning,mfailed.tonmaM3anyrgeneralisatiens.
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Officers from Northborough and Westborough, on the other
hand, were inyolved with larger immigrent 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
Tresponse 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. Summary
The analysis of police beliefs through the 'I' 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 1solated 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»sefious
in thelr replies, such that; although they may express harsher.
attitudes in the companyvof their colleagues they appeared con-
cerned to answer the questions in a manner which fairly rep-
resented their beliefs, It should be.remembered . 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
befween 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 mayvséem. 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 thofoughly 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 significant, as compared to what is happening on a
wider and more general basis.

| " For all their failings, however, observation techniques
do provide an 1nteresting}approach to the nature of the

arrest situation. During my attachment with the 'I® Division
Bureau, it was not pdssible to carry out 'in the field' observ=-
ations of this kind. In order to oﬁtain some iﬁsight into
what police actually do, a second-best technique was adopted.
This was originated by Leslie Wilkins (1955) and developed by
Sullivan and Siegal (1972), and is referred to as the 'inform-
etion boardi.

a. The 1nformation board method and police decision~-making

Although Sullivan and Siegal give great credit to the original
idea by Lesiie Wilkins, much of the development of the -
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information board can also be attributed to them. Basically
this is & hypothetical, retrospective test relating inform-
ation to decision-meking, which accordihg‘to Sullivan and
Siegal:

+es can not only sinulate the real-life use

of information but also reach the degree of

experimental control necessary for a rigorous

empirical a§proach to decision-making,
(1972 p.255

Sullivan and Siegal constructed an information 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 tho information hidden on the rear of the
card. With ali 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 detalls underneatﬁ.

The topics used refer to the kind of informetion the
police officer might need in the arrest situation, such as,
the time, the place, area of,the'offence, the atoitude and
appearance of the.suspect, and the number of Juveniles‘in;
volved. Thus the time or the plece would represent the topic .
name, and the information, '12-30 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 through se-
lecting topies in the order that he thought relevaﬁt, until he
felt that ke could make a decision. The order of irformation
topics selected, the decision reaching topic, and the decision
arrived at, were all recorded.

The results of tke Sullivan and Siegal test are rot dir-
ectly relevant here, although w111 be brought in later in the
analyais. What is 1mportant is the methodology vsed and it
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was from the basis of this that the 'I' Division information

board 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 one offence situation, it seemed possitle that with

a number of boards a sophiéticated geries 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-opefation in the arrest situation.
Four'aepafate 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‘seriousnesé and class related charact-
eristies, the four offence cards were methodically and surrep-
tit;ously moved around the four situations depicﬁed on thé
'situation' cards. It was therefore possible to relate sep=-
arately 'on-the-street! debision—making with offence and social
fectors, and, in accordance with the distinction made by
Tittle (1975), be in a position to assess which gave the
greatest contribution.

The actuzl boards used, comprised twenty information topics
and one offence card. Thege topics were largely based on the
Sullivan and Siegal information board, although they were
ammended slightly for the purpose at hand. The following
topics were thus chosen and rendomly distributed oﬁ the boards

in the order 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 S

9. Employment

10.Time of day

11.Race

12.Degree of co-operation

13.0ffender's area of residence

14.Father's occupation

15.Arred

16Cleanliness

17.Alone, or with another officer

18.Physical size

19.0ther duties to perform

. The social class of the offender was malnly 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 class-related characteristics derive from my own exper=
iences of cultural stereotypes as presented through the mass-
media and other sources. |

The topios, 'Attitude of the offender', and 'Degree of
co-operation', were intended to express the interactionel
- 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.'5 working-class
unco-operative youth. Through this distinction, the influence
of social class could be assessed independently from behaviour,

.thus removing the confusion between specific class effects and
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related behavibural effects. The age, sex and race of the
juvenile were all included as information, but could not be
controlled in this manner without considerably more boards
being used. ﬁ

' Four minor offences were devised, which might have’
elicited a variety of responses from a police officer on the
street.2 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 boerds, 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 éards similarly ordered, 1,2,354,.
Before the second officer arrived, the offence cards were
moved around one board position, so now the situation cgrds
all hed diffe}ent offences relating to them; in this instance,
boards 1,2,3,4, were matched with offences 2,3,4,1,. The |
offence cards were moved around one position for each new
respondent, such that each of the four class and attitudinal
situations at séme point had all four offences relating to it,
and conversely all offences had all situations referring to it,
It was therefore possible‘to agsess 1f 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 &s they required it, recording on a record-

ing sheet the number of the topic they had referred to as they
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referred to it. They were to keep selecting cards until
they thought they could make oreof four decisions; 1. release
on the street with a warning, 2. take the suspect into cus-
tody butrelease later, 3. arrest, 4. any other decision. When
they‘had recorded on their éheets thatva decision had been
made, and the nature of the decision, they were asked to con-
tinue looking at the remaining cards to see if they would
change their mind in the light of the extra information. If
trey did, this too was to be recorded.

Thus, we have a rather crude but interesting alternative
approach to compare the relationship between what police |
believe and what police say they do. This, of course, is far
removed from the ideal of observing and comparing what they
actually do in the arrest situation, but does offer 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
variousfinformation.topics. The top four referral topics were
'age' with 56 referrals 'place' with 51, 'time of 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 1list with 20 referrals 'presence of an
audience' next with 18 referrals and 'gdace’ with 15, The
average number of referrals per offence was 5.27 compared with
5.0 for the Sullivan study.

A more significant analysis might be to look instead at
the 'decision topiés'; that is, the last fdpic 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

cbrresponded to the Sullivan and Siegal test which gquoted
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attitude as the most frequent decision-making piece of inform-
ation, The third most frequent decision topic was the asso--
clated degree of co-operation, with the remaining class asso- .
(iated characteristiés appearing fairly low in the hierarchy.

The race of the individual seemed to play a very minor
role, both in terms of total referraland decision topics,
being right at the bottom of both lists; and correspondingly
80 for the Sullivan énd Siegal research., Age was referred to
more than any other variable, but became a 'decision topic'
on only aix occasions. The other social factor, the sex of
the offender, appeared half-way down the total referrallist
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,’siyles of behaviour and social class may be
related. The race and sex of the juvenile séemed to play a
relatively unimpoftant 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 committed. As each of the offence cards had
been moved around the four situations, it was possible to
assume that any association apparent for each board would be
related to the situation and not the offence. Considering
first the class of the individual regardless of his behaviour,
presents the distribution shown in Table 1. Boards 1. and 2.
were combined to provide the nonémanual section, and 3. ard 4.
to provide the manual. ZEach class category thus coatainzitoth
co-operative and unco-operative elements. The severity 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' sona., 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
3) Arrest 15 21
2) Custody
Severe disp.)

(4) Release 23 17
(with action)

(1) Release
(no actiong

(Lenient disp.

TOTAL 38 38

Combining the two severe and two lenient 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

BEHAVIOUR VARIATIONS REGARDLESS OF CLASS

DISPOSITION CO-OPERATIVE URCO-OPERATIVE
53; Arrest 17 19
2) Custody

(Severe disp.)

(4) Release 21 19
(with action)

(1) Release
(no actiong

(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-
1sion topics, and yet they seem to have such little importance
Yo 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 sevére dispositiona, 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 CILASS AND

BEHAVIOUR COMBINED: SEVERE DISPOSITIONS ONLY

BEHAVIOUR NON-MANUAL MANUAL
Co-operative 7 10
Unco-operative 8 11

To examine the influence of offence on decision-making
the four offences were compared to disposition outcome as
i1lustrated in Table 4. below.

Table 4.
THE DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITION DECISIONS FOR
VARIATIONS IN OFFENCE COMMITTED

DISPOSITION OFFENCE NUMBER"
1. 2. 30 40
3) Arrest 6 0 15 14
2) Custody

Severe disp.)

(4) Release 13 19 4 5
(with action)

(1) Release
(no action)

TOTAL 19 19 19 19

* 1. minor theft, 2, unlawful entry, 3. Traffic 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
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.

¢. Summary
In terms of both police beliefs, as expressed through the
interviéw 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 1ittle 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
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inadequacies., The ﬁolice are presented with a hypethetical
situation in which they have to imagine, and say, what they
do; which may not in fact be equated - with what they actually
do. Simiiarly, 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 seéond-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 social factors having some effect on dis-
position, or having a major effect, it seems that at this point
no support is forthecoming :or either of these propositions.
From both the interview section, comprising police beliefs, and
from the selection test, comprising hypothetical police be-
heviour, there has been no strong indication that social or
situational criteria have any important influence on outcone

decision.

4. The disposition of offenders processed by the Juvenile

Bureau
Where most of tke reseerch relating to the arrest situaticn
was derived from observation studies, the mejority of invest-
lgations concerning the final disposition decision can be
found in official data researches. It also will be remembered
that although there wes no degree of unanimity shown in these
results, some preference was shown towards the conclusion that

there was a slight asscciztion between social factors and
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policereferraldecisions. This tendency, however, was gen=-
erally unequally applied, such that the sex of the offender
apreared least strongly related to dispositipn, and the rece
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-
slon the latter is considered before the former. The outcome
disposition is here divided into the more lenient ‘caution’,
where the juvenile does notacquire a criminal record number
and does not appear puﬁlically in connection with his offence,
and the more severe 'summoné'.and ‘charge', where the individ-
ual does experience the conditiqns generally assocliated with
official labelling. |

Three different methodologies have been used to assess
this problem. Firstly, a data sample of 984 juveniles were
gathered from the Bureau files for the year of 1973. These
files were particularly detailed and illustrative, such that
& 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 home%isit from which their.outcome recommendation
was besed. Thirdly, a sample of home-visit reports were tzken
28 a means of collating what police do, as determined through
the data sample, and what they believe, as‘expressed through

the tzped 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 offendérs 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,
& number of files were being uséd 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 individugl had not
satisfactorily been established.
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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 0ld 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
meke little difference to the nature of the results.

Five criteria relating to social factors, father's oce-
upation, area of regidence, race, age and sex, and two var-
lables 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 old 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
Indian and Asian racial groups.5 The class of the Jjuvenile
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
&8 non-manual occupations, and the last three as manual
occupations.6 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 seme
offence types usegd 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
a8 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
rerson, 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 social 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 variesbles 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 this was divided in terms of fathers'
occupational status, juveniles' area of residence, race, age,
and sex, 1s shown in Tables 6 to 9. Nearly 90% of juveniles
from non-manual backgrounds (Table 6) were cautioned compared
%o 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
1s considered throughout this chapter as P[L_.OS.B The area

of the juvenile's residence (Table 7) secemed to have much
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Table 5. )
PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND~TIME OFFENDERS

CORTROLLING FOR OFFENCE SERIOUSHNESS

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 o Most 22,8 114
offence . serious
Leagst  26.5 162
serious
Total 25.0 276

Theft 27.0 100
only




Table 60 ‘
PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OFFENDERS

CONTROLLING FOR SERTOUSNESS OF OFFENCE AND FATHERS!
OCCUPATION #*

PRIOR RECORD OQFFENCE 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  7T7.2 650
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 25.0 138
Theft 0 6 29.2 72
only

* (Totals do not add up to the sample total because 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 Te - .
PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OFFENDERS

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOQUSNESS OF OFIFENCE

AND AREA OF RESIDENCE

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE 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 7641 251 78.7. 343

Theft 81.6 206 80.7 140 83.2 191

only : :
One previous Mozt 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

only
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Tabl_e__§_ .

PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OFFENDERS

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOQUSNESS OF OFFENCE

AND RACE »
PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE WHITE . WEST INDIAN ASIAN
% N % N % N
No previous Most 61.1 2219 70,0 10 0 2
offence serious
Least 81 09 676 62 05 32 8601 36
serious
Total 76.8 897 64.3 42 81.6 38
Theft  83.1 473 61.5 26  84.4 32
only oL _
One previous. Most. 24.5 102 0O 7 20.0 - 5
offence serious .
Least 29,1 148 O 9 0 5
serious
Total  27.2 250 O 16 10.0 10
Theft  30.0 90 0O 8 0 2
only

* (Totals do not add up to the sample total because of the

exclusion of race codes contzining only small numbers

of represenxatives, ie. 'dark-skinned Europeans' and

Arabs,)
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Table 2. ‘
PERCENTAGE CAUTIONS FOR FIRST AND SECOND-TIME OFFENDERS

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCE AND AGE

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE YOUNG OLD
% N % N
No previous Most - 71,0 93 53.9 141
offence gserious
| Least  86.9 329 774 429
serious ,
Total 83.3 414  T1.4 570
Theft 88.5 234 76.8 302
only . ' :
One previous Most ' 30.4 | 46 17.6 68
offencg | gserious
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 OFFENDERS

CONTROLLING FOR SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENCEZ AND SEX

PRIOR RECORD OFFENCE BOYS  GIRLS
% N % N
No previous Most 61.0v 218 5643 16
offence - serious : :
Least 80.4 521 83.4 229
serious -
Total T4.7 739 81.6 245
Theft 80,2 328 8447 209
only ' -
One previous Most | 22.5 111 33.3 3
offence , serious ‘ o —
Least 28.6 140 13.6 22
serious
Total  25.9 251  16.0 25
Theft 30.0 ° 80 15.0 20

only
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less influence on outcome, with Westborough, Northborough

and Eastborough showing very similar cautioning rates of
T4.6%, 76.1% and 78.7% respectively. Some percentage diff-
erences were discernible with respect to the race of the off-
ender, suggesting that West Indian 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 ybung 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 gfoups of individuals might,
quite simpiy, be committing propbrtionately more)serious
crimes, and in a4sense deserve more severe dispositioqs. :To
correct for this, the seriousness of the offence needs to be
dontrolled. This has been done in each of the tables, with
& single offence control, theft, and through a dichotomised
rangé 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 latter category
was combined in this way 2s 'other offences' failed to contain
sufficient numbers of items to operatgwas a seperate control,
Theft was chosen as the single offence control mainly be
ause it encompassed the largest category of offenders, bdbut
also because it represented a medium serious offence which was

hopefully not too biased in the social distribution of its
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commission. ’ |

The total percentage number of cautions for first off=-
ence theft was seen to be slightly higher than the average
rate for all offenées; standing at 81.9% compared to 76.4%.
The pre#iously gignificant class relationship remained sig-
nificant but at a reduced level (RZ_.OS). The juvenile's
area of residence continued to be non-significant with the
addition of a theft control, although the race of the offerder
moved from a position of non-significance to a pbsition of
just being significant at the / .05 level. This difference
was largely brought zbout by the particularly low levels of

'cautioning £or West Indian Juvénnes, with 83.1% of all white
£irst offence theft cases resultihg in acaution, compared with
61.5% of West Ipdian. Asian offenders experienced even higher
cautioning rates than for whites with 84.4% of all such cases
ending this way, ihe age of the offender was unaffected by
the inclusion of the offence control, maintainirg the higher
rates of cautioning for the younger offender, and a chi-squared
significance equal«to'Pz;.001. The sex association, on the
other hand, was eradicated once the theft control had been
introduced. '

| Thus, with the addition of a specific offence coatrol
there remains three significant associstions 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 comparzbility of control, however, might be seem to be
lost 1# terms of the degree to ﬁhich it may be representative
of other offence types. The second form of control, the rzrge
of offence, seems to be a desirable alternative, snd additional

method., 1Irn this instance, the range of cffences has been
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confined to just the two categories. |

It can be seen from Table 5., that 60.7% of all 'most
serious' offences ended in a caution compared to 81.3% of
'least serious' offences. The slightly significant relation-
ship for social cless and disposition shown for the theft '
control is maintained and increased somewhat for 'least ser-
lous' offences, with a chi-squared probability of /_.025.

No association was apparent for 'most serious' offences. The
area of residence showed no signs of a relationship to Jju-
venile cauﬁioning for either level of offence seriousness. The
race of the offender continued to be significant, this time

at the P/ .0251evel, although this also was for 'leest ser-
ious' offences only. Age was particularly significant at both
levels of seriousness control, indicating a probability of
/_+01 for 'most serious' offences, and P/ .001 for 'least
serious',offences,‘and the sex of the juven?le continued 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 hes automatically been controlled. After all, 1%
could be argued, in the same manner as for offence seriousness,
that any social group association to cautioning prectices may
have been brought about by the commission of a greater numter
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--
tisiohs,,therefore, would be seen as based on 'legal' rather
than 'social' corsiderations.

The results above have thus been controlled in terms of

the two most important legal variables, offence seriousness
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and prior record, yet still continue to show social factor
relatiohships. The most significant of these was the app-.--
arert association of cautioning practices with'the age of the
offender;‘in excess of the chifsquared PZL.O1 for two types of
offence control, and 2 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! offenqes, 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 furtﬁer offence. 'Only the second offence effects
have been discussed here;'as so few juveniles go on to cozmit
three or mdre offences thaf the éub-samples would become too ‘
small for social factor controls. After all the social factor
and legal variable controls have been made, no asscciation ‘
approaches hear to the level of statistical significance for
‘éeéond offenders. This is due to some extent to the small
number of individuals involved, as for instance, the very small
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 number 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.
Wherees 76.4% of all firet offenders were cautioned, only
25.0% of all second offenders were cautioned. This sudden

low rate of diversion of juveniles from the Juvenile procecsing
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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 .001 probability level, and far greater than
the significance ratings given for either the age, class, or
race assoclations. 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
8 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 bas 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 are asso-
clated. (1975 p.164)

In other words, the social factor has not yet been held con-
steant, 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 coumparing
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 sociai 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

varlables, suggests a more complicated relationship. Table 13
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Table 11.
COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION

BETWEZN AGE AND OFFENCE, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING

OFFENCE YOUNG OLD x

% N % N

Most 71.0 93 53.9 141 X" = 6.6
serious P/ .01
2
Least 86,9 321 T7.1 429 x° = 11.6
serious P/ _.001
x° 2 = 11.9  x° = 28,9
P/ _.001 ?/_.001
Table 12.

COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN AGE AND PRIOR RECORD, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING

PRIOR YOUNG OLD
RECORD

% N % N

First 83.3 414 T1.4 570
offenders
Second 32.0 122 19.5 154

offenders
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Table 13.
COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN CLASS AND OFFENCE, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING

OFFENCE NON-MANUAL  MANUAL x°
% N y N
2
fzg‘;oue 78.6 28 61.7 149 ;2433-8
e @ e s P
x2 x% = 4.3 = 26.2

P/ _.05 PL 001

Table 14.
COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN CLASS AND PRIOR RECORD, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING

PRIOR NON-MANUAL MANUAL
RECORD

% N % N
First 88.9 126 177.2 650
offenders
Second 18.2 22 25.0 188

offenders
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Table 15.
COMPARING THE DIFFERENCE OF ASSOCIATION

BETWEEN RACE AND OFFENCE, AND PERCENTAGE CAUTIONING

OFFENCE WHITE WEST INDIAN ASIAN x2
% N % N % N
Yost 61.1 221  70.0 10 0 2 x°cannot
gserious be calc, *
2
serious P/ _.025
I2 x2 = 39.7 x2 =0 12 cannot
P/ 001 P/ 1.0 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 WEST INDIAN ASIAN

% N % N % N
First 76.8 897 64.3 42 81.6 38
offenders
Second 27.2 250 0 16 10.0 10

offenders
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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

. 8imilarly 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 smali 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 practicés; 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 social 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
epproach, 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 similerly
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
soclal class or race., However, although it does seem that in
this 1nstahce 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 kow 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-
taln what exactly the police look for when they make this
visit., Allthe officers were asked the same question; 'During
your visit to the juvénile's home, you gather information
which assists you in your recommendation to caution or summons
an individual., ‘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 énquiry 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
home-life, and which might have‘some effect on their final
recommendation decision. From the nature of these replies, it
became apﬁarent 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 investigaticn.

The problem at hand is fundementally the same as that
outlined by Cicqurel (1968) in his own analysis of factors
leadirg to police decision-making and police actions. How
can the reséarcher organise, select anddecode statements made
by officers which will abcurately reflect police dispositions
tdwards certain situational factors? In other words, there is
the problem of-'objectification',_or the 'observers' and the ‘
actors' attempts to convince the reader (or listener) of the
credibility‘of the propertiés or‘elements beirg attended and
labélled 'data' for purposes of meking inferences and taking
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 specifisble procedural
rules...' (Cicourel 1968 p.2)

My intention, and problem, is to assess fron the state-
menis 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 finel decisicn
reconucendation, .

Cicourel (1968) considers that the only justifiable method

by which the researcher can present his impressica of ‘'what
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is happening' as refliective of that experienced by the actor,
and avolding simply representing statements as 'data' or to
implicitly. interpret meaning and impose organisation by
'fiat', is for the researcher to state clearly how he made
sense of what the respondent said. This may be done, suggeste
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 background expectancies included or left out

as a particular case ... is analysed over time.' (Cicourel
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 other
relevant statements and actions, and in turn, relate these to
'background expectancies' and everjday perspectives of the
actor's world. Although it is not intended to adhere rigidly
to'Cieourel's every-word, or for that matter to align myself
totally to phenomenalism, there does seem to be considerable
merits in this approach, and its more general principles will
attempted to be followed.

The replies to the question given to the Juvenile Buresu
officers seemed to be organised around a number of recurring
themes, which, following the principles outlined by Cicourel,
might be viewed as depicting regular categories of perception
and experience. These were; 1. the home structure, 2. the
attitudes of the parents, 3. the behavicur of the parents,

4. the attitude of the juvenile, and 5. the tehaviour of the
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Juvenile. _

Throughout this analysis, various features of the sit-
uation, partiéularly the five conditions aboye, will be
‘scrutinised with the intention of revealing any existence of
class blas with respect to the officers' selection and inter-
pretation of factors considered relevant to his perception and
recommendations of juvenile cases. This necessarily involves
meking assumptions as to what doeé and what does not constitute
evidence of a claés.relationship. The basis of these assump-
tions, unfortunately can he no more scientific or objective
than my own perceptions of aspects of social cless as acquired
through shared cultural experiences, the mass media, and to a
lesser extent certain professional insights, propositions and
hyﬁotheses. Where fossible, howgver, I will follow Cicourel's
directives and try to link these agsumptions with my own and
the officers! generai perspectives., | _

0f these five themes, it seems moré likely that if tpere
was excessive attention to details relating to the social class
of the family, that this would be observed in the manner in
which thé;officer described the conditions of the home, and
the home structure. Following Lemert's (1951) and Scheff'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 in the nature of the responses. '

Eigﬁt of fhe 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 honme, from the
-way the boy is dressed, that here is a family
who is trying, 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 nust te. 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 houée, 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 place
i1s filthy dirty, is it because of laziness on the
parents' part, they don't want to know, they're
not bringing their children up properly?
(Respondent 1.)

The recurrent emphasis on the 'cleanliness' 'tidyness’
and general ‘care' that has gone into the home does not seen
to be directly class-related here. The 'quality' of the
home appears to have quite a specific meaning to the Juvenile
Bureau officér, 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 normal housing'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 painted 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 haven’t got any money,
the furniture and decorations are secondary as
-far as I'm concerned; as long as the home 1s
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 a job
and earn a lot of money. §

- (Respondent 1)

Not necessarily if it's a blg house with
expensive furniture...

(Respondent 11.)

You don't have to have a posh three~piece-suite
to be a good citizen...

(Respondent 8.)
»e+ Seems to be emphasising the point that these statements
are not intended to be class-specific.

0f 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 cri--
terionis discussed here in some detail because, not only would
it represent an important non-lezal influence on disposition

outcome if it was found to be especially significant to the
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police officer's recommendation, but also it might be con-

sidered as a further indicator of the possible existence of

social class bias.

The attitude of the parents was mentioned as an impor-

tant consideration by twelve of the fifteen officers, and

the most frequently recurring feature of this attitude was

related to the level of general doncern expressed by the

parenté.

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 1it.

(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 whatsoever, 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 common 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 about
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 digstressed.

(Respondent 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 reapect

1s 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 of
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 dreanms,
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 &t 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 fo the ldeas contained in the
rotion 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 ke
right recommend 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
rrofessicnal theories developed. by social scientists. He
classified the majority of the causes mentioned into fiﬁe viell

known theories of erimiral aetiology; 'socialisation theory',

'‘differentiel associction theory', 'social disorgenisation
theory', 'anomie theory' and various 'pathological theories',

The results of the 'I' Division sample similerly fitted these



~234-

categories plus three others; Matza's theory of ‘drift’,
'cohtrol theory' and 'labelling theory'. Juveniles were seen
to be delinquent by Bureau officers because; 'they've been
brought u§ wrongly, their sense of values are different!
(socialisation theory), 'they follow the villein' (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 tkeory),
there 'is an inherent leaning %o vwrong' (pathological theories),
'every Jjuverile is a potential criminal at certain ages, some
are tempted, others are not' (Matza's notion of 'drift'),
'i%'s a lack of parehtal control and concern' (control theory)
- and, 'not =211 of them get caught, you only catch so many, and
1t's these we look at' (labelling theory). The most fre--
quently referreé 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 gulded by
his parents.' An ill-disciplined home, was considered a dis-
rupted home, where the normal socizl pressures had lost
their influence.

To my mind, 511 children are born anti-social,

and they must be taught the difference between

right and wrong, and this must coantinue through-

out their life.

(Respondent 18)

P°0ple who go wrong are those who haven't eny

moral codes, laws, religions, auything like

that, e

(Respondent 12)

Thus, once aga*n, the impression gained from the parents
in terms of the control they display over.their children seens
tc be g significant factor influencing police perceptions.
Throughout these interviews the role of the parents decidedly

doninated the most frequently referred to, and in accordance
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with the prescriptions of Cicourel (1969), quite probably
the most representative categories used by the police in
'making sense' of the juvehile's home situation. This is not
to say that the attitude and behaviour of thé Juvenile was
ignored, however, which it was nof, 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 caorerned with the parental side of the case as he
alrgady'has a certain knowledge of the juvenile and his offence.
The position of the parents thus f£ills 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
-home-visit, contained in the home-visit report, seems to sube
stantiate this view; as discussed in the next section.

In cohclusion,/it seems that the home-visit provides
much more information to the officer than simply the Juveﬁile's
social class position. Conditions which were more likely to
determine an unfavourable recommendation would almost 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 exterrel 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 offiber, which no doubt would
include the display of signs.of concerr and control, may be
'‘class-related', it does not follow that these characteristics

will be 'class-specific'. It would be exvected, therefore,
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that were this so there might be a slight, although not con-
sistent, relatiohship between labelling and social class; a

point of view offered some support from the analysis of the

Bureau data in the previous section. |

c. What volice 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 znalyse a sample of home-visit reports, which clearly
outline the Bureau officer's impressions and recommendations.,
As in thefmajority of cases these were consolidated by the
Chief Inspector, thevdepiction of thought processes leading

to the officer's final recommendation was indeed of special
ihterest.

From a gystematic sample of every ﬁwentieth cese history,
forty-five examples were drawn for analysis. As the majority
of all offerces Wefe of medium seriousness (offences against
property) only those in this category were seiected. If the
twentieth case was not in this category, the next medium ser-
iousness offence was included instead, All the offenders were
filed in termé of their first offence commissidn, 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 number 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. home conditions, 2, parental attitudes including general
concern, 3. parental control, 4. juvenile attitudes including
general concern. These featu:es were rarely ever depicted

by the officer in neutral terms, but rather in either a
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. positive or a négative manner, such that it seemed that the
balance of these conditiorns largely reflected in the final
recommendation decision,

To teét tkis, 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 INFORMATION

. ITOPICS, BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION

INFORMATION ° ~ SUMNIONS * CAUTION
TOPIC

b 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 strongly related to disposition than the att-
itude of the parents. During the interview section, it was

concluded that the reverse was the case, wnere 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

& 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 topies 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 that
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
gereral trend is in the same direction there are proportion-
ately more negative reférences found in the manual background
céutioned Sample. A similar comparison for sunrnonsed cases
could not be made as there were only two cases of non-manual
background court recommendations in the sapple.

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 class-associated., On this
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occasion, théver, the situation is impfoved somewhat through
the knowledge of the father's occupation. The first charact-
eristic which arises, is the greater numver 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 ablé to present
itsels.
The following, for example, is the Bureau officer's

response to an interview with a business owner's son.

I foﬁnd 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 s{ore manager, sSimilarly generated .
a favourable 1mpression,thich‘resulted in more than one
reference 10 how much the police officer liked them.

I like all of the members of this femily 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 respemable and law-abiding image. On one
occasion, for example, even the church was mustered to the
Juvenilefs 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 veing suggested, however, that the working-

cless 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, .
hdwever, 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,
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 behaviour.

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
& 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 hgnd, 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 chastising 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, ﬁowever, 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 présenfed by the parenté to the Bureau officer. Thesé
variations arevonly likely to expléin a minority influence
~of social class factors on outcomé decisions, which is perhaps
why the offic;al data analysis séction did not find a very
stréng agsociation between occupation and police treatpenf.

The second slight assoéiation which requires some explan-.
ation is the tendency for Asians to experience slightly higher
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-studies available for
surronsed individuals, although the few that were cautioned
did reveel one strong difference between police perccptions
of their visits to Asian and West Indian homes; thet is, the

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 btrother for this offence.

(An Indian family)
Rather violent forms of supplemenfary 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, MI‘. XK Said, 'IS he the one that
does the hitting?' I then explained that the
caution was verbal, to wkich Mr. ... showed
A surprise.
One of the more unusual aspects of this amplified control
process, is the inyolvement'of the whole femily; brothers
and sisters as well, ‘
eee t01d me that the whole femily experienced
shame when they found 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 Vest Indian families and communities, and the in-
flaence that this may have on police perceptions and police
treatment, 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 2 West Indiean
beckground than in relations tetween the police and Asians.'
This might be explained interms of the traditional strength

of the respective family structure.



~243~

The Asian immigrant in Britain comesmostly from
rural societies which ere structured primarily by
ties of descent and kinship ... When conflicts
arise, people attempt to solve them within this
fremework. ...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 Englishran or
average West Indian.
(Respondent 15.)
From Indians especially, very often we'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 would do to
them. .
(Respondent 6.)
One example perhaps illustrates this more vi@idly in that
retribution can sometimes be most severe.
They've (Indians) 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 sections 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 tke fact that an offerce
has been ccmmitted, to the law, and to the police. A par--
ticularly salient indicator of both these attitudes is the
manifest expression of social control in the family houselold;

in other words, the parents would be showing the right
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attitude to give it, and the juvenile would be showing the
right attitude to receive it.

The slight clags association and race association has
arisen, it appears, indirectly from these more relevant
conditions, and has possibly little independent effect. The
strength of parental coﬁcern and control, and the correspond-
ing response of the juvenile, might tend to favour the middle-
class 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 various methods of investiga}ion employed here to some
extent msy be seen as concurring in their results. The in-
formation board study showed that alfhough officers were
obviously interepted in certain non-legal criteria such ag
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 thé most highly correiated of the controlled var-
lables to the final decision to arrest or release.

_The distribufion 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 aléo in terms of providing an adequate test
for the labelling preposition. To caution or not to ‘caution
ray 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 the 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‘éocial factors. DPossibly 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 chilg,
than Punishing.the child or the family for the offender's mis-
demeanours. |

In accordance with the conclusions drawn during the off-
icial data analysis in Chapter Two, it could be the case that
the précepts of labelling theory are area, police division,
city, specific. A similar research investigating the police
treatment.of adults, in anothér area, or even in anothar
country, would almost certainly produce different results to
this. These differences, I feel, are to be expeéted, rather
than explained away; particularly in the Zritish and American
cases where pélicing is regionally orgarnised. Labelling
theory is unlikely to find universal support in its present
form, and it scens contrary to individual sensibilities and
a vast- amount of professional studies to offer any more than

a specific conclusion to an isolated case.



246

In the context of the 1969 Children and Youngs persons

Act and the fact that the research was directed towards ju--
venlles 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 Liasoﬁ Officer, and motifated to be aware
of, and reduce, social tensions rather than exacerbate them,
1t 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 CONSEQUERCES 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., ZEven 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,
Kitsuse 1962, Erikson 1962, ané 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.labelling theory, theréfore,
is the consequences that emerge from publicly branding a
person as deviant or criminal. |
Unlike mahy contemporary writers, labelling theorists
| were not generally concerned with}the initial acts of deviance,
These were’referged to by iemertv(1951 and 1967) as 'primary
deviations', the causes of which‘were considered, ‘'‘many and
diversified' (1951 p.75). Of greater importance was fhe de-
velopment and compounding of deviant behaviour to the state of
the stabilised deviant career, or 'secondary deviance'. It
was the progression of this procéss that was seen to be affected
by, and dependent upon, the public labelling of the individual
as a 'deviant’,
Each elucidation of the process in which labelling was
ghown to be related to the production of secondary deviance
by labglling theorists, tended to vary in its account; altkcugh
certain themes did emerge. A simplified summary of the gen-
eral impressions gained from these various ideas might proceed

as follows. A Juvenile, or any individual, might commit a
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deviant act for a variety of reasons best known to the
individual hipself. 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/her
normal law-abiding identitiy. Should the behaviour be re-
peated; and the experience of being labelled enhanced, the
youth may get caught in a spiral of official and social
reaction pregssures restricting, rather than encouraging, the
resumption of normal behaviour and the normal identity. The
proferred deviant 1dentity of which he/she is 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 aquisition of new skills,
rationalisations and adaptatiomsfor the maintenance of the
deviant identity, in many weys 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
theoristsf position is possible, it is first necessary to con-
sider three relevant probleas. First, what is the relation-
shib between official and unofficial social reaction? Second,
what 1s the relationship between identity transformation and

unofficial social 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. TFor the early
writers, 1abeliing meant the soclal response to proscribed
behaviour; although it was not really clear whether this
implied formal or informal sanctions. Gibbs (1972), for
example, discuéses how societal reaction could be viewed at
elther the officiél or unofficial levels, or both. Kitsuse
(1962) and Erikson (1962) seemed to give greater importance
to informal sanctions, whercas 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
reaétion, of 1abé111ng, operated on a number of planes par-
ticularly at the organisational and interpefsonal levels; that
is, both offieially~an§ unofficially.

The conelusion formed in Chapfer One was that the notion
of labelling was best understood in terms of both elements;
thé general public denunciation and the specific individual
interpersonal reaction. For the purposes of research, there-
fore, a labelled individual in this sense should be vieved as
one who has perceptibly experienced both parts of the brocess.
If this view is adopted, then implicitly, official labelling
as such may not be sufficient to produce all the effects
assoclated with labelling theory. In other words, it would
algo 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 theofficial 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 this field is whether or
not individual identity transformation 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 1t eventually creates
the facts which 'prove' it correct. If the re--
turned deviant encounters thia 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 more realistic impression of all these writings, hovw-
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 would seem wise

to question and leave open the exact point where the new
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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 identify transformation should be considered |
over a reasonable time-gpan 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-
ioné, there is little in these writings which directly indi- -
cates how far, and under what conditions, labelling increases
deviance. This lack of clarification and detailed specif-
ication tends tolconfuse the labelling theorists' position, |
yet much of the'available research on the subject is directed
towards the straight-;orward pfoposition that 1abelling
increases devignce. ' .

'Whether this interpretation is a fair representation of
the labelling theorists' position, is of course'debatable,
although it does serve the useful purpose of operationélising
& 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 hypotheses
offered bj Mahoney (1974) seem to be useful for this purpose,
and approximate quite closely to the Hypothesis Five generated
in Chapter One. liahoney 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 lines
prescribed. |
| Obviously, everyone caught in one deviant act
end labelled deviant does not move inevitably
towards greater deviance. (1963 p.36)
Similarly Matza (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 scmetimes does with what
he is? .,. we must first appreciate that ofte
enough he does not. (1969 p.159) |
Perhaps more important than the sporadic loss of occ-
asional clients, could be the operation of social power
factors which were suggested as being important in the orig-
inal selection of offenders. In other words, the powerful
may attempt more forcibly to prevent the process of deviant
ldentification from developing. ILofland (1969) indicates
that there are differences between social cless and the will-
1ngness to accept police surveillance.
«++ the better-off classes are unlikely to abide
any extensicn of imputational 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 conditicns which might result in adverse
social cohsequences.

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
variablee, 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, 1In th; first instance, it seemed doubtful whether
officlal labelling alone could produce compounded deviancy
without the»support of subéequenf social reaction. Althoggh
many studies do focus on the official responses of control
agenclies, it has to be agsumed that further developments are
necessary in order to produce the hypothesised result. Sec-
ondly, the felationship 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
the law-enforcement system., Finally, although recidivism
is .assumed %0 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 crudifications of
the original intentions. Any operationalisation of an
abstraction will produce problems of this nature. However,
the methods of interpreting theory into research need to be
‘Cclosely scrutinised. | ‘
From the available research which specifically relates

to the consequences of labelling youths in the Jjuvenile
Justice system emerge two important subdivisions. In the
first instance there are those 1nvgstigations which concentrate
on the self/other ﬁrogression in the post-labelling phase.
Because of the diversity of studies and approaches, thé def-
inition and interpretation of what constitutes social la-
belling is often variable. The operation of the 'self' and
‘other' components generally bomprise the effects of societal
reéction as a restrictive force to the resumption of conven--
lonal role performance, and the problems of identity main-
tenance in the face of competing definitiohs of who the indi- .
vidual reelly 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 influence of ad-
verse social reaction onindivid&al identity 1s 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 comglexities
of the processes involved in delinquency production, and con-
centrate on the broader notions that labelling causes recid-
ivism. The approach to the problem is usually in terms of
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 of
research in this field. Although some outline of studies
relating to the processes of societal reaction and idéntity
transformation is 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 rep;esents the topic of 1nyestigation in Chapter
Seven, in which the data collected from the 'I' Division
Juvenile Bureau is re-examined with respect to juvenile dis-

positions and offence repetition. The first section to be
discussed, however, is the nature of the research connected
with the process of deviant recidivism; that is, societal

reaction and deviant identification.

3. Research relating to the process of deviant recidivisn

It was suggested in the previous section that investigations
are divided into those concerned with the socizl response and
those concerned with identity transformation. Social response
may be subdivided into community reaction and family reaction,
and identity transforration may be subdivided into the sub-

Jective meaning of labelling and the evaluation of self-esteem.
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8 Social reaction

i. Community reaction

Although official labelling may appear to be a very private
affair, instituted perhaps in a court-roon, it is rarely
possible fo keep such information entirely secret, especially
as far as future émployers 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 indiiidual had been previdusly convicted for
assault, aquitted with a letter'of confirmation from the
Judge, aquitted without such confirmation, or had never beeg,
convicted for any offénce. The results gave some support for
this aspect of 1ébelling theory, in as much as nine, or thirty-
six percent of those with no criminal record received positive
responses, that is the empléyer 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 e#en being aquitted for an offence, which
presumably means that the individual was legally considered
innocent, étill produced stigmatising employment responses.

A similar'investigation was carried out by Buikhuisen
and Dijksterhuis (1971) which was specifically related to the
Jodb opportﬁnities of delinquents. One hurdred and fifty -

fictitious letters of application were sent to employers ia
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the Netherlands, These were classified into three typesj
those individuals who were once convicted for theft, those
convicted for drunken driving, and those with no criminal
record. Other thaﬂ this, all conditions were identical for
each of the applications. The results once again offered
some support.for labelling theory. Fifty-two percent of non-
convicted, or non-labelled, youths received positive responses
from the employers, whereas ex-delinquents received propor- -
tionately less., Only thirty-two percent of youths convicted
for 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. Investigations concerned
with the influence of the school, the other main source of
community reaction, are similarly few in number., Again, only
two studies have béen located. The f}rat of these, by Balch
(1972), is an unpublished Ph.D. dissertation and has been
summarised by Mahoney in his article (1974). This study
compares teacher and étudent reactions to five hypothetical
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-labelled
youths, neither the teachers nor the students tended to act
punitively towards them.

Fisher's 1972 research into stigma and its effects on
school careers, concluded that although there was some ass-
ociation between school performance and labelled delinquency,

this occurred prior to, and independent of, the official labelling,
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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, thérefore, 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 soclology has always stressed
the importance of 'éignificant' others on individual response.
In other words, emotionally cloée gsocial interaction may be
far more meaningful to the development of the youthfs self-
definitioh'than that of relative strangers. Thus, it might
be assumed that’the results obtained from researches conéerned
with family reaction to delinqﬁent 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 al, and analysed the role of the self-concept in
the development of delinquency. They suggested that 'bad
boys' or potentielly delinquent boys had a lower self-concept
than 'good boys'. More important however, was their coaclu-
sions that the mothers of the potentially delinquent boys
tended to agree with their son's less favourable social def-
initions. Reckless goes on to suggest that the family may

serve to reinforce the juvenile's negative view of himself,

In the 1956 publication, where oniy ‘good boys' were
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investigated, 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-
lable; the result of the youth's prior concept. As it happens,
the authoré 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. 1In other words, the youth, of members of the family,
may sense fhis change in parental percebtions and presumgbly
alter his or her perceptions accordingly.

Snyder (1971) interviewed a sample of boys on their exper-
lences 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 announceménts were made, the children con-
3idered that othefs would still know about it, especially
their family 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-
slder that their parent's attitude had changed as 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 fanily reaction, but there is also a
notable difference in their approaches. Reckless (1956 and
1957) and O'Neil (1969) actually interviewed the mothers of
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 importanx 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: ‘

Parehts who regard their sons as troublesome

express no surprise at the police arrest or Jjuvenile
court referral so thelr opinicn is correctly re-
ported as not changed. Likewise, the parents who

consider their children basically good continue to
believe so despite what happened with the police,

(1972 p.204)
Without the knowledge of prior conditions, it is not possiblea
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’ (0'Neil 1969), or 'family con-
flict' (Reckless 1956), and the type of identity reinforcezent
suggested in the theoretical writings on labelling 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' respenses does not

indicate the overall balance of reactions reinforcing the
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deviant identity to those that may be attempting to neut-
ralise or eliminate it., A mother 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 1s, 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 Preceﬁts of labelling theory. They have been brought in
as evidence in the absence of any more rigorous attempts to
ylink 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 varibus stages of the labelling
process, the condifions prior to official labelling and the
factors that might conceivably vary rather fhan support thege
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 reiating to the subjective exper-
lence of labelling is to determine whether an individual feels

stigmatised as a result of official treatment 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 thé 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 feér and shamé 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
then the fact that they had broken the standards of others
and were being publicly chastised for it. Some feelings were
shown to the idea that other people'would find out about 1t,
and perhapé not hold fhem in such high esteem; although this
awaereness, suggests Snyder, tended to subside markedly o?er
time,

Similarly, neither Baum and Wheeler (1966)nor Foster
(1972) suggested that any of their subjects expressed genuine
feelings of isolafion or segregation from conventional so-.

ciety as a result of their experiences with tke law ernforcement
system. Many of the reactions were again instrumental in that
the youths were mostly upset by the possiﬁle effects that
might be generated for employment prospects. Generally, sugg-
ests Foster (1972) juveniles did not indicate that they felt
that official contact would significéntly effect interpersonal
relationships.

None of these three studies conclude that the labelled

youth feels stigmatised, or in eny way isoleted from normal
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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 the questions asked were re;e#ant 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
1ittle concerning possible inner feelings of isolation or
estrangement, but instead focused on specific problems associated
with school and employment opportunities. 1In order to reveal
whether o child feels subjectively different, or experiences
& subtle identity transformation, seems 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, selféimage or self-definition ought to
relate to the ex{ent that a juvenile defines himself as a
delinquent. A large part of the research which is usually
equated with these pfopositions, is concerned more with
individual self-esteeo or self-appfaisal, which appears as
a veotically 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 al (1957) investigates the differences in
self-concept between potentially delinquent boys, as evaluated
by teachers, and non-delinquent boys simiiarly evaluated.
They concludé that the 'good' boys tend to have a more fa-
vourable self-concept than the 'bad' boys. Self-concept in
this sense wés suggested through an 1llustration 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 femilies as being good or tetter 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-socialrglements 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, direcf
and promote further. delinquency. It might be seen from the
other‘stuéiés 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 fhigh' and
‘low! sglf-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 éubject'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 varisble., Some theorists focus on the con-

sequences of deviance for self-image, and others focus on the

consequences of gelf-image for deviance. Parallelling this

distinction with that of social resction and self-image, it
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would seem to be the more profitable to view the relation-
ship of both sets of variables as interdependent.

In his own research, Jensen represents one of the
few investigators to consider identity tranﬁformation specif-
ically in terms of whether the individual perceives himself
as being delinquent. From this he goes on t0 compare as
seperate variables, delinquency evaluafion, self-esteem and
official delinquency with respect to bdth race ahd class
variables. Contiolling for two or more offence commissions,
white delinquents were shown to sometimes consider themselves
as delinquent almost twice as often as a comparable group of
black youths., Subdividing these groups into three educational
levels, as an approximate indicator of social class, revealed
thét the fairly low delinquency 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 categbry sometimes congid-
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-claass
and black communities are capable of insulating or neutrale
ising the effects of official definitions and Lence make them
less significant for the individuals involved.

The results of a comparison between self—evaluafion and
self-esteem suggested, as might have been.expected, that the
two concepts need not necessarily be equated. As Tangri and
Schwartz (1967) suggest, the delinquent self-concept need rot
‘always be a negative concept. Generally, however, Jensen

showed that there was scme associztion betweer 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 pefceptions of delinquency, actually preceded official
labelling., As Mahoney (1974) suggests:

One difficulty ves 18 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 'aelf-concept‘,
but suggest that this is likely to be the eventual result of
an intermediate period of an increasing 'delinquent orien-
tation', They test for evidence of this incresse in orien~
tation to delinqﬁency, resulting froﬁ legal processing, through
the Socialisation Scale of the much used Californie Ps&cholog-.
ical Inventory. The results indicate, that over a four year
period, the main changes in orientation occurred only at the
police cohtact level of official processing. These changes
were specific to certain types of individuals. Both male and
Anglo youths indicated that they were significantly affected
by police contact, in as much as their delinguency orientztion
had increased. No such change was observed however for fezales
and non-white youths. Contrary to Jensen's findings (1972)
there was no significant class difference in éelf-perceptions,
although they did concur on the relative immunity of black
youths to delinquent labelling, |

Iwo other studies make some contribution to this debate,
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Newton et al (1975) invéstigated 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 feinforcement, 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- -
bution of elements of the process are as yet uncertain.
Culbertson (1975) considered the relationship between
incarceration and self-concept, and suggested that this asso--
clation 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 thg
Secohd,occasion,‘this reduction was halted with a fairly
static self-c&ﬁcept scoring during incarceratioh, but after
two or more previous defenxions the self-concept generally
rose to alﬁost its originéi‘level. Culbertson concludes that
the association between incarceration and selfuconcept(app-
ears to be 'U' shaped. This would similaerly 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. Sucmary |
In this section the primary issue of whether official la--
belling leads to recidivism has been put to one side, ihvest-
igating only the hypothesised process by which cpntact 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.

Thelinfluence 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
night discriminate against delinquents, 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, négative
emotions or attitudes on the part of the parents, need not
add up to the—feinforcement of the delinquent identity.
Again, a different kind of apprqach geems to be required,
which Perhéps would includé 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 hand, is
possibly one of the more useful components of this process,
and to which most studies seemed to agree in that some re-
orientation does occur. The exact nature of this is not com-
pletely clear, although posSibly entails a reduction of self-~
esteem, or socialvworthiness, and a chénge‘in self~¢dncept,
in-that the individual increasingly views himself as a de-
linquent. The 5iggest'pr6b1em with this group of researches,
however, is the lack of exfended time sequence of the sociel,

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 5§tick', 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 deiinquency amplification, is still in some doubt.
It needs now to be congidered hoﬁ research relating to de--

viant recidivism can contribute fo 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
& 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 so often ignored in the labelling debate. It was, after
all, over a century ago when Bentham and the Utilitarians
proffered.their 'rationalistic' approach to crimiﬁal 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 perspecfives simultan-
eously; assuming for example, that the success or failure of
one must have coneequences for the other. The following
analysis of current research needs to consider therefore three
general hypotheses, albeit implicitly, regarding whether la-.
belling increases criminal activity, decreases criminal act-
ivity, or has nd effect whatsoever. Before this i1s done, how-
evei, some comment needs to be mede regarding the present
state of the deterrence perspective. |
Within the deterrence debate hae emerged a distinction

which seems to be critical to the understanding of deterrence,
and that is the difference between 'general' deterrent_effects,
and 'individual' deterrent effects. Beatham, for example,
states that, '... determent is equally applicable to the sit-
uation of the already punished delinquert and that of qther
perscns at large.', and‘the distinction between, '... par-
ticuler prevention which applies to the delinquent himself, and
general prevention which is equally applicable to all membters
of the eommunify without exception.' (Bentham, 1843 p.392

and 396) 'General prevention' or 'general deterrence' has
grown up to be viewed as the threat of pudishment wkich serves
to deter potential offenders from committing an offence of which
they might have otherwise committed. 'Individual prevention',

or 'specific deterrence' (Chiricoa 1970), or 'special
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deterrence' (Morris 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 outwei§hing the temptation to commit crime,

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 somé‘disagreement over its practical implications.
Andenses (1952), for example, goes on to suggest that indi-
vidual prevention or deterrence, may be no more than a differ-
ent form of general prevéntion. A motorist who is fined for
1llegally parking, has experienced, '...that the law means
what 1t says', (ibid p.180) and thus the individual and the
general effect blend as one. In other wordé, 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. Zimring (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 prpblem by rédefining these terms as
'deterred* to mean the effects on persons other than offerders,
and 'reformatory' to cover the effects on the offenders thexz-

selves. If punishment prevents an offender from comnitting

further dcts, then he has been reformed not deterred. Although,

Zimring (1973) considers that this attempt of clarification

further confuses the issue as neither terms adequately
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describe the nature of tkhe 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 offerders 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 la- -
belling and actual offenders, not potential offenders. The
following, therefore, investigates the proposition that la-
belling causes recidivism from the dual position of research
relating to labelling end recidivism, and labelling and deterg-
ence.

8. 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 recidiviém, the hypoth-’
eges developed by Mahoney (1974), seemed both to approximate
the general impressions of these accounts, and the Hypotkesis
Five generated in Chapter One. It would be 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 generel format
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that both labelling and degrees of labelling may be relevant

to recidivism seems to be a reasoﬁable starting-point. Thus,

bearing this in mind, there seems to be no reason why both
the labelling and deterrence perspectives shéuld 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) has suggested that in
order to test empirically this relationship, it would be necess-
ary to organise the investigation in such a way that either a
comparison is made between those labelled and those not, or
between 1nd;viduals experiencing different degrees of labelling.
Inlother words, it ﬁould be necessary to compare, 1. those
individuals officiallylabelled with those who are not, or,

2, those individuals receiving a less severe 6fficig1 dis- .
position with those receiving & more severe official dispo--
sition, in terms of subsequent criminal behaviour. ‘

From the available evidence on this probvlem, however,
there does appear to be a third possible method of approach;
that is, the comparison of official recommitment rates  for
released incarcerecs, 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 accounts so
far considefed, recidivism has been defined in terms of re-
arrest, or recommitment data, and not in fact whether the

individual actually repeats 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 officiai data, is to utilise the imperfect but
expedient self-report technique. Of all the studies mentioned
in this analysis, only Gold and Williems (1969) and Farrington
(1977) use edmissions to repeated delinquency as a criterion
of recidivism. Thus, a comparative analysis between the two
methodologies is not really feasible, although the inadequacies
of officiél dafa as the major indicator of actual behaviour
‘should be borne in mind.

The following aims to investigate the support offered
for both fhe labelling and deterrence approaches with réspect
to the comparison of; 1. those labelled and thosenon-labelled,
2. degrees of labelling, and 3. . recommitment rates.

b. Comparing those labelled with thosenot labelled

From the analysis of actual research studies, or from the
summaries of other writers, there have emerged a number of
investigations which éompare groups of individuals labelled
with groups not labelled. The study by Klein (1974) fits
rathef loosely into this category, in as much as he compares
low diversion police departments, that is, thoseforwarding
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 of
the processing system. Low diversion departments might be
referred to as high labellers, and high diversion departaents
as-low labellers, Although Klein does not directly compare
labelled individuals with non-labelled, he does compare diff-
erentially labelled groups with regpect to the specific police
departments. The results of higs investigation tended to lend
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support for both the labelling and deterrence perspectives.
Although high diversion police departments (ldw labellers) pro- -
duced leés recidivating first offendefs than the low diversion
departments (high lébellers), the reverse was true for ju--
veniles with a prior record. The high labelling department
appeared to produée 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 df what constitutes labelling are many and
various., By 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 %o a
medium security correctional institution in Massachusetts.

If it can be aséuméd that those who have not been previously
incarcerated represent a non-labelled compafison to those who
have bean previously committed, then some use might be made of
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
recidivated, compared to only thirty-nine percent of those who
had never been incarcerated.

A similar study by Metzner (1963) arrived at almost iden-—-
tical conclusions from the investigation of another Massachusetts
correctional institution. He showed thatl sixty-four percent of
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 studies offer some suprort for the
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labelling hypothesis, there are a number of methodological
problems involved. The term: recidivism, for example, applies
to the reéommitmenﬁ of an.offender}for any reason, This.
might be as trivial as a parole violation or as serious as

a méjor 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 previohsly
incarcerated and recidivated, making them more gusceptible

to being feturned 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 thosenot labelled. The first of
these, by Gold and Williams (1969), attempts to test the
proposition'that'a youth who is apprehended for an offence
will commit a greater number of subsequent'qffences, than a
comparable youth who has not been apprehended. They compare
two groups of juveniles, one who has at some time been appe
rehended for their offences and a control group who has never
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
interpretaetion 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 off-
enders. The results showed that for 20 pairs the apprehended
youth had committed more subsequent offences than the non-

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
adnitted 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-
vetition, 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-
iggtion, was particularly high., In this sense, it Qannot

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 of these re--

seérches, is that there has been no.account made for the ser-
lousness 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 diéposition. It is also likely that
those juvéniles who commit the more serious offences are more
'eriminally 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-
lousness for each of the police departments investigated.
Although this might-bé such an appfoximation as to render any
results useless, he did find that the most serious offences
wére comnitted in the low diversion departments} In other
words, the previous association between '‘high labellers' 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 investigationé, only two give some
favour to the deterrence perspective. KXlein (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 statistically strong.
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Perhaps thé more commanding results favouring the de--
terrence perspective were those indicated by Ward (1972) 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 provation). 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
ofva few available investigations. One of the biggest prob-
lems is that of study comparabiiity, particularly with re-

spect to definitions of labelling and'even definitions of recid-
ivism. More important than fhis perhaps, is the lack of
detailed 1nvestigation 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 agsume 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 imagirne that being punished will
affect the futures of people with different so- -
clal 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. (1975 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 veriations in tﬁe direction of that effect.
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Mahoney (1974), for example, suggests that for some youths
labelling might operate negatively, in that it may invoke
recidivisnm, 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
possible influence on recidivism rates; so too therefore may
be the coﬁditions and nature of any prior contact with the
police or the courts. Both legal and socisl criteria thus

lneed 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..

¢. Comparing degrees of labelling

In this section those studies are considered which have conm-
pared recidivism rates for various degrees of official labell-
ing. 1In other words,'they have analysed the relationship
between recidivism and police or court disposition. 1In prac--
tice,ﬁost 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 1abelling'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 reéearches in this field are American in origin, many of
which are unobtainable in Britain, much of the details cf the
following studies have been teken from the summaries of other

euthors. One of the more cogent of these expositions is that
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of Levin (1971).

Levin compares a number of these Ameriéan investigations
with’respect to the 'success' or 'failure' of probationers
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 asge of the off- -
ender, similarly effect the chénces of recidivism, In his
conclusion, however, Levin does make oneparticularly impor-
tent point, in that court disposition and future recidivism may
not only be linked tkrough 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 ciicumstances, indicate that he probably will not
recidivate, they may be more willing fo suggest a more le-
nient dispoéition. Thus, the codrt is serving to link dispo--
sitibn and the prﬁbability of recidivism in a manner quitel |
independent of the process hypothesised by labelling fheory.

The growing mass of significant and dependent variebles
coupled.with the apparent inability or reluctance of many of
these studies to make the controls necessary to isolate thkeir
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 varisble 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 szmple of offenders dealt
with by thirteen Californian counties. Reconverting their

results from ‘success' rates to 'failure’ rates indicates that
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~after a one year follow-up period, 34.2% of probationers
recidivated compared to 51.4% of incarcerees. Recidivism
in this context refers to offender re-arrest for any resson.
Controlling for a variety of soclal factors, and for prior
~record and type of offence committed, they conclude that
both younger offenders and Negroeé were mofe likely to recid-
ivate for both dispositions, and that prior record and the
tyre of offence similarly effected recidivism in both cases.
These conclusions were sufported, although to a lesser
degree, by the Davis study (1964), again quoted in Levin
(1971). He found that less than 44% of a1 those offenders
granted probation decisions were re-arrested, whereas 51.4%
of trose sent to jail returned. This difference in effect is
obviously not so significant as the Beattie and Bridges
result (1970),mwhich was futher weakened by the absence of
other variable controls.
Anothér of the better“studies of this section was
carried out by Thornberry (1971) and is summarised by
Mahoney in his 1974 article. Thornberry used fcur dis-
position categories, including probation and incarceration.
As a result of controlling for sex, race and socio-economic
status, plus offence seriousress, he concludes that the level
of support given to either of the two theoretical perspectives
(1abelling or deterrence) depends on which of these dependent
variables are selected. Support for lebelling theory occurred
when the offender was white, male and from the upper socio-
ecoromic groups. When the youth was black, of lower socio=-
économic 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 (1668) similarly brings some 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-
1tted 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 agfee with Mahoney's conclusion (1974) to this
investigation, when he says that, '...the reader is left with
the feeling that there must be some important explanatory
varlable which has been left uncontrolled in this study.'
(1974 P.594)
| The final study supporting labelling theory, is somewhat
archaic in origin, and is directed at the consequences‘of
whipping prisoners on subsequeht recbmmitment rates., Other
than the spécific 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 senteﬂce,
and 67 who might have been whipped but were not, Caldwell com-
pared their subsequent conviction histories. Of those prisorers
who were whipped, 62% were recormitted (52% white and 657%
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 alreaéy whipped once
~were recommitted, comprising 50% white and 58% Negro. Thus,
Caldwell concludes that subsequent criminal behaviour increases
with those prisoners who have been whipped, ard that Negroes

recidivate more than white after whipping although less than
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vwhite 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 aisposition invol?ed 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. McEactern's study (1968) has been criticised
on the grounds of being uthnvincing in its results, and
Thornberry's conolusioo (1971) that black youths are 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 are more likely to recidivate
following labelling than white individuals.

Support for labelling theory appears to be more readily .
available than that fo‘r deterrence theory, although this is
somewhat marred by the methodological problems involved; plus
the fact that a sizable number of investigations f£ind no
support for either perspecfive. Babst and Mannering (1965)
compare>the violation rates of probationers with those of
parolees, in relation to a variety of eitranaous 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 recocrd, where 25% of probationers recidivated,
compared to 32.9w of parolees. For cases of one previous rec-
ord, 41.8% of probationers committed new offences, and 43.9j
of parolees,'and for two or more previous offences, 51,87
of the former recidivated, compared to 48.7% of the latter.

Generally, therefore, there appears to be litile diffzrence
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in future behaviour whatever the officizl disposition.
, In his evaluation of existing researches relating to
the consequences of being officially labelled, Hirschi (1975)
cites three studies which test for the effecf 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
& sophisticated community treatment programme and a control
group of juveniles experiéncing no such treatment. They con-
cluded that both groups of youths were equally likely to
comnit further criminal acts. ‘ |
~ In the same way, the Silverlake Experiment by Empey and
Lubeck (1971) compared community treatment and institutional-
isation foxr a matched group of Juveniles, and the Provo Expe;i-
- ment by Empey and Erickson (19f2), both concluded that the
outcome for the experimental and control groups was essen--
tially the same. |
The results analysed so far have suggested that theré
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 falternative strategy'; the third method of investigation.

d. Comparing recommitment rates

Tittle (1975) argues that the recidivism rate for labellees

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 being a repeater would be 0.5. The origins of this fig-
ure seem to derive from the probability that if a labelled
and non-1abel1ed group were compared, the chances of recidivisnm,
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 A
‘seen to recidivate at a level higher than 0.5 (50%) then this
would not substantially exceed the probability of the non~
labelled group exbected recidivism rate of 0.5 (50%). He
goes on to compare the recidivism rates ffom 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--
belled group. Thus, little support would be seen as fortheccming
 for the view that labelling increases deviance, ,The'aigument
itself seems untenable, although is4does suggést an oppor-
tunity to examine the recommitment rates of incarcerees for the
most 'severe' form of official labelling.
From the two studies of Carney (1967) and Metzner (1963),
1t 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 recommitted, 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% to 35% recidivism rate, and
Glaser's review of eleven recomritment studies produced an

average of 35% recidivism. Both Kolcdney (1970) and
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Simon and Cockerhan (1974) gave very much higher rates of 67%
and 68% respectively, and Kassembaum (1971) found a slightly
lower rate of 56% |

Combining all of the 16 studies analysea by Tittle
produces an average recidivism rate of 44%, ranging from
24% to 68%. _.Regardless of the original argument put for-
ward by Tittle, these results do seem to weaken the possib-
ility 6f 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. Conclusions

From this brief overview of available research, it becomes
apparent that too 1little attention'ﬁas been paid to the
variability of official labelling and its effects. The few
investigations which have operated other variable contrqis
have generally found them to influence the results obtained.
But unfoftunately 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 affectéd by delinquent self=-
definitions than were white youths. Jensen procceded to
‘explain this in terms cf the relative immunity, or insulation,

of the black community, to what emounts to white definiticns.



VWhen this is compared to the recidivism results, two of the
three studies that include a race control (Beattie and Bridges
1970, and Caldwell 1944) concludé thét black‘offenders recid-
ivate more than white; althohgh Beattie and Bridges suggest
that this'was the case}for each of the two levels of disposi--
tion severity. Thornberry (1971), on the other hard, considered
that Negroes were generally less influenced by the type of
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 éimilar problem, although less studies act-
ually refer to this factor. Jensen (1972) finds that youths

with less than High School education‘were much more susceptible
to delinquent self-definitions than were'either those educated
beyond Highchhool, or black youths. According to labelling
theory, it ﬁould,be assumed that lower status youths; equating
educational level with social class for the sake of comparison,
would therefore be more likely to recidivate subject to beirg
officially labelled than would higher status youths. It is
surprising to find that fhe only study testing for recidivism
rates consequent to official labelling in terms of social cless,
that of Thornberry (1971), concludes that lower socio-economic
boys were generally not influenced by the severity of official
dispositions in termsﬁof_their propénsity to corunit subsequert
offences, although upper socio-economic status boys were
affected, . |

' The influence of legal varizbles in this relationship

appear to be similarly confused. Jensen (1972) suggeéted that
delinquent self-concept was enhanced with increasirng prior.

record of offences, although Culbertson (1975), who uses prior
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incarcerations as a guide to previous record, concludes that
delinquent self-concept may in fgct be 'U' shaped, eventually
decreasing with prior incarcerations. From the recidivism
research, Beattie and Bridges (1970) and Caldwell (1944) both
indicate that the 1evel of ean ihdividual's prior record gen-
erally increases the probability of recidivism, althouéh Klein
(1974) showed that first offenders committed more subsequent
offences after being labelled than did multiple offerders.

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 expected
hypothesis that the more serious the initial offence, the less
likely the individual is to commit further offences.

At the time of writing this account, there were two
excellent similar articles evaluating the state of present
research with respect to this aspect of labeiliﬁg theory;
¥ahoney (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 concluding comments that they
make. Tittle (4975), for example, states:

«os the data concerning this question are
extremely poor. Not only has there been conm-
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 criminologicel literature. MNoreover, most

of the research does not even attend to the most
fundamental requirements of scientific methodology.

(1975 p.175)

However, like Tittle, it is easy to feel that tkrough the
mist of chaos there remains the feeling that, 'something may
be there', and it 1s largely a matter of understanding how to
80 about obtaining it. Mahoney (1974) considers that this

process requires, ',,. a need for a study of the dynamics and
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effects of labelling on the interpersonal level.' He goes
on to list some possible gquestions that ought to be considered.
How does official labelling of a youth modify
his interactions with family and friends? ... -
Ag the youth goes through the Jjuvenile 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 officiel labelling experiences.
(1974 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 labelling on youths in the
Juvenile justice system, with the hope that some of these
extraneous variables can be controlled. It is dnlikély, 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 1abelling 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.
ahoney (1974) in his evaluative article of current researches,
it will be remembered (Chapter Six), presented two hypotheses
which operationalised this aspect of labelling theory. He
~suggested that, 'e 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 & youth's disposition in the court, the more
likely he is to commit additional offences' (1974 p.586)
Tittle (1975) similarly emphasises these‘same two elements
when\hehsuggests that reseerch relating to_the consequences of
official labelling should either be cirected towards a com-
parison of individuals lzbelled with those not, (Mahoney's\
first hypothesis) or a comparison of degrees of labtellirg,
(Mahoney's second hypothesis).

These 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 of whether the Juvenile is summonsed to
court (defired here as being lebelled), or 'let-off' with a
caution (defined here as not being lzbelled). Tte second
hypothesis has been left as formulated by Mahoney, and relates
to the differential impact of differences in court disposition
on future delinquent behaviour. For the purpose of the fo‘low-
irg research analysis these mey be ziore conveniently expres ed

in the null fore as:
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1. Juveniles who commit an offence and are
sumronsed to court (labelled) are no more

likely to recidivate (be rearrested) than those
who cornit an offence and are cautiored (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, maintairs
that meaningful recidivism data are impossible to obtain, largely
because rearrest figures indicate very little about actual off-
ence\cdmmissions. Ex-convicts or ex-delinquents, plus certain
‘target social groups, may be more likely to experience police
contact, perhaps even in the absence of actusl criminel act-
ivity. Incarcerees ﬁay be recommitted to institutions for
parole ﬁidlations rather than criminal behaviour. The nature
of the reconvicted offence may be quite unrelated to the
initial offence. Perhaps more important than this, however,

is the fact that the absence of further official contact may
not necessarily indicate the absence of subsequent offence
cormissions. 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 overcone
these problems, but only to be aware of their existence and
thé limitations that they impose. Alongside these general
;ssues, are aAnumber of specific and technical consiaerations

relating to research procedures. To begin with, +two impor-

tant decisions haveto bemadein testing these propositions, ard
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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, theréfore, has been defined here in terms of the
reprocessing Sf 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 Juvenileg in the sample
committed fheir firgt 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—
i1gations dealt with in Chapter Six. |

) Othér procedural points which have been adopted 1nclude,
the exclusion of the highest age category of juveniles from
the original sample'as they would have bteen removed frcm tke
Bureau jurisdiction before the end of the two year period.
Unless the youth was fifteen years old or.less in 1673, he/she
would not have been young enough to experience a further full
two years in which to repeat. Thus, excluding all tkose youths
who were fifteen or over at the time of their first offence

in 1973, leaves a new sample total of 907,
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Finally, a ranking of ccurt disposition severity had to
be accompiished in order to test for the second hypothesis.
A total of eight different disposition decisions, as recorded
by the juvenile court, were offered to the Chief Inspector
and the Inspector of 'I' bivision 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 fof a variety of reasons quite unrelated to
punishmeht 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 qualit& of the data, and to avoid
the fine distinction between two fairly similar dispositions.
The resﬁlting severity ranking, therefore, emerges as follows:
Conditional Discharge, Fine, Supervision Order (combinéd),

Attendance Centre, and Detention Centre,

3. Comparing those labelled with those not labeiled

In order fo give some support to the hypothesls 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 aﬂalysis considers this
with regard to the influence of official labelling on first
offenders only. ‘

a, Delinquent recidivism and the first offender

From the data shown in Table 2.y 1t appears that some support
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might be forthcoming for labelling theory. Althbugh the
average recidivisam rate fbr'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

% | N

29,1 907

Table 2.' ’
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE DISPOSITION

CAUTIONED SUMNMONSED

% 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 gignificance rating for this re-.

lationship was calculated as x2

.= 26.0, an association unlikely
to have occurred by chance. In order to observe if summonsed
Juveniles experienced higher degrees of multiple recidivisa
than those cautioned (that is, more than one more offence
commissiop).‘this comparison was repeated controlling for the
nurber of subsequent offences., The proportion of multiple

offenders was found to be the same for both suzmonsed and

cautioned recidivists. That is, 55, or 31.3% of thé 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 wheh he was summ-
onsed. This difference tended to vary somewhat between these
categories.

The association between recidivism and disposition was

Dore significant for boys (x2 = 15,4, P/ _.001) than for
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Table 2'
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISH. FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND FATHER'S OCCUPATION

OCCUPATION CAUT IONED SUIMONSED
% N - % N
Non-manual 17.8 401 . 25.0 12
Manual 24,8 479 45.5 132
] Table 4.

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND AREA OF RESIDENCE

AREA ~ CAUTIONED "~ SUMMONSED
4 N % N
Westborough 25.9 270 50.6 85
- Northborough 29.7 V18:2 46.3 54

Eastborough 20.6 253 32.3 62
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Table 5.
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND RACE

RACE CAUTIONED SUMMONSED
% N . % - N
White 25.0 645  43.1 181
West Indian - '33.3 27 50.0 12
Asian :fw - 21.4 A 28 571 7
Table 6.

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

' DISPOSITION AND AGE

AGE . CAUTIONED SUMLIONSED
% N % N
Young 26.1 345 48.5 68

014 1 23.9 360 41.0 134
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Table T. - .
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND SEX

SEX CAUTTONED SUMIONSED
A N % N

Boys 31.1 517 48.2 164

oirls 8.0 188 23.7 38

girls (x° = 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, ehown in Table 6., Qas statistically about the same,
Both groups showed a significant difference in recidivism for
2 = 14.5
= 14.5 for the older offender.

the two dispositions (P/_.001), with a reading of x

for the young offender, and x2

Each of the three areas of residence shown-in Table 4.
irdicate higher recidivism rates for summonsed offenders than
those cautioned, although this was only significant at the
P/_.05 level for Northborough and Eastborough. Westborough,
on the other hand, suggested a particularly significant re-
lationship of x% = 18.3, well in excess of the ,001 proba--

bility ievei. This result could fit in with the differences
in'social power concept in that Westborough was a strong
working-ciass'area compered with the relatively low levels of
reeidivism for Eastborough, the dominantly middle-class area.

Neither West Indiens 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 commonly"
accepted that if 20% of the data for a chi-squared analysis
falls below the figure '5' then the comparison cannot te
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 cless 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 égain offer some support to the notions of rel-
ative social power differences and how this'mighf effect re--
cidivism rates, |
The statistical problems assoéiated with both the race
‘and the class controls make it very difficult to appreciate
thé relative influence of these different sociai»groupings.
It does seem to be the case that working-class youths (as
defined through fatker's occhational status), youths fron
working-class areas, and boys, do experience & 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 tke influence of social power on recidiv-
ism, there is no reason as yet fo reject the possibility thrat
it may be effective.
It will be remembered that Klein (1974) introduced as a

final variable control the, seriousness of the offence
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committed, and found that it did have some influence on his
'results. The police departments with the greatest tendency

to label young offenders (ie. referring them to the next -

stage of the judicial process), also tended to te 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 official 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 throhgh the seriousness of the initial offence comm-
itted. Again using some other explanatory mechanism, the
individual who is‘capgble of committing a particularly ser-
lous first offence might be more 1ike1y to continue his/her
criminal activity than a youth who only marginally stepved
over the bounds of moral and legal acceptabilit&. Perhaps

the simple ability to commit a serious offence could be the
result of previous delinquent identification, arising fron
sone alternative social or psyéhological 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 dlssimilar to Matza's notion of 'ban'
(1969), whereby an act is imbued with guilt in the absence of
any concrete social response, apart.from that conveyed through
popular conceptions of proscribved behaviour. To investigate

these various ideas, the previous relationships were
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recalculated with respect to the seriousness of the offence
comuitted. 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 SUMMONSED
% N % N
Burglary 38.2 55 46.1 52
Criminal 24.3 70 40,0 15
damage
Theft 19.4 439 37.1 97
Traffic 14.3 21 28.1 T
offences

A number of points become apparent from this table. 1In
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 of
this effect, and to improve the'general quality of the data,
the same comparisons have been made in Tables 9., ané 10.,
using the dichotomised offence seriousness characterisation
generated in Chapter Five. As a means of testihg Tittle's
notion of relative influences of critical variables (1975),
Tables 9., and 10. incorperate significanqe ratings for dis-

position and offence seriousness effects.

| Table 9.
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST

OFFENDERS BY OFFENCE SERIOQUSNESS

OFFENCE
A N

High ‘ 42.3 208
seriousness -

] - _ .
Low 25.2 699
seriousness : :
Offence , ¥2 = 20.5
sig. , ?/_.001

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
partiéularly significant when calculated on = Chi-squared
test. The relative influence of offence to disposition is
shown in Table 10. The total combined disposition effects,
without the offence control, was registered at x2 = 26,0,

P/_.001, compared with the total combined offence effect,
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- Table 10.
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND OFFENCE SZRIOUSNESS

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMMONSED Disposition - Combined
significance disp. sig.
% N % N
High 39.7 126  46.3 82 x% = not
ser, sig. 2
. X = 2600
: _ P/ _.001
Low 21.8 579 41.7 120 21.9
ser, PZL 001
Offence o 2
sig. x° = 18.5 x° = not
P/ _.001 sig..
Combined
off. sig. ‘ 20.5
- PZL_OO1

without the disposition conmtrol, at x° = 20.5, P/ .001.
Obviously the type of.offence committed by these first off-
enders certainly appears to be related to, if not actually
iﬁfluencing, 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 sfrong rival influence
of offence seriousness, labelling is possibly only going to
explain part of the deiinquent phenomenon. This conclusion,
however, will have to be left open for the time being.

vhat is of particular interest from these results, is
the combined inieraction 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. PFrom 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-
ipusneas of low seriousness. If the individual was cautioned,
the nature of the offence became a particularly salient
factor, |

Thus, there are two conditions apparently under which
recidivism rates.are generally high, that 1is, for juveniles
who commit serious offences, and for juveniles who are surm-
onsed. If the individual is cautioned for e minor offence, he
has very little chance of cpntinuing 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 there were a number of instances when the
chi-squared calculation was not valid, that is, more than
20%'ofvthe comparisons fell below the number '5', the orig-
inal situations.where statistical relationships were limited
to low offence seriousness diéposition effects and to cau-
tioned offence effects, was generally maintzined. In 2ll cases
bar one for the young offeﬁder, the high serious disposition
effect and the summonséd offence effect, were always non-
significant.

As a means of testing Tittle's distinction, it is required
to' be shown the relative strengths of official digposition
cozpared to other influential varisbles; in this casgse, offence
serlousness. Thus, by considering just the two more often

significant parts of the combired relationships, the low



~308-~

Table 11.

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISHM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

AND FATHER'S OCCUPATION

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMMONSED Disposition Combined
of N % N significance disp. sig.
/0
KON~
MANUAL
High 15.8 19 50.0 6 x%=not
ser. ’ valid 2
x“=not
' 2 valid
Low 18.3 82 0 6 x“=not
ser, valid
0£f.  x2=not x2=not
slg. - valid valid
Comb.‘ x2=not
off [ S ig %
sig. '
MANUAL
High 42.9 84  49.0 51  x°=not
- 8er. ‘ sig. 2
' X =2O [] 5
5 P/ _.001
Low 21.0 395 43.2 81 x“=18.0
ser... P/ .001
Off' x2.—.17.4 x2=nof
sig. P/ .001 sig.
Comb ° x2=1 9 . 6
off, p/_.00
sig. £_-001

NB ('not valid' means that over 205 of the data was less

than the number'5"')
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Table 12.

PERCEZNTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE'SERIOUSNESS AND AREA

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMONSED Disposition Combined
% N % N significance disp. sig.
WESTBOROUGH
High  50.0 48  47.4 38  x%=not
ser. gig. 2
X =1803
' P/ .00
Low 20.7 222 53.2 47 X2=21-5 Z;
ser, P/ _.001
Off, x2=19.3 x2=not
sig. P/ _.001 sig.
Comb, x2=15.9
off. P/ .001
sig.
NORTHBOROUGH ~ - ‘
High  37.0 27 -55.6 18 x2=ngt
ser, - sig.
o : ) §2=563
Low  28.4 ° 155 41.7 36  x“=not ‘%
ser, \ .~ . sig.
0ff.  x°=not x%=not
sig. sig. sig.
Comb., x2=not
off, sig.
sig.
EASTBOROUGH
High  30.8 52  37.5 24  x“=not
ser, - sig. o
. . X -'-'4.1
Low 17.9 201 28.9 38  x°=not P/ .05
ser, s;g.
off, x2=not x2=not
.8ig. sig. sig.
Comb, x2=6.1
off, P/ .05

sig.
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Table 1 i'

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AND RACE

Big.

OFFENCE  CAUTIONED SUNMKONSED Disposition Combined
o N % y  Significance disp. sig.
WHITE
High  38.3 120 46.8 77  x°=not
ser, sig. >
x=21o3
Low  21.9 525 40.4. 104 x°=15.7  PL.+001
ser, | P/ .001
0ff.  x2213.8 x%=not
Sigo P/ .001 Sigo
5 -
Comb, x =20.3
off, P/ _.001
sig.
WEST INDIAN -
High 66,7 6 66.7 3 x%=not
ser. valid 2
" x“=not
Low 23.8 21 44,4 9 x2=not : sig.
ser, N - valid
Off, x2=not x2=not
sig. valid valid
Comb, Xx“=not
off. sig.
sig.
ASTANS -
High 0 0 0 2 x%=not
ser. valid 2
- x“=not
Low 21.4 28 80.0 5 x%=not valid
Ser. | valid
Off., x2=not x%=not
_8ig, valid valid
C 2_
onb, x¢=not
offt, valid
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Table 14.

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISK FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIJOUSHESS AND AGE

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUNMONSED Disposition Combined
o ' significance disp. sig.
%o N % N
YOUNG
High  41.5 65 65.4 26  X°=not
ser, sig. 2
' X =14.3
o P/ 001
Low 22,5 280  38.1 42 x°=5.4
ser, P/_.05
0ff.  x°=9.8 x2=3.9
Sigo PL.O1 P 005
Comb. x2=19.5 '
off. P/ .001
sig.
oID
High 37.7 61 36.4 55 x2=not
ser. sig. 2
' x =14.5
5 P/ 001
ser. P/ .001
0£f.  x2=7.0 . x%=not
sig. P/ _.01 sig.
Comb, x2=5.4
off, PZ;.OS

sig.
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Table 150

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION, OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS AND SEX

OFFENCE CAUTIONED SUMKONSED Disposition Combined
% N % N significance disp. sig.

BOYS

High  40.7 118 47.4 . 76  x°=not

ser, sig. 2

X =1504
5 D/ 001

Low 2803 399 4809 88 X"=14.1

~ser, P/ _.001

0ff,  x°=6.2 x%=not

. Sigo PL.OS Sigo

2 1

Comb, x =9.9

off, Pz;.01

sig.
GIRLS |

High 25,0 8  33.3 6  x°=not

ser.’ valid )

X =804
5 P[_.01

ser, P/_.01

Off, x2=not x2=not

sig. valid valid

2
Comb, x“=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 explainirg recidivism
rates in bomparison to the nature of the offence committed.
To save frequently repeating the effect in relation to the
bontrol, it is assumed that the two relevant essociations,
the disposition effect and the offence effect, are referred
to in relation to the statist{cally significaht branch of the
control; which in all cases bar one (referred to in context),
is the 1low 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
(P[_.bS), élthough in both cases this was greater than that
shown for giri;. Unfortunately, the size of the sample for
g€irls prohibited any meaningful calculation in this respect.
‘What data fhat is availéblé, hoﬁever, tends to suggest that
boys .show a stronger relationship between recidivism gﬁd off-
1cial disposition than offence, and & stronger disposition
effect than for girls. Yocung offenders, on the other hand,
indicate a stronger offence effect (P/_.01) than disposition
effect (P/_.001), although the reverse is true for the older
- 0offender, where it was irdicated that there was a greater
disposition effect (P/_.001) than offence effect (P/_.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 rexaining three social factors suffer from a general

inadequacy of data, Westborough, fcr example, indicates a
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- aimilarly high level of sigﬁificanee between offence and
disposition to recidivism (P/_.001, for bothk), although
‘Northborough and Eastborcugh show no significant associations.
vThe sampie sizes for Northborough and Eastborough, however,
were particularly smell. Neither West Indian nor Asian off-
enders were iﬁ large enough supply to adequately test for
these relationships, alfhough the White contingent indicated
a fairly equal and significant balance between the influence
of disposition and offence sefiousness,(PZ;.OO1) for both.
Similerly, in the case of fether's occupation, non-manual
youths were not properly represented. Nanual youths, on the
other hand, experienced high levels of association for both
disposition and offence, (P/ .001) for both.

To sumrarise these results, it could be assumed that in
“the majority o} cases, thevdisposifion effect was greater ‘
than, or equal to, the offence effect. It is uncertain if
_the previous data controliing for social factors drastically
impfoves on the original relationship shown in Table 10.
I£ this is the case, it would consequently have to be assumed
also that official labelling per se 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, secems largely
to be the result of the original finding of relatively high
levels of recidiviem found for both sumronsed offenders and
serious offenders. Table 10., for example, indicates that
approximately 40% to 46% of youths who are either summonsed

or guiltyof serious offences, recidivate., This means that
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there will be little significant difference observed for any
comparison made between sumnonsed or serious offenders, which
in a two-by-two characterisation would involve three of the
four possibie cell.combinations. On the other hand, 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
discrepenéies is kept in mind. Before this 1s investigated
further, it is necessary to see how this situation occurs for
| Juveriles who had previous experience with the Juvenile

Bureau system,

b. Delinquent recidivism for the experienced 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, ornly 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. |
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFENDERS

% N
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 previous appreheﬁsion experience,

- with those who have not. This is shown in Table 17.

Table 17. |
‘PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM BY PRIOR RECORD

NO PRIOR RECORD = PRIOR RECORD

% N % N

29.1 907 40.5 - 168

t

Although the difference in recidivism rates certaihly does
look to be in the direction predictéd by labelling theory,
ag there iélnot/compléte independence of data, the Chi- \
squared significance of this finding could not be calculated.

By both definitions of official labelling, that of
being summonsed to court and that of previous contact with
the juvenile justicé 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 rélation 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 almost com--

pletely disappeared. Table 19. shows the same relationship

controlling for offence seriousness.
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Table 18.
PERCENTAGE REGIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFENDERS

BY POLICE DISPOSITION

CAUT IONED SUMNONSED

% N % N

44,2 52 38.8 116
Table 190

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR PRIOR OFFENDERS BY POLICE

DISPOSITION AND OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

OFFENCE CAUTIOKRED SUMIMONSED
% N % N
High 31.6 19 43.8 48
ser. .
Low ‘51.5. 33 35.3 68
ser., ’

Neither offence nor disposition approéch any suggestion
of being significant. The most striking difference, however,
1s that although the percentagg recidivism ratesfor high ser-
lous and summonsed juveniles are approximately the same as
for first offenders, the rate for cautioned‘lcw serious off-
enders has increased considerably. As it was shovn earlier
that most of the original significance was brought about by
this large difference in the one cell, it 1s not surprising,
therefore, that they have been ' eradicated by its disappear-~
ance. It could be hypothesised thus that once the juvenile

has previous experience of ¢fficial procesging, 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’
policedepartments, 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 glightly higher recidivism
rate for previous offenders when they are cautioned rather

than summonsed.

c. Summary
A number of points have arisen from the above analysis which

may or may not lend support to labelling theory. Official
disposition, or whether a juvenile is official labelled
through court appearance, was shown to be significantly re-
lated to recidivism fof first offeﬁders, but not for second
Offenders. The seriousness of offence committed was simi-
larly shown to be significantly related, appareﬁtly quite in-~
d2pendently 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
th2 null hypothesis. First 6ffenders do show higher recid-
ivism rates when swamonsed to court; a common interpretation
cf official'labélling. Similarly, serious offenders could be

conaidered as experiencing the unofficial part of social
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labelling through their perception of the residual societal
reaction to such actions which are commonly ard traditionally
understood. This unofficial social labelling might perhaps
be less émbiguous for serious offences than minor ones, thus
producing a one-gided effect. These ideas represent quite
closely NMatza's notion of 'ban' (1969), or the manner in
which certain forms of behaviour may be imbued with guilt
such that negative social reactions are the implicit con-
sequences for anyohe engaging in these activities. Finally,
the primary difference between first and second offender
recidivism rates was the considerable increase for the
cautioned low serioué offender., TFirst offenders who were
cautioned for minor offences may not perceive that, at the
time; anythingvimportant has happened to them; in terms of
neaningful 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 scme 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 offender
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 further, perhaps more

important polnt which should not be forgotten, is that ell
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that has been established are statistical associations,
which may say very 1little about the actual processes invclved.
It was suggested earlier, that disposition and recidivism
could bellinked quite independently'of the prescribed pro-=
cesses expounded by labelling theorists. This argument‘has
'admittedly been weakened slightly through the consideration
0of the second offender results. If the police or the courts
were in fact capable of predicting likely 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 accurately
related for first offenders, it was not related in the case
0% second offenders, which seems to suggest some alternative
explénation; possibly that contained in labelling theory.
Before any finel conclusions are drawn, however, it is ne-
cessary to look at the final stage of the analysis with regard
to the asséciation between recidivism and degrees of off;cial

labelling. °

4. Comparing degrees of labelling

The second hypothesis of this chapter was designed to follow
the popular interpretation that official labelling might

vary in its impact depending on its relative geverity. It is
possidle that some police or court dispositions may not con=-
tain those important elements which trigrcer the processes
proposed by labelling theory. At the lowest level, for
example, it might seem uncertain whether police apprehensiozn
and later release would carry all the requirements to

initiate an individual/social reaction cycle capable of creat-

ing furthered deviancs. The same could apply to a brief

-, :.»:,:,_ :

eourd appearance during which the individual receives a
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fairly minor disposition. In the coantext 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-
etive purposes, the percentage recidivism rate for cautioned
offenders has also been combined in this range, in its posi--
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 mnst severe disposition, the
average recidiviem rate for first offenders certainly does
seen 1o lncrease as the dispcsition severity increases.

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 nuch as
those who were cautioned for their offences, and consideradbly
more than those who were conditionally discﬁarged 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-
iviem rates by disposition severity, névertheless appear
quite striking. |
A social factor control of the kind conducted earlier
was not really viable for this relationship bascause of the
small numbers 1n#olved for some of these groupings. Boys,
whites and juveniles from manual backgrounds were all fairly
wéll represented, but their counterparts were not. The one
- remaining calculation possible,rhowever, is the previously
influential seriousness of offence control. The results of
this are shown ;n Table 21. |
The sample size of the seriousness of offence conm-
parison is not particularly large, which might explain some
of the more drastic changes in percentage recidivisnm rétes;
such as that shown for serious offence fines. Overall, the
general pattern of differences in recidivism rates is sime
i1lar to that shown in Table 20. There seems to be some
increase in rateé for more serious dispositions, although
this is not now so unambigous as before. Unfortunately, these
differences in recidivism rates are not longer statistically
significant, and as such represent some reduction in the more
dominant movements of Table 20.
What is particularly important from this, is the lack
“of any major difference between recidivism rates and offences

committed. Seriousness of offence does not appear to be such
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Table 21. '
PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDERS BY SIX

SELECTED DISPOSITIONS AND OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS

HIGH ow

DISPOSITION % N % N
Caution 39.7 126 21.8 579
Conditional 25.0 28 27.8 42
discharge

" PFine 60.0 5 33.3 24
Supervision 52.9 17 56.0 25
order .
Attendance - 64.3 28 43.5 23
centre C '
Detention 50.0 2 50.0 2
centre :

an important factor at the court level of analysis, as far -
aé recidivism rates are concerned. It will be remembered
that offence seriousness was only found to be significant for
cautioned offenders, not suimonsed offenders. This does not
simply seem to be a question of relative disposition severit-
ies, but an occurrencespecific to cautioning., A juvenile who
committed ‘a low serious offence and was summonsed, did not
scem to benefit from the low levels of social proscription,
1f we are to follow latza's argument (1569), that his action
contained, The_reason for the cautioned youth to recidivate
less for a minor offence, it was suggested, was that he was

possibly in a position of neither meeningfully experiencing
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official nor unsfficial social labelling. It might be the
case that low court dicposition severity cannct be equated
in this instance with the caution, as the mere fact of
appearing at a juvenile court may be sufficient labelling in
itself. |

Thua, zlthough during the comparison of recidivism ang
police disposition the disposition effect and the offence
effect emerged as being fairly equally significant, it is the
disposition effect which has continuzed to be visible at the
court level, and as such might qualify as the more influential
conponent 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 37.5 24
centre

Detention 33.3 6

centre
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As before, the compariscn for previous offenders fails
to reveal ary significant differences between disposition and
recidivism, Of course, there is once egeain the problems of
sample size, although it seems ciear from Téﬁle 22. that no
etrong associction 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=-
ence effect for police disposition variations, night 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 sp easily dismissed, as the
individual realises that he has already been in contact with
the Jjuvenile justice system; which hight in itself be suff-
icient to'promote the feeling that he i1s now in danger of
being regarded as a delinquent. In the same way, o condi—~
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 provide the same kind of escape route, This again, of
course, remeins conjecture, arguirg tke situation from the
perspective of labelling theory. 1In fact, a variety of other
explanations might conceivably be better indicators of what
1s 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-
lvism, and which is capable of being investigated from the
data available; that is, the operation of the intermediary

varlable, the sense of injustice.



5. Comparing the sense of injustice

The notion of the ‘sense of injustice' provides an impor- .
tant dynamic and explanatory element intc the process of de-
viancy production. Although most often associzted with

Matza's 1964 publication, Delinguency ard Drift, tke idea

that perceptions of justice may affect delinquent orientations,
was similarly outlined by Lemert (1967), and thus more firmly
locates the concept in the formative wfitings of the labelling
théorists. |

The operative parts of the sense of injustice lie in
the resentmenf 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
aﬁd Lemert's depicfion rely on'the level cf perception of
. injustice, it makes it very difficult to test empirically.
Hoviever, cértain minimum conditions have to exist beforp
injustice is 1ikely 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 sehse of
injustice is most likely to ve felt, which he refers to urder
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; that is, consistency,
where the individual feels that he should be treated sinmi--
larly, and by the same principles, as others of his status,
commensurability, that the disposition should be in some way
related to the offence committed, a2nd comparison, that any
‘differences that do occur should be reasonzble and ternable.

The three conditions of injustica.hypothesised by Lenmert (1967)
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approximate very closely to those given by Matza, Lemert
summarises~three situations of possible injustice =a3:
(1) inconsistency or dispropcrtion between stigra

or punishments and the deviant attributes or

actions;
(2) inconsistent application of stigma or penalties
to the same person at different times or places;

?g?’ihconsistenx penalties or stigma applied to
persons in the same jurisdiction or by the same
law officials. (1967 p.43)

- It is not altogether certain howvfar elther Matza 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 bingd
oﬁ the law, thus‘assisting the'possibilities of 'drift' and

- delinquent activity. On the other hand, injustice maj in
itself create a 'mood of fatalism' end thus stimulate the
desire for the juvenile to want to 'make something happen'
(Matza, 1964 pp.101 and 102). But neither Matza nor Leﬁert
explicitly state that injustice inevitably leads to recid-
ivism, 1In facf 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 authors. In order to make use of the available
data to test for the significance 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 conditione of injustice,

and the first and second c¢f Matza's conditions, suggests the
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possibility of two reasonably testable propositions. These
are sunmarised in the rnull form as shown.
Juveniles who experience savere 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 juvenliles who have been given average
dispositions.
(Apprbximating Matza's situation of consistency)
Although neither Matza nor Lemert suggest that injustice
would automatically lead to recidivism, it seems that a com--
parigon of groups of juveniles in a situation where feelings
of injustice were possible, and from this where recidivism
was possible, with .. groups where these possibilities were
minimised, should feveal 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 to 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. Delinquent recidivism and the genss of injustice

Applying the principles of the first hypothesis to the twol
police disposition possibilities, to caution or to summons,
would suggest that the feelings of injustice would more 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 bheen 'let-off' for an obvious sericus
breach of the law. On the other hard, if a serse of injustice
1s to ve felt at all, it surely would most ;ikely be exper-
lenced 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 recidivism

rateé 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, CF I. RECID. RECID.-
Cauticn High Low - Low 39.7
Tow = Med. Med . 21.8
Summons = High Med. Ned. 4643
Low High High 41.7
Table 24.

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM FOR FIRST OFFENDIRS BY SELECTED

COURT DISPOSITIONS AND THE SENSE OF INJUSTICE

DISPOSITION  OFFENCE HYPOTH,  HYPOTH. ACTUAL

SER. S. OF I. RECID RECID
Conditional High Low Low 25.0
discharge
: Low Ved. Med. 27.8
Attendance High Med. Med. 64.3
‘centre

Low High - High © 43.5
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Although the category of highest expected recidivism,

low éerious offence summonses, shows a higher recidivism rate
than the lowest expected category, high serious offence .
cautions, the différence is only marginal and non-significant.
Further, this group. of most likely candidates to feel a2 sense
of injustice, do not recidivate as much as those 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 assumé 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 disposition
would have to generate more recidivism, if injustice is to
have a dominant influence, than the highest offence sericus-
ness category. ’Thus the two effects appear to be incompat-
ible 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-~
dance centre), largely on the grounds of sample size, there
seems to be again little grounds for assuming an indépendent
sense of injustice effect. -Although recidivism rates for

the low serious severe disposition group were higher than the
high serious lenient disposition group, the highest overall
rate of recidivism was observable for the high serious severe
disposition éroups, (T=2ble 24.). Similarly, the difference
in offence scriousness for Conditionally discharged recid-

lvists seems to be minimal, Any other calculation of court
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disposition comparisons still fails to indicate any signif-
lcant movement in the direction that might have been expected
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 signifiéant differences in recidivism rates for any
offence or disposition combination. This similarly applies
to the sense of injustice comparison.

b. Summary |
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 theoreticai complexities of the original formulations.
This is possibly mofe likely to be true with respect to the
obvious neéd to relate moré closely to individual percept;ons,
of injustice., Although it was suggested earlier that\sbme
statistical difference should Ee 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 the research closer to
the 1eve1 of individual perceptions. There remains some
doubt as to her technique of operationalising injustice in

- verms of juveniles attitudes to the juvenile justice systenm,
Further, offence was cbntrolled, not by way of seriousness,
but admitted delinquent iﬁvolvement as neasured by the Nye
and Short (1957) self-report delinquency scale. Howevef, the

results of the research give 1ittle support to the congept of
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injustice on the grounds that, even after controlling for
degrees of delinquency, increasing experience'with the justice
system appeared to generate increasingly positive, rather
than negative, attitudes towards its operation and personnel.,
In fact, the majority of youths expressed satisfagtion 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 affectirg delinqueﬁéy rates, in the manner des- -

cribed by Natza (1964) and Lemert (1967). This, unfortunately,
is largely the result‘of inadequate and limited investigations

rather than any more conclusive refutations.

6. Conclusions

Some support hés been shown for labelling theory for first
offenders only, mainly in the context of whether or not they
were cautioned or summonsed to court, and partly in connection
with the severit& of court disposition. No support was |
fortheoming for recidivists at either the police or the court .
level of processing. Considering Tittle's distinction(1975)
between minor and major influences of labelling and recidivism,
encourages the conclusion that, because_the offence serious-
ness appeared to be equally related to recidivism rates, la-
belling must assume a position of minor influence.
This conclusion is further weakened, however, in terms

of the predictive value of official labelling. The majority
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 isnevertheless some doubt as to how far 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 thét the differential
effectiveness of official processing is not likely to be con-
fined to a few conditions. Variations in individual percep--
tions of official treatment, the poipt of contact in tﬁe 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 likeiy 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 phenomesnon, is going

to be a fairly limited one.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

LABELLING THEORY AND DELINGUENCY:
' SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS "
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This dissertation has been purposely limited to evaluating
two propositions evident in the labelling theory iiterature,
and not as such with the universe of ideas embodied and implied
in labelling theory itself. The wider significance and val-
131ty of this approach as a philosophical orientation 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 expansion from
these more rizid 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 varioug

~ discussions, rather than throwing the entire investigaﬁion
into a new form of chaos. This final chapter, therefore, .
discusses the summary, the validity, the significance, and
the implications of my own findings in relation to contemp-

orary labelling theory and research.

1+ Summary of findings

As a result of analysing the content of some of the noat
frequently quoted writings of labelling theorists, five hypoth~
eses were generated which were to guide the investigation
relating to 'who gets labelled' and 'the consequences of la-
belling'. These hypotheses were formulated primarily to orient
the present research rather than to act as an acid test by
which labelling fheory was seen 1o stand or fall. Furthef,

the hypotheses were selected as representing the more access-
able substantive parts of the labelling approach which would

possibly give some genzral insight inte the accuracy of its
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formulations rather than presuming to test the labelling
perspective as a whole. |

Labellirg as a depandent variable was discussed in
Chapters Two arnd Thfee and investigated through my own re-
search in Chapter Five. At the beginning of Chapter Tﬁo 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 of the original texts, it was felt that both
official déta and observation researches had something useful
to say in relation to the issue of 'who gets labelled'. In
cher words, if 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 was not in fact representative of\the rule~breaking
population, as labelling theorists have predicted, but biased,
especially in terms of the offender's socio-economic status,
race, age, and sex, then evidence of this should have been
apparént from official data and observation.researches of police
and court disposition decisions. Because of the regularity of
conflict and contradiction in these researches the method of
balancing writers' conclusions was incorperated into the
analysis in order to determine the relative strength or weight
of evidence availeble 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-representaticn of labelling with respect to

social class characteristics, a strong preference was showa
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for the conclusion that 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 findinge,'
and taking the position that the resulfs of official outconme
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
conciusions as before, suggested that theres were slightly more
studies favouring the opinion that low socio-economic status
individuals were more serious and more frequent offenders, but
these results weré not sufficiently convineing to reject the
official disposition findings. There was little support for
the view that the‘ovérfrepresentation snown in outcome de-
clsions for ethniec minorities was bfought 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 characteristies, on the other hand,
tended to weaken further the 1likelihood that they may be over-
represented in terms of official labelling. -

After all the relevant qualifications had been made, this
wag rougnly 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 Metrorolitan Juveaile Bursau did in fact offer similar

support to the conclusiors that low socio-economic status
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youths and some ethnic minorities (West Indian but not Asian)
were independently ssscciated with cfficial labelling. This
was not, however, a particularly strong or significant re--
lationship. The previously insignificant age influence on the
other hand emerged as the dominant non-legal factor asso--
ciated with disposition outcome. The influence of class and
race characteristics similarly emerged from the rezults of the
interview analysis and the sample of home-visit reports,
although it was suggested in the text that the effect of these
factors on decision outcome was only likely to be margiral.
Further, the reasons why bureau officers night 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, po;sibly brought about by the specific directives
of the 1269 Children and Young Persons Act, these results do

not appear to be too dissimilar to those indicated in Chapters.
Two ard Three. 1In other words, some movements were observabla
in the directiors predicted by the labelling theorists, althaough
these were not particularly substantial movements and poasibly
very ruch dependent upon the circumstances, area, and con-
ditions under which these prophasies are tested, Similar kinds
of éonclusion to this can ve found in the evaluative writings
of Hagen (1974) and Tittle (1975), who both emphasise the
varlabiiity of studies and their results, and how very little
evidence there is which gives labelling theory any moré than
the weakest support. From the analysis of Chapter One, however,
1% did not appear to be the case that labelling theorists were
resenting an over-deterministic perspective on deviance, but

recognised ingstsad the variability of the propositions involved.
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In other words, the impressions gained from thesa writings is
that in some cases discrepancies between rule-breaking and
deviance may occur and that these discrepancies may be struc--
tured along class, race, age, and sex lines, but contingent
upon this are a variety of unknowns which although may not
completely :ersdicate these 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 emphésis has been placed in the past on the popular
apreal of a few notable writings (eg. Piliavin and Briar; 1964,
Werthman and Piliavin, 1967) and the tendency for a great
nunter of writers to fall into the errors of simplification
and typification, and to crudify o more diffuse collection of '
ideas under more manageable rhetoric. As it happens the 'weak®
and circumstantial predictions of labelling theorists, with
respect to labellirg 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 Chepter Six and in
terms of my own findings in Chapter Seven. In Chapter Six the
fifth and final géneral hypothesis was operationalised to
relate to current research into tﬁe consequences of labelling.
The results of this investigation appeared as confused and
contradictory as those found for the distribution of labeliing.
At both the formal (official) and the informal (community)
level the influence of labelling cn deviant behaviour was seen
to be particularly variable; almost as variable as the tech-
niques and cdnditions under which the specific researches were

operating. On balance, however, perhaps slightly more support
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was forthcoming for the labelling hypothesis, although this
conclusion was necessarily impressionisfic because of the
variety of interpretations and methodologies involved.
Chaptér Seven was thus embarked upon as my own exam-

'ination of the influence of police disposition veriations on
delinquent recidivism with very little comparative basis from
which to assess the results obtained. As it happened the
findings were once again seen tp be dependent on the specific
conditions concerned, although on this occasion not so much

on the social factors inyolved but on the legal considerations
of offence seriousness and prior record. First offenders

were shown to recidivate subastantially more when they were
summonsed to court by the police or given a severe disposition
by the court, than those receiving the more lenient dispoéition.
Second offendefé, on the other hand, failed to be affected by ’
either police or court decisions. Thus it could be considered
that this aspect of labellihg théory 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 tarms
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 more after labelling,
a8 compared to the first offenders, but in fact recidivated
less after latelling. Perhaps the shock of official labelling,
of the kind capable of bringing about the behavioural changes
hypothesised by labelling theory, is only relevant to the
inexperienced 'pre~labelled' offender. Irn the absence of any
more concrete research in this respect any explanation of this

iné must remain conjecture. ,
The general summary to this investigation, therefore,

seems to be dominantly one of cffering esome suppert to .. -
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the specifié operationalised aspects of labelling theory
suggested in the five general hypotheses. This support,
however, was very rmuch dependent on the particular circum-
stances of the offender and his offence, and very much reflects
the conclusions arrived at in contemporary research; but |
qnfortunately 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 emphasise . the indefiniteness of these effects and which
refrain. from offering anything more than a general indi-
cation of tke conditions under which its principles might be
more or less operative. Before any more is sald along these
lines, however, there are a number of other considerations
which have to be mede 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

results.

2. Validity of findings

The value to be attached tovthese findings, and the degree to
which they may be seen as offering support to the labelling
hypotheses, is of course dependent on the validity and re-
liability of the methods by which these results were obtained.
In many ways the charscter of results for any sociological
investigation is shaped and programmed by the specific method-
ologies through vwhich they were generated. Because of the
nature of social reality, research techniques are always in
some'waya.inadequatg in terms of the extent to which they can
faithfully reproduce 'what is going on', and in the extreme,
nust inevitebly influence and thus distort the achisition
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of social facts. Rut there is no reason to te completely
ressimistic about data gathering techniques. By beirg aware
0of their limitations some attempts may be rade 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 how they are handled, although,
necessarily some problems are endemic‘tg the interpretive
conplexities of social life end cannot be so swiftly removed.
In the present research there were 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, secems to be
appropriate.

The use of criminal statistics as a means of observing
the real state of crime in a society has been the subjéct of
criticism for about as long as they havg been collected. The
narrower criticism thaf they dq‘not include undetected off-

- ences and reflect as much police efficlency 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 an inadequate reflection of social reality,'official
statistics are, '... social facts par excellence.' (1963 p.139)
It is the’fact that official records reflect processing de--
cigions 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 mzin criticisms of official
data methods, of the kind used in this investigation, there-
fore, rests more on how far the data is adequately handled

and interpreted.

It is e necessary prerequisite for an analysis of social

factor variations in dispesition decisions that certain legal
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conziderations such as the cffence committed and the off-~
ender's prior record should be controlled. In the case 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
methods there are various problems involved. In the first
instance of a single offence control there is the problem of
the original classification of offences. As Kitsuse and
Cicourel (1963) suggest:-

«eo 0fficial statistics may use categories

which are unsuitable for the classification of

deviant behaviour., At best such statisties

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 appaféntly
as straight-foward as homicide, '... i8 not one but several
offences of widely different grevity under the law' (164,
P.348). This problem is exacerbated when scaled offence
seriousness categbries are used,_such that police classif-
ication vaguaries are amplified by the 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 offencé types;
indeed if such an enquiry is possible &t all. The only con-

solation to this was the fact that the coding methods of the
'I' Division Juvenile Bureau provided & wide range 6f offence
typgs under which delinguent behaviour could be classified,
which no doubt went some way towards discriminating varieties

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 means of directing attention to
areas of interest which may later be followed up with more
direct methodologies.
The écaled offence seriousness range was designed as
far zs possible to maintain just this one source of bias and
te refrain from introducing a preformulated offence seriousness
acale from independent sources. The chief inspector, it will
be remembered, supplied the se?iousness ranking himself, which
was only subsequently tampered with by way of dividing the
five subdivisions into most and least serious offences, The
requlrement to dichotomise the ranking in this manner was
brought ebout 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 from the additional problenm
that it might not in fact be a legal variable control at all.
As Box (1971) suggesta:
_eeeprinr record is, in many respects, the sed=-
. imentation of previous deployment, detection and
dispositional decisions, all of which were in-
£luenced by social considerations. (1971 p.196)
Phrased in this way, the problem cannot really be contended
with other 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 considerations have been shown to have only 2 minor
influernce on outcome disposition and as such variations which

may have been introduced because of this may rot be so great

as to substantially reduce the value of a prior record control.

The reliability ani regularity of classification and

recording methods by which officisl data ecmerge are problematic
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for this type of research. Some of these problems may be
offset through careful harndling 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 date anelysis might 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 méthods 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
rertinent to their validity as a means of representing'att-
itudes and perspectives. The interview:situation, for example,
has been deécribed as a social encounter the outcome of wpich
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 gubject. The 'variable' nature of these
responses have frequently been combated by attempts to stand-
ardise the questicning, 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 is not to reduce the irrel-
evant 'errors' imposed by the fact that the interview situation
1s also a social situation by tighter and ﬁore rigid controls.
A more fruitful approach to the issue of interview validity
and reliability seems fo be the consideration, outlined by
Cicourel (1964), of the basic theory behind this method es a

means. of revealing social realities., This involves



~346-

investigating the principles by which any individual thinks
or feels heAunderstands the meanings, feelings and motives
of another. Cicourel's account of this.procgss is particu-
larly illustrative.. 'The well conceived interview...', sugg-
ests Cicourel, '... nmust have its roots in the categories of
common-gsense thinking...', which 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 sense of the responses gained,
preferably from subsequenf analysis of the recorded conversation,
the researcher needs to take into account not only what was |
said, but also the immediate observations, perceptions, and
general common-gsense categories, of'both parties involved.
Without such considerations it seems unlikely that the full
meaning of the subject's responses can be adequately elicited.
Because of this, some of these recommendations suggested

by Cicourel were followed in my own analysis of interviewing
responses in ChapterlFive. In this instance Cicourel's pre-
scriptions were simplified into two basic requirements, re--
ferring to:

«so how the researcher makes sense of the sub-

Ject's remarks, while also invoking features of the

action scenes or past scenes felt to te 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...
and by:

+++ revealing unstated and the seen butunnoticed

vackground expectancies 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 transcriptionsthese
principles were tzken noteof and some attempt was made to
incorporate them into the results. For instance, the questions
were discussed with the respondent during thé interview sit-
uwation as a means of determining how they were interpreted,

- recurrent categories of response were selected and investi-.

gated, and statements and observations noted from other occ-
asions during the assignment were used in conjunction with the
content of these feplies. In the text of Chapter Five my own
opinions were outlined as to why certain résponses were gel-
ected and felt representative of particular police attitudes.

Obviously - not all problemé aggociated with the die-

parity between what people say they think and what they act-
uaily thirk, or even, as Deutscher (1973) suggests, between
what people say ard what they d&, can be - eradicated by even
the strictest adherence to the presériptions outlined by
Cicourel. 'Quite simply the interview technique repfesents
yet another indirect methodology, and should onceagain bé
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 inveétigation. As it happens techniques such
as observation or eitended periods of involvement with police
operations were not rossible 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 tbe results of

this research have been presented,

3. Significanece of findings

‘From the analysis of my own research findings in Chapter Five,
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relating to who gets labelled, and Chapter Seven, relating to
the conseguences 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 contribgtion 0f a few writers most
frequently associated with this approach were extracted, inter-
preted and isolated into a number of testable hypotheses. 1In
a2 sense this form of manipulation may be viewed as simplifying
the original statements made, and, that because of thia} can=-
not accurately be viewed as reflective of labelling theory in
general. This, of course, is a common plight of much so-
clological inveétigation whereby 'grand theories' have to be
rade mundane for thé purposes of empirical research. But some
caution is required in thaf.the éupport offered in the present
research should primarily be seen as directed towards these
specific operationalised parts of labelling theory and not to
the approach 2s a whole. Some qualifications can be made to
this of course. From the evidence of both contemporary
writings and research, and 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 must surely reflect on the more gen-
eral principles of the propositions involved.
It still may be that although thése elements may reflect

the substantive parts of labelling theory, the means of test-
ing them were not suitable for an enquiry of this kind. ILa--

belling theory, after all, emphasises reanings and processes,
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which may not be adequately tesfable through oZ2ficial data

and interviewing techniques. However, although the forms of
these processes may.not be immediately visible from the na--
ture of the tests employed here, surely the end product remains
the same. In other words, if it is the interactional abilities
of the middle-class, for example, which primarily influence
encounter outcomes with police officers or court officials,

it is ﬁot 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 absence of any more thorough investigation
intc the procedure which brought about the phenomenon. Lack
of evidence of class bias in the official statistics, on the
other hand, would provide no ‘'support' for labelling theory,

.regardless of the details of the processes involved. Thus
'support' in this serse is used in a rather loose and negative
sense as not rejecting.the precepts involved, and that one
rart, albeit inportant part, of a more detailed series of
requisites has besn substantiated. '

Because we are largely nunaware of the processeswhich
might bring atout disposition bias or offender recidivism,
other than thé fact that they might be associated in some way
with one or more other variabies congruent with the prescrip-
tions of labelling theory, it is not possible to determine how
discriminatory labelling or offender recidivisa czme about.

- In-the case of discrimiratory 1ébelling it has uwot been estab-
lizhed whether the actual or rroposed police bioa, for exanmvle,
is the result of intentional or unintentional activities.

Fine (1977), for iratance, considers labelling bice in terns of
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processing 'error', thus imbuing it with an unintentional
quality. Bayley and Mendlesohn (1969) and Westley (1970)
seen to prefer the notion that police consciously select out
certain mémbers of the population for specialist treatment.
The writings of labelling theorists are similarly vague., If
discriminatory labelling were to occur as a result of stereco-
typification and police deployment and surveillance idiosyn-
cracias, then this might be vigwéd as having en intentional
component. If discrimination occurs as a result of variations
in interactional abilities of suspects then this would suggest
an uninterntional 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-
etage attempt to test the general value of labelling theory.
If these fundamental req&i:gments of the approach did seen to
occur, some ‘support' might be offered in the sense just des-
cribed. As it happens, only some of these fundemental require-
ments were in fact observable, which seems to suggest that
both the processes and the inevitable outcoﬁe of these pro-
cesses need some further consideration both theoretically and

empirically.

4. Imvlication of findings

In offering some support for the preconditions of a labelling
theory explanation of deviance there is a danger of appearing
fo align myself with a body of thought which in manyother ways
may be construed as inadequate. We have already discussed
that these 'preconditions' rneed to be viewed as a necessary
tut not sufficient condition of assessing the appropriatencss

of the labellirng perspective. In other words, the
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'preconditions' of official discrimination and a labelling/
recidivism relationship could easily be explicable in other
terms. The existence of these prerequisites does lend some
support for labelliﬁg theory, in the negative sense of off-
ering no grounds for rejection, but these conditions could
also be used to substantizte a completely different conceptual
framework of deviancy production. Trus, there is a credi--
bility gap between the specific hypotheses and the procesaes
described in labelling theory, which, because of the nature

02 the reéearch procedures, largely remains obscured. 3Be-
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 delinquency in general,

One way to do this is to consider the 'theoretical!
credibility of the approach. There have been a multitude of
criticismsvoiced against the varicus inadeqdacies of labelling
theory, in terms of its ambiguity, its use of ad hoc explan-
ations, and the specific problems of what cornstitutes social
labelling, is lzbelling & necessary or sufficient condition
of amﬁlified deviance, etc? Perhaps the more damaging crit-
iciems, however, come from two theoretical 'camps', rather
loosely described here as the 'radical' end 'phencmenoclogical?
critique. |

'Radical' criminologists seldom welcome ehy nomenclature
ol this kind and cannot te easily identified. For the sake
of argument and simplicity the 'radical' critique of labelling
theory in this instance refers éolely to the comments of
Taylor, Walton and Young (1973). Taylor et al zrgue that by
emphasising the social construction of deviance through pro-

~- cesges of labelling, lebelling theorists have generally
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structure. In so doirng, they, '...ignore the way in which
deviancy ard criminality are shaped by sociefy's larger
structures of power and irnstitutions.' (Taylbr et al, 1973,
P.169) By emphasising a plurality of irterests and rules the
labelling theorists have presented a view of scciety devoid of
any meaningful struétural component. -
Becker (19€3), for instance, certainly does seem to

emphasiég the wide diversity of interests in society.

Socizl rules are the creation of specific

social groups. Modern societies are not simple

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 and others suppesed to be without? In e general
sense this perhaps refers to a failure to incorporate the
influence of some dominant and meaningful stratification systen
based on fﬁe divisions of wealth, status and power into the
analysis of socizl action. In the case of the 'radical’ épp-
roach to deviance, this presumably would be based on para=-
Yarxist principles. At no time do labelling theorists base
their arguments on conceptions identifiable with Marxist or
¢ominantly 'structuralist’ depictions of social reality, although
structural categories are considered by way of the various ref-
erences to the 'middle-class' and the 'working-class'. It
- could ke argued that, even accepting Becker's bsaically plur-
alistic position, statements like the following do in fact
seem to give significance to the social class features of
society. _

They (rodern societies) are, instead, highly

differentiated along social clasg lines, ethnic

lines, occupational lines, and cultural lines.
(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 scciety,
eees Negroes find themselves 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
middie-class, white,males, predonirantly make the rules which
others are expected to adhere to. Atﬂthis 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 al criticise labelling theory
through the absense of dynamic structural components. It
éould be argued, however, that the labelling theorist's con-
ception of social class is largely presented in social/cult-

. ural, father than political/économic, terms, and as such offers
an interactional view of society based on the notion of
vevolving social realities; in much the same way as Rock (1973)
describés soclal stgucture as contained in the minds of peopie.
Whether or not this interpretation is justifiable is debatable,
but the.afgument 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 genéral orientation or its view of
deviancy production. .

A secohd, and perhaps more important criticism of lab-
elling theory, has been proposed in & slightly different form
by both 'redicel' and ‘phenomenolcgical’ 'camps'; end that is
the problem associated with the distinction between 'ascribed!
and ‘achieved' deviancy. The 'radical' critique of this pos=-
ition rests on Lemert's original distinction tetween 'pri-

mary' and 'secondary' deviance, whereby the latter is consid-

ered as soclally determined and the former of 1ittle significance.
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As Lemert suggests in this respect, '... the original caﬁses
of the deviation recede and give. way to the central impor;ﬂ
tance of the disapprpving, 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' wili
‘recede' as soon as there is social reaction. In this sense,
individual primary rotivations are ignored by labelling
theorists, and implicitly: discredited, not only for having
little explanatory value in understanding deviant activitf,
but with respect to the fact that the motivetion mysteriously
lbecomes redundant and ce=zses fo‘be meaningful once the indi- -
vidual has been labelled deviant., By emphasising 'ascribed!
,deviance, labelling theorists put themselves in the position
of developing what Broedhead (1974) describes as an 'over-
socialised’ conception of man, whereby deviance is construed
 as a sodial‘statds forced upon a passive recipient, irresrec-
tlve of his particular actions or wiéhés. But, as Taylor et al
suggest, it is perfectly possible to conceive of ‘'deviants*
who never experience this kind of societal reaction but con--
tinual;y commit deviant acts, such as, '... smoking pot,
stéalihg, agitating, engaging in sexually deviaﬁt acts, etc.'
(1973 p.153) |
The phenomenological critique of labelling theory argues
the same issue from the phenoménologigal perspective. "In this
instance, the writings of Warren and Johnson (1972) are tsken
es the main representative of this pcint of view. They
| suggest that in an attempt to generate a ‘new and exciting
theory', labelling theorists havé tended to over-react to the
popular regimen of the correctional approzach and have 'thrown

the baby out with the bath weter', The ‘baby' in this senee
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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. 3By emphasising the
creative act of deviance generation, labelling theorists have
ignored the possibility that forms of behaviour may indeed,
' have a special quality of deviance' independent of socilal
responses, The difference between the phenomenological and
structural critique is that from the phenomenological perspec--
tive this is seen as excluding the intrinsic 'nature of the
'being' of the actibn' (1972 P;75)- In the case of homosex-
uality, for example, the deviant sexual act is not the organ-
ising aspect of their lives but the conception of 'being'’
homosexual, Thus they suggest: |

The labelling perspective, with its unconventional

rhetoric about rule-breaking and negotiation, is

theoretically tco misleadinz, and humanly bland,

to have any direct relevance to the understanding

of the social worlds end selves of the homosexual

nembers of society. (1972 p.75)

The problem of:'ascribed' and 'aéhieved' deviance is
certainly a real one énd it dces 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 prd¢esses. In this respect, lahelling
treory does appear to be deficient, not so much from what was
sald but from what was left out, and the gerious imbalahce
that this produces. Because of this, the labelling approach
produces what is undoubtedly an interesting theory of 'control!

at the expense of 2 thorough~going investigation into the

reasons for 'deviance' and the original motivationﬁ for rule-

breaking. However, as Becker g0 poignantly points out in a
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rz2cent article (1974) cn the criginal formulations of la-
belling trheory, the early writers. did nct propose to develop:
& 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 enlarge 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
:6f'deviancy production, but a few important end perhaps pre-
viously over-looked elements of how devisnce 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 labeiling *theory' skould in
fact be referred to as a 'perspective' as it does not presuze
the predictive and formal requifements of a scientific theory.

Qualifications of this kind d6 not, howéver, inhibit the

empirical testing of some of the elements involved as a means
Ofldetermining its general value and any directions_in which
it might further be improved. As Becker suggests:

The degree to which labelling has such effects

is, however, an empirical one, to be settled.

by research iato specific cases rather than

by theoretical fiat. (1974 p.42)

Thus labelling theory is perhaps best viewed as a systenm

of provocative statements which offer themselves for further

empirical analysis.

" 5, Concludinz comment

Kitauge writes in a recent article:
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eeoe ONne wonders how it is that this conception

(1abelling theory) has managed to command the

attention of so many sociologists. (1975 p.273)
His statement smackg of irony. The propoéitiona 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 hundréd 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
thedry has 80 far resisted being swept under the carpet
perhaps a new approach to my own and innumerable previous re-
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 subsiance of the
approach, and to have ﬁatience in éssimilating a wide range

of research findings into a more preciseand thorough theor-

metical formulation.
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Notes

CHAPTER THREE: .

1. Age comparison voints 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 compared 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 unavoideble 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.

Reiss (1961, p.732): 4 of the 7 categories are defined by
Leiss as delinguent. 60 of 98 blue-collar fathers' sons
(61%), and 8 of 60 white-collar fathers' sons (13%), are so
clasgified. :

Dentler (1961, p.736): Calculating from table 1 horizontally
instead of vertically, and combining 1-2 items and 3-5 itezs,
the percentage admissions for low status individuals was 39%,
compared to 41% for high status individuals. .

Hirschi (1969, p.69): Combining categories 1,2, and 3 with
calegories 4 aéd 5. :

MeDonald (1969, p.96): As shown.

Clark (1962, p.829): In order not to confuse the racial effect,
rural farm' %white lower class) were compared to 'upper

urban' (white professioral area), resulting in a possible 35
significant associations.

Casparis (1973, p.53): The 13-19 year o0ld groups was com--
bined and the 4 class categories were split into 2.

Empey (1965, p.549): As shown.

Nye (1958, p.383): Tables 2-4 consider all offences committed
and include 126 possible relationships.

Akers (1964, p.46): As shown.
Christie {1965, p.104): The average admissions for highest

and lowest occupational groups were compared for all regiozns
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
ofrence, and ‘'defying parent's authority' was used as a
minor offence, for the highest and lowest status categories.

Tmpey (1966, p.552): As shown.

Reiss (1961, p.732): Comparing the top and bottom delinguent
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.

Gold (1966, p.43): For white boys only.

Williams (1972, p.218): Only the highest and lowest social
cafegorles were used for comparison.

Arnold (1965, p.65): 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
or high and low status categories is shown for males 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--
ciations, 5 were of a more serious nature and were split in
terns of social class as shown. The remaining 11 were of low
sericusness and split accordingly.

McDonald (1969, p.94): The 3 most serious and least serious
tables were combined and compared.

Casgarig (1973, p.53)é 'Vandalism' was the only serious off-
ence available.

Kye (1958, p.377): 2 of the 7 associzstions éould be consié-
ered serious from conventional sericusness rankings: 'prop-
erty damage' and 'car theft'.

Table 7 .

Belson (1975, p.84): The lowest and highest quartile scores
vere compared for the highest and lowest occupational categ-
ories for theft level 2.
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Dentler (1961, ».736): Values for 1-2 2nd 3-5 types of theft
were recalculated for the high and low status categories.

FEardt (1968, p.137): The high and low age groups were com--
bined for the two white areas '0' and fA‘.

Voss (1966, p.318): The highest and lowest status categories
.were compared for males only.

Gold (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 and 3, and 4 and 5
were ccmbined for 2 or more offence admissions.

Nye (1958, p.377): The third éection of teble 3 deals with
Irequency of offence comrission. 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.

" Table 9,

Forslund (1975, D.194): Thé.déta was extracted for males
only. .

Table 10.

‘ N it - . . . ’
Jensen (1976, p.434): Rlack and white males were compared
for theft under two dollars and theft over fifty dollars.

Gold (1566, p.43): All classes of black and white boys were
coLbined as shown.

Williams (1972, p.216): As shown for boys only.
Forslund (1975, p.194): As shown for males only.

Tabie 11.

Hardt (1968, p.137): As shown for low income areas only &nd
counolning age categories,

Gold (1966, p.42): Class categories were combined for boys
only.

Williams (1972, p.216): As shown for btoys only.
Voss (1963,p.326): As shown for boys only.
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Gould (13968, p.334): 5 or more offences were compared to
1-2 offences, :

Voss (1963, p.326): As shown for boys only.

Gould (1968, p.334.): 5 or more offénces,were compared to
1-2 offences.

Table 13.

Dentler (1961, p.736): The data 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 16119 year old group.

Elmnorn (1965, p.138): The 9 year 0ld group was compared to
The 13 year old group.

Table 14.

Belson (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,

Villiams (1972, p. 216) 13 year o0lds were compared to 16
year o.ids.

_Casgaris‘(1973 P«53): Only 'vandalism'could be considered
serious and this occurred in the youngest category only. .

Elmhorn:(1965, p.138): As shewn in table 9.

Table 15.

Belson (1975, p.87): The highest and lowest quartile were
compared for the highest and lowest age group.

Dentler (1961, p.736): 1-2 thefts were compared to 3-5, for
ie youngest and oldest categories.

Hardt (1968, p.137): Vhite areas '0' and 'A' were used to-

compare the 12 ~13 and the 14-15 year o0ld groups for high and
low violations.

Williams (1972, p.216): 13 year olds were compered to 16
year olds. '

Table 16.

Dentler (1961, p.736): Table 1. was calculated horizontally
for cafegorieé i-2 and 3-5,. .
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Table_ll.

Jensen (1976, p.434): Theft of two dollars and theft of
Iifty dollars was compared for white boys only.

Akers (1964, p;43): 'Defying parental authority' was used as
a, minor offence and coapared to 'car theft' as a more serious
offence, for boys and girls; averaging the four status groups.

Gold (1966, p.43): The four class categories for white boys
and girls were combined for the most and least serious
offences.

Williams (1972, p.215): As shown.

Table 18.

Voss (1963, p.326): As shown for Caucasians only.

Dentler (1961, p.736): 1-2 thefts were compared to 3-5 thefts. .

Gold (1966, p.42): Occhpations for white boys and girls were
combined as shown, L

Williams (1972, p.215): As shown.

CHAPTER 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 previcus occasion with 10 police
officers cf 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 investigetion were selected on the basis of the
balance of disposition 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 test, suffer from a number of wesknesses, For
example, it may be relatively easy to establish an assoclation
for fairly large saxrples. Nevertheless, the chi-squared test
seems to be a more reliable method of suggesting the prob-
2bility of a non-randcm relationship between two or more
variebles than simply comparing percentage associations by
eye., To improve the validity of such an apvroach, as far as
possible the rules for the operation of a test of this kind
have been strictly adhered to. (ez. B. Brookes and W. Dick.
1965, An Introduction to Statistical Method, London: Heinemann)
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4, See note 2.

5. The original six race categories were:

1. Caucasian 4., Indian/Pakistani
2. Dark-skinned European 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 did, in fact, fall precisely into the five categories
listed in the text.

8. The significance margin of P/ .05 was taken as the lowest
level of significance observed from the official data studies
analysed in Chapter One. This figure, of course, is arbitary
and a number of statisticians may certainly recommend sub-
stantially higher probability levels. (Eg. B. Brookes and

W. Dick, ibid.)

CHAPTER SEVEN :

1o 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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