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THE DATA ON JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
IN MADISON AND RACINE 

Introduction 

1 

This study deals with problems involved in the measurement of 

,juvenile delinquency and in the attempt to predict later criminal careers \ 
\ 

Later criminal careers are to be predicted from earlier delinquent careerS: 

and from other variables associated with delinquent careers. A prelimin­

ary report~ Juvenile Delinquency in Madison and Racine~ was completed in 

1968 and an earlier and longer version of Measuping DeZinquency and ppe­

dicUng Latep Cpiminal CaPee:r,'s was published in 1970. Both were based on 

data collected in Madison and Racine commencing in 1956 and covering a per­

iod of yeal.·s from 1950 through 1955 for Madison and a period from 1950 

through 1960 for Racine. Police contact data from these communities have 

also been utilized ·in several M.A. and Ph.D dissertations and in several 

published papers. 1 

IHarwin Voss, The EcoZogical Distpibution of Juvenile Delinquen­
cy in Madison~ Wisconsin~ unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Wisconsin, 
1956 [a description of the distribution of juvenile delinquency in Madison, 
Wisconsin, by school zones, relatively homogeneous area, and years; rates 
were computed on a basis of juveniles aged 6 through 17 in school zones]; 
Robert M. Terry, Cpitepia Utiliz'ed by the Police in the Scpeening of Juv­
enile Offendeps~ unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1962 
[factors related to police decisions to refer juveniles in Racine, Wiscon­
sin]; Charles H. McCaghy, Social Apeas and the Distpibution of Juvenile 
Delinquency in Racine~ Wisconsin J, 1950-1960~ unpublished M.S. thesis, Uni­
versity of Wisconsin, 1962 [differences in rate of pOlice contact with 
juveniles aged 6 through 17 by school districts and occupation of parents]; 
Austin T. Turk, Adolescence and DeZinquency in Upban Society: A study in 
Cpiminological Theopy~ unpublished Ph.D dissertation, University of Wis­
consin, 1962 [culture conflict and social disadvantage are related to juv­
enile delinquency]; Lyle W. Shannon, "Types and Patterns of Delinquency 
Referral in a Middle-sized City," The Bpitish JouPnaZ of Cpiminology 
(July, 1963), pp. 24-36 [emphasis on changing rate of referral by years 
and differences in referral rates by zones and reason for pOlice contact]; 
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Madison is a governmental and educational center with consider­

able emphasis on developmental research in its relatively few industries, 

while Racine is well-known for its numerous heavy industries as well as 

other manufacturing establishments. Fifty-five percent of the employed 

persons 14 years of age or older were employed in manufacturing in Rac­

ine in 1950 according to the United States Census while only 16 percent 

were employed in manufacturing in Madison. By 1960, employment in man­

ufacturing in Racine had dropped to 47 percent while Madison had increas­

ed to 17 percent. 2 

Fortunately, both communities had almost identical reporting 

systems for police contacts with juveniles. Discussions with the chiefs 

of police in Madison and Racine at the time both studies were conducted 

Lyle W. Shannon, "Types and Patterns of Delinquency in a Middle-sized 
City, " The JOUY'naZ of Research in Crime and Delinquency~ Vol. 1, No.1 
(January, 1964), pp. 53-66 [the distribution of delinquency in Madison 
with emphasis on variation in specific.~easons for police contact by 
zones and years]; Austin T. Turk, "Toward Construction of a Theory of 
Delinquency," JournaZ of CriminaZ Law" CriminoZogy and PoZice Science" 
55 (June, 1964), pp. 215-229 [a tightly organized presentation of the 
theory and findings from Turk's dissertation]; Robert M. Terry, "Police 
Criteria in the Screening of Juvenile Offenders," The Wisconsin Soaio­
Zogist~ 5 (Winter, 196'6-8pring, 1967), pp. 21-32 [finds that type of 
offense is most highly correlated with disposition of police contacts]; 
Robert M. Terry, "The Screening of Juvenile Offenders," JournaZ of Crim­
inaZ Law~ CriminoZogy and PoZice Science~ Vol. 58, No.2 (June, 1967), 
pp. 173-181 [finds that legalistic variables were ~ost significant in 
determining the impositions of sanctions by police~ the probation de­
partment and the juvenile court while such variables as socio-economic 
status, ethnicity, and area of residence were relatively unimportant]; 
Robert M. Terry, "Discrimination in the Handling of Juvenile Offenders 
by Social-Control Agencies," JournaZ of Research in Crime and DeZinquency 
(July, 1967), pp. 218-230; Lyle W. Shannon, "The Distribution of Juvenile 
Delinquency in a Middle-sized City," SocioZogicaZ QuarterZy (Summer, 
1967), pp. 365-382 [finds that first contacts by juveniles with police 
are dealt with differently than are total contacts with variation by 
reason for police contact; also sumrnariZt;~s other papers on juvenile de­
linquency research in Madison] . 

2U.S.' Bureau of Census, CenSUl;1 of PopuZation: 1950~ Vot. II~ 
Part 49" Characteristics of the PopuZat7~on: Wisconsin; U. S. Bureau of 
Census, U.S. Census of PopuZation: 1960~ VoZ. I~ Part 51~ Cha:racterist­
ics of the PopuZation: Wisconsin" Washington, D.C., U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1963. Madison and Racine are compared in the following 
table. 
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indicated that police were encouraged to refer juveniles for professional 

handling in Madison but Racine police were encouraged to deal with juven­

ile misbehavior at the street level. This difference in police policy 

would tend to generate a high rate of court delinquency in Madison and a 

low rate of court delinquency in Racine. 

Differences in delinquency rates between cities and wi thin cities 

may be explained by two competing but not necessarily mutually exclusive 

hypotheses: (1) Differences in juvenile delinquency rates may be Y'eal. in 

the sense that juvenile behavior differs, and is a product of differences 

in the social organization of the cities or in the social organization 

of areas within cities, and; (2) differences in delinquency rates may be 

based on differences in the likelihood that contacts with the police will 

be reported, that is, differential delinquency rates between cities and 

between areas within cities may be generated by the police as an artifact 

of their reporting behavior. 

Description of the Basic Data and Samples 

In Madison, a 40 percent systematic sample of cases (names of 

juveniles) was taken from the files of the Crime Prevention Bureau. Of 

2,680 cases in the 40 percent sample, a total of 1,876 were retained 

City 

Racine 

Madison 

Percentages of Selected 
Civilian Labor Force 

Laborers, Operatives 
Excluding and 
Mining Kindred 

and Farm Workers 

1950 1960 1950 1960 

6 4 26 25 

3 3 12 12 

Occupations of Experienced 
in Racine and Madison* 

Craftsmen, Managers, 
Foremen, Officials, Professional, 

and Pr()- TechnictJ.1, 
Kindred prietors, and Kindred 
Workers etc. Workers 

1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 

19 17 9 7 9 10 

12 11 9 8 18 18 

*Racine had twice as large a percentage of operative and kindred workers 
as Madison, while Madison had about twice as large a percentage of pro­
fessional, technical, and kindred workers. 
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for analysis" 3 These cases consisted of 4,554 contacts with the police 

during the period 1950-1955. 

4 

The Racine data consisted of a 20 percent sample of cases for 

the period 1950 through 1960. The total number of cases originally drawn 

was 1,794 and was reduced to 1,247 casElS consisting of 2,733 contacts with 

police for the period of the study.4 

Incidents resulting in pOliCE~ contact were coded following an 

identical set of instructions and using the same 25 contact categories. s 

Three fairly comparable sized areas based on clusters of school 

districts were constructed for both Racine and Madison. The low socio­

economic status area in Madison was 58 percent renter occupied while it 

was 53 percent renter occupied in Racine. The intermediate category was 

34 percent renter occupied in Madison and 37 percent in Racine. In the 

highest socio-economic status area it was 20 percent renter occupied in 

Madison and 17 percent in Racine. Fai;t:'ly comparable proportions of the 

juv\9nile population were also located in each of these areas in Madison 

3The total sample of cases pulled from the universe of cases for 
the years 1950 through 1955 consisted of 2,680 cases· but of these many 
were eliminated on the following criteria: 1) a eert"n proportion of the 
conta(~ts with the pCllice had taken place at a lH.nd&d -@f:!:rlJ..er than the be­
ginning date of the study; 2) the address at the time of the contact could 
not be verified; and 3) the address at the time of contact was outside 
Madison. In addition, the 'abserice of crucial items of information such as 
age of the juvenile, sex, or year of police contact resulted in the elim­
ination of the case from the sample. It cannot be seen that any system­
atic bias was introduced by the exclusion of those cases. 

4Again, contacts made in years prior to 1950 were eliminated as 
were those cases whose residence was outside the city, whose residence 
was not recorded, or for wh om adequate data were missing for some other 
reason. The two samples may be considered comparable in terms bf the way 
in which they were drawn and the manner in which cases and contacts were 
eliminated. 

SThe following categories of police contact were utilized: 1) 
incorrigible, runaway; 2) disorderly conduct; 3) contact--suspicion, in­
vestigation, information; 4) theft; 5) traffic--operation; 6) vagrancy; 
7) liquor; 8) Durglary; 9) auto theft; 10) sex offenses; 11) traffic-­
parking; 12) truancy; 13) assault; 14) violent property destruction; 15) 
forgery; 16) weapons; 17) robbery; 18) fraud; 19) gambling; 20) escape; 
21) obscene literature; 22) narcotics and drugs; 23) homicide; 24) family; 
and 25) other. 
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and Racine. 6 

Comparing the Basic Delinquency Trends and Characteristics 
of Delinquency, in Madison and Racine 

5 

Although this study does not attempt to explain the process by 

which juveniles acquire delinquent patterns of behavior, an additional 

word must be said about the genesis of delinquency rates--rates which may 

or may not be directly related to the amount of delinquent behavior that 

6The school districts comprlslng each of the three socio-econo­
mic status areas in Madison were as follows: Lowest Socio-economic Status-­
Washington, Lapham, Lincoln, Longfellow, Franklin, and Marquettej Middle 
Socio-economic Status--Emerson, Lowell, Schenk, Truax, Sherman, and Men­
dota; and Highest Socio-economic Status--Randall, Dudgeon, Midvale, and 
Nakoma. The school districts comprising each of the three socio-economic 
status areas in Racine were as follows: Lowest Socio-economic Status-­
Garfield, Franklin, Howell, Washington, Janes, Stephen Bull, and Lincoln; 
Middle Socio-economic Status--Knapp, Jefferson, McKinley, Johnson, and 
Winslow; and Highest Socio~economic Status--Mitchell, Roosevelt, Wadewitz, 
Jerstad-Agerholm, and Fratt. 

Socio-economic % of Total Juvenile Population 

Status of Area % Renter OccuEied* aged 6 through 17 
Madison Racine Madison Racine 

I Lowest 58.22 52.85 39.97 36.46 

.II Middle 33~85 37.16 29.61 27.80 

III Highest 20.65 16.84 30.30 35.75 

*Simple unweighted averages used for both Madison and Racine. 

Any classification of areas in the community by school districts 
results in more heterogeneity within areas than one would wish but the dif­
ferences between our areas are sufficient that it is possible to utilize 
them in testing propositions about the relationship of delinquency to the 
social organization of the community and the characteristics of people at 
different levels within the society. One is faced ultimately with the fact 
that there are somewhat different rankings for the school districts in 
both cities depending on the particular index being considered; a certain 
amount of judgment based on impressions of the area obtained from those 
fruniliar with the community is helpful in determining how the various in­
dices will be combined in ranking school districts and then combining 
them in three larger areas. The problem is dealt with in more detail in 
Shannon, "Types and Patterns of Delinquency in a Middle-sized City," op. ait.~ 
and McCaghy, SoaiaZ Areas and the Distribution of JuveniZe DeZinquenay in 
Raaine~ Wisaonsin~ 1950-1960~ op. ait. 
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actually takes place. We have suggested that differences in delinquency 

rates between Madison and Racine may be explained by competing but not 

necessarily mutually exclusive hypotheses: (1) differences in the social 

organization of cow~unities generate differences in juvenile behavior, 

and; (2) differences in police policy generate different rates of police 

contact with juveniles. This is no~ to say that police policy has no­

thing to do with the way in which the community is organized but does sug­

gest that if the first hypothesis is correct, differences between commun­

ities in the rate of juvenile delinquency are related to the way juveniles 

experience deprivation to a greater or lesser extent, the way they per­

ceive this deprivation and react to it, or the existence of a we1l-dev·· 

eloped subculture of delinquency in one community as contrasted to the 

other. Competing, but not exclusive of this, is the idea that different­

ial rates of delinquency are generated not by the social organization of 

the community and the juveniles themselves as they interact with each 

other in the larger community, but by police officers, either more or less 

indepenciently, or as directed by the chief of police who formulates his 

policies in the process of interaction with the con~unity, 

Poliae Contaats with JuveniZes by Year' and by Area in Madison and Raaine 

If we compute rates per 1000 juveniles by age, by year" and by 

area, holding operational definitions of delinquency constant, we may speak 

about variation in delinquency by year and place. Police contact rates 

for the period 1950 through 1955 in Madison and 1950 through 1960 in Racine 

varied from year to year but there has been neither a monotonic nor any 

other clearly discernible trend7 (See Table I). 

7All rates for juveniles in Madison and Racine were based on those 
aged 6 through 17. Annual data by elementary school districts were obtained 
from the Office of the Superintendent of Schools in each city. Since Rac­
ine officers did not make a record of all contacts for juveniles for in­
vestigation prior to 1959, and the studies to which we refer cover a rel­
atively short space of time,' the claim of .increasing juvenile delinquency 
can not really be considered to have been well tested with the data'at 
hand. Total police contacts for all reasons for the periods studied in­
dicated that the rate for suspicion, investigation, and information was 
approximately three times as high in Madison (J'; in Racine. This accounts 
for a considerable proportion of the difference between these two commun­
ities in total contact rates. But the point is that a definite upward trend 
in rates of police' contact does not exist. 
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Year 

195'0 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1 

TABLE I 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACT: 
COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN BY YEARS+ 

Acts per 1000 Juveniles 

Madison Racine 

75.9* 68.7 

156.4 71.5 

146.5 62.2 

126.4 53.7 

163.2 44.8 

152.3 46.2 

73.7' 

83.9 

116.6 

138.6*** 

121.2 ---
Mean 138.1 84.0 

X2 = 193.7, P < .001** X2 = 392.25, P < .001** 

+ Madison data covers the1period 1950-1955, whereas Racine data covers 
the period 1950-1960. 

* The rate for 1950 is about one-half that fo:1." the ,following year. 
Systematic recording of police contacts was commenced during the 
last half of 1950, being carefully conducted therefore for only 
about half of that year; 1950 is excluded from the Chi Square cal­
culation, but essentially the same finding is made were it to have 
been included, i.e., year-to-year variation is statistically sig­
nificant. 

** In ordinary language, a difference as great as this could not have 
occurred by chance more than once in a thousand times. 

*** Commencing in 1959, all Racine juveniles contacted for investigation 
were recorded, bringing recording procedures into balance with the 
system prev~iling in Madison. This may account for the disproport­
ionally high rate of contacts in Racine for 1959. 
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In Table II, average acts per 1000 juveniles per year in Madison 

and Racine are presented by areas; more variation in rates occurs from 

area to area in Madison than in Racine. 

An examination of police contact rates by school districts en­

ables one to gain an even better picture of the distribution of delinquency 

in these cities. Considering the various school districts in Madison sep­

arately, the range of average contacts per year per 1000 juveniles aged 6 

through 17 is from 58 to 238; in Racine the range is from 44 to 144. The 

distribution of police contacts pe~ 1000 juveniles per year within the 

social areas of both Madison and Racine is graphically presented on 

pages 10 and 11. The difference between Madison's and Racine's pattern of 

variation in school district police contact rates within the three social 

areas is clearly seen. In the case of Madison, police contact rates were 

sufficiently homogeneous within social areas but different between social 

areas so as to present three distinctly different police contact rates by 

area. But, as has been indicated, this was not the case in Racine; the 

Racine map enables one to see how widely varying contact rates in school 

districts of different sizes combine to present the data in Table II. 

The fact that Madison was divided into three clusters of school 

districts, the school districts in each cluster physically contiguous to 

others in the cluster and making up three fairly distinct spatial and 

social wholes, as contrasted'to Racine with three areas, but not contiguous 

school districts, accounts in part for two of the areas in Racine having 

similar rather than distinctly different juvenile contact rates. 

The data, when presented by areas, also suggest a proportionately 

broader distribution in Racine than in Madison of whatever generates del­

inquency as measured by police contacts (if the overall lower police con­

tact rates of Racine school districts may be disregarded at this point 

since, as we have stated, they may be explained by factors other than the 

actual incidence of delinquent behavior in the two cities). This is not 

surprising since a larger proportion of Racine's than of Madison's popul­

ation consists of industrial workers. If delinquency is generated at a 

comparably higher rate within a given city in the lower, or so-called work­

ing class subculture, than in the subculture of higher level socio-economic 

groups, then the rates found in the two highest delinquency areas in Racine 
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appear reasonable and consistent with the characteristics of the city. 

TABLE II 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACTS: 
COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN BY SOCIAL AREAS 

OF EACH CITY 

Socia-Economic 
Status of Area 

Average Acts per 1000 Juveniles per Year 

Lowest 

Middle 

Highest 

Mean 

Mp.dison* 

193.0 

137.9 

66.0 

138.1 

Racine** 

105.4 

97.6 

51.7 

84.0 

9 

X
2 = 665.4, P < .001 X2 = 231.61, P < .001 

* The lowest area contained 39.97% of the juvenile population of Madison, 
1950-·1955; the middle area, 29.61%; the highest area, 30.40%. 

** The lowest area contained 36.46% of the Racine juvenile population, 
1950-1960; the middle area, 27.80%; the highest area, 35.75%. 

When juvenile delinquency rates are examined within areas on a 

year by year basis, as shown in Table III, we find considerable variation 

but even less indication of a monotonic rise in delinquency rates from the 

first to the last year in either the Racine or Madison s~~les. All of 

this suggests that rather than delinquency rates being generated by 

juveniles in interaction with each other (juveniles being the instigators, 

so to speak) and adults as participants in an ongoing social system, 

there are exterior factors (characteristics of persons other than juven­

iles) which may be determinants of rates. In other words, the determin­

ants of delinquency are, at least in part, outside the subculture. 

Specific Reasons fop PoZice Contact in Mauison and Racine by Areas 

Tables IV A and B show the specific reasons for police contact , 
per 1000 juveniles per year by areas for both Madison and Racine. All low 

socio-economic area rates, regardless of reason for contact, were higher 

than expected in Madison and in Racine, and all high socia-economic area 
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TABLE III , 
DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACTS: COMPARING 

SAMPLE OF MADISON AND RACINE JUVENILES BY YEARS AND AREAS OF EACH CITY 
Madison Racine 

Rank Order of Rank Order of Acts Rates f:r;om High- Acts Rates from High-per 1000 est to Lowest by per 1000 est to Lowest by Juveniles Combination of Juveniles Combination of er Year Years and Areas* er Year Years and Areas 
Lowest Socio-Economic Area 1950 102.9 75.0 16 1951 226.6 2 98.7 8 1952 199.1 4 79.3 14 1953' 176.8 5 68.7 20 1954 231.7 1 55.5 24 1955 221.0 3 49.3 26 1956 

97.5 9 1957 
98.9 7 1958 

147.2 4 1959 
182.1 2 1960 
189.9 1 

Middle Socio-Economic Area 1950 68.4 83.4 12 1951 139.6 9 62.3 22 1952 148.9 8 81.9 13 1953 127.0 10 68.8 19 1954 171.9 6 50.6 25 1955 157.8 7 59.2 23 1956 85.0 11 1957 88.1 10 1958 
139.5 5 1959 
177 .3 3 1960 116.5 6 

Highest Socio-Economic Area 1950 39.0 47.8 27 1951 69.3 14 42.6 28 1952 70.7 13 27.2 32 1953 60.3 15 25.5 33 1954 74.6 11 29.6 31 1955 74.1 12 31.0 30 1956 39.6 29 1957 64.3 21 1958 73.3 17 1959 76.9 15 1960 72.2 18 
*It will be remembered that rates for 1950 were about one-half those for 
the following year. Since systematic recording of police contacts was 
commenced in 1950 but carefully conducted for only about half of that 
year, 1950 is excluded from rankings in this column of the table. 

... 
i· 
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TABLE IV A 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACTS: 
COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN BY SPECIFIC ACTS AND AREAS OF CITY 

SAMPLE OF CITY OF MADISON JUVENILES FROM FILES OF CRIME 
PREVENTION BUREAU, 1950-1955 

Acts 

1. Incorrigible, Runaway 

2. Disorderly Conduct 

3. Contact--Suspicion, Invest­
igation, Information .. 

4. Theft . 

5. Traffic (Operation) 

6. Vagrancy. 

7. Liquor .. 

8. Burglary. 

9 . Auto Theft. 

10. Sex Offenses. 

11. Traffic (Parking) 

12. Truancy 

13. Assault 
, 

14. Violent Property Destruction 

15. Forgery 

16. Weapons 

17. Robbery 

18. Fraud. 

19. Gambling. 

20. Escape. . 

21. Obscene Literature. 

22. Narcotics and Drugs 

Other Delinquent Acts 

Average Acts per 1000 Juveniles per 
year Madison Socio-Economic Areas 

Lowest 1 Midd1e 2 Highest 3 Total 

34.1 +30.0 13.6 26.7 
31.8 -22.4 14.1 23.7 

25.9 +17.8 6.5 17.6 
23.4 -13.3 4.4 14.6 
16.5 -12.4 11.5 13.7 
19.8 -12.9 4.3 13.0 
9.2 + 7.8 1.7 6.5 
4.8 + 4.2 .7 3.4 
4.2 - 2.9 1.8 3.1 
2.l. 1.2 .2 1.3 
1.3 .9 .9 1.1 
1.1 + 1.0 .5 .9 

.8 .4 .0 .4 

2.7 1.0 .9 1.7 

7.4 - 5.0 2.2 5.1 

lA11 Low Socio-Economic Area acts higher than expected. 
2+ indicates higher than expected and '- in'dicates lower than expected. 
3A11 High Socia-Economic Area acts lower than expected. 
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TABLE IV B 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACTS: 
COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN BY SPECIFIC ACTS AND AREAS OF CITY 

SAMPLE OF CITY OF RACINE JUVENILES FROM FILES OF CRIME 
PREVENTION BUREAU, 1950-1960 

Acts 

1. Disorderly Conduct. 

2. Traffic (Operation) 

3. Incorrigible, Runaway. 

4. Theft.. . .. 

5. Contact--Suspicion, Investi-
gation, Information 

6. Vagrancy. 

7. Liquor .. 

8. Burglary. 

9. Sex Offenses. 

10. Auto Theft. 

11. Assault 

12. Truancy 

13. Violent Property Destruction. 

14. Weapons 

15. Escape. 

16. Forgery 

17. Traffic (Parking) 

18. Obscene Literature. 

19. Robbery 

20. Fraud 

21. Gambling. 

22. Narcotics and Drugs 

Other De1in~uent Acts 

, 

Average Acts per 1000 Juveniles per 
Year:· Racine Socio-E'Conomic Areas 

Lowest 1 Middle 2 Highest 3 Total 

17.5 

15.0 

18.6 

17.0 

7.3 

5.6 

4.2 

3.7 

3.1 

2.4 

1.3 

4.5 

5.1 

+17.4 

15.9 

+13.8 

+13.9 

+ 7.1 

+ 5.0 

+ 5.8 

+ 3.1 

""!'" 1.8 

+ 3.0 

+ 1.2 

+ 5.2 

+ 4.4 

11.2 

8.9 

7.1 

3.1 

2.5 

2.4 

.7 

1.8 

.9 

.3 

2.3 

2.1 

14.2 

13.9 

13.8 

12.6 

5.7 

4.3 

4.0 

2.5 

2.3 

2.1 

.9 

3.9 

3.8 

fAll Low Socio-Economic Area acts higher than expected. 
2+ indicates higher than expected and - indicates lower than expected. 
3All High Soci-Economic Area acts lower than expected 
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rates were lower than expected. In Madison, some middle socio-economic 

area rates were higher than expected and some lower than expected, but in 

Racine all but two categories of contacts had higher rates than expected. 

The middle socio-economic area rates in both Madison and Racine were high­

er or lower than expected suggesting the pattern of the lowest socio-econ~ 
omic area rather than of the highest socio-economic area. 

The data indicate that there has been more emphasis on recording 

traffic violations by juveniles in Racine than in Madison, and as we have 

previously indicated, contacts by the police in connection with investi­

gations have been recorded more systematically in Madison than in Racine. 

It might further be said that the very high rates of police contact in 

Madison for incorrigibility and runaway, and disorderly conduct, as well 

as contacts for suspicion, investigation,or information, reveal that police 

in Madison have recorded less serious contacts to a greater extent than 

in Racine. When specific types of more serious reasons for police contact 

are considered such as burglary, auto theft, and sex offenses, it is noted 

that the difference between Racine and Madison is not nearly as great. 
I 

Furthermore, one cannot help but notice the low rate of contacts for sus-

picion, investigation,or information in the highest socio-economic status 

areas in both Madison and Racine. This does not necessarily mean that 

police go out of their way to generate delinquent contacts in lower socio .. 

economic status areas; it is kore likely a consequence of who engages iRi 

and where, visible types of delinquency occur, and from whom the police 

are most likely to obtain information on the delinquent acts of which they 
are aware. 

In Table V we have reduced the number of reasons for police con­

tact to the categories in which contacts most frequently appear. These 

are presented as percent of the total acts resulting in police contact for 

each area; the data are thus set up in such a way as to more readily in­

dicate spatial (socio-economic) differences between Madison and Racine. 

When the two lowest socio-economic status areas in Madison and 

Racine (those having the highest delinquency rates) are compared, they seem 

to differ most in terms of Madison's disproportionately high number of 

contacts for vagrancy and for suspicion, investigation,or information, as 

contrasted to Racine's disproportionately high number of contacts for 

.. ' ...... ", ... ~ 
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TABLE V 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACTS: COMPARING MADISON 
AND RACINE BY CATEGORIES OF ACTS AND AREAS OF CITY 

A. Percent of Total Acts Per A rea 

Lowest Socio- Middle Socio- Highest Socio- B. Percent of 

Economic Area Economic Area Economic Area Total Contacts 

Madison Racine Madison Racine Madison Racine Madison Racine 

1. Incorrigible, Run- 18.27 18.88 22 •. 49 15.08 21.29 17.80 19.96 17.42 
away, Truancy 

2. Disorderly Conduct 16.50 16.64 16.25 17.80 21.29 16.14 17.13 16.90 

3. All Theft, Burglary 16. ?3 22.00 12.54 20.52 10.42 16.97 15.24 20.42 

4. Contact 13 .. 43 6.88 12.91 7.26 9.81 5.99 12.76 6.81 

5. All Traffic 
Offenses 9.19 14.48 9.65 16.55 18.13 21.96 10. ?1 16.79 

6. Vagrancy 10.25 5.28 9.35 5.10 6.49 4.83 9.44 5.12 

7. Liquor 4.75 4.00 5.64 5.90 2.65 4.66 4.70 4.76 

8. Other Incl. Non-
delinquency 10. fU! 11.84 11.13 11.79 9.36 11.65 10.06 11.78 

Total 99.96 100.00 99.96 100.00 99.95 100.00 100.00 100.00 

.-'- ... ~-- -- -., 

-~--~ -.-, .. ----~~~- --,-~-

C. Average Acts 
per 1000 Juven-
iles per Year 
Madison Racine 

27.55 14.63 

23.65 14.20 

21.02 17.15 

17.60 5.71 

14.78 14.11 

13.02 4.30 

6.49 3.99 

9.89 

138.08 83.98 
...... 
(]\ 
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17 
traffic violations and theft and burglary. 

Turning to the highest socio-economic status areas in Madison 

and Racine, we note that theft and burglary constitute a much greater 

proportion of Racine's contacts whHe contacts for incorrigibility, dis­

orderly conduc~ and for suspicion, investigation,or information are great­

er in Madison. This again indicates that delinquency of more serious 

types accounts for a greater proportion of Racine's delinquency than it 
does of Madison's delinquency. 

In the two intermediate areas there are disproportionately high 
numbers of contacts for incorrigibility, runawa~ and truancy in Madison 

and a disproportionately high number of contacts for traffic in Racine. 

When we look at the total picture for Racine the disproportional 
contribution of theft and burglary to delinquency shows up as does the 

disproportional contribution of traffic. When we turn to rates per 1000 

juveniles per year, theft and burglary are highest for Racine, and incor­

rigible, runaway,and truancy are highest for Madison. As someone remarked, 

Racine has a better quality of delinquent youths than does Madison. 

Wi thin a sociological framework of :NY'ference, the differences 

between the two cities are meaningful, not just in that Madison has a high­

er rate of police contact, but in the fact that Madison's pattern of con­

tacts differs from that of Racine's; the general pictu-re seems' to be one 

of police effort directed towards more serious offenses in Racine, the 

industrialized city, but towards general juvenile misbehavior 'in Madison, . 
the center of learning and government. The overall higher rate of police 

contact with Madison juveniles supports the hypothesis of deli:nquency being 

generated by either relatively independently established police policy 

or community and professional pressures on police to report contacts. The 

pattern of differences between the two cities lends some evidehce to the 

hypothesis that delinquency is generated as a consequence of the organ­

ization of society in such a way that the lower socio-economic; groups form 
, 

a subculture of socially and economically deprived persons, a subcultural 

group in conflict with the larger society. This subcultural group has 

developed and solidified in response to the position of lower sooio-econ­

omic status groups within a society organized in such a way that rewards 

of the society appear, and are in fact, more readily obtainable by those 

'.", 
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" 
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in the middle and upper socio-economic groups than by those in the lower 

stratum of the society.8 Delinquent behavior is generated among juven­

iles in lower socio-economic areas in response to their perception of del­

inquency as an alternative pattern of behavior--a rewarding technique of 

adjustment that is either desirable as a reaction to the organization of 

society or desirable in itself. 

Disposition of PoZiae Contaat by Years -in Madison and Raaine 

Juvenile court judges, professional personnel attached to the 

juvenile court, and county probation officers see juvenile delinquency some­

what differently than do police officers and juveniles. Juveniles know 

what is happening in the groups of which they are a part, police officers 

have contacts with juveniles in the process of monitoring them and as they 

are ca.lled upon to answer complaints or provide information to the court. 

But the judge and those associated with him are concerned, ,in the main, 

with those juveniles who have been referred to the court by the police. 

If referrals increase, juvenile delinquency has increased, as they perceive 

it. Thus, a change in police policy in response to community COilcern is 

likely to generate additional concern by the court and its staff. The 

public utterances of juvenile court judges, coming from persons in author­

ity, as they are, must have its consequences in the community at all levels. 

It is for this reason that referral rates are of importance, not so much 

as a measure of delinquent behavior but as an indication of how the community 

and persons in positions of authority are responding to the behavior of 

juveniles. 

The referral rates in the first two columns of Table VI show the 

number of juveniles per 1000 aged 6 through 17 with whom police have had 

contact and referred to the juvenile court or county probation office for 

official disposition. The expected values for the Chi Squares were based 

on the number of referrals that would have been expected had referrals been 

proportionate to contacts each year of the study. Knowing wha,t we do about 

8Refe~ence should be made to two parallel and compatible points 
of view: Walter Miller's "Lower Class Culture as a Generating Milieu of 
Gang Delinquency)" The JOUX'rlaZ of SoaiaZ Issues., Vol. 14, No.3 (1958), 
pp. 5-19; and Albert K. Cohen, DeZinquent Boys: The CuZtuPe of the Gang., 
Glencoe, Illinois, The Free Press, 1958. 
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TABLE VI 

'DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN PQLI~E CONTACT AND REFERRAL: 
COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN BY YEARS 

Year 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

Mean 

ReferralS per 
1000 Juveniles* 

Madison Racine 

11.2 17.7 

22.9 17.3 

69.4 21.0 

64.8 22.8 

76.8 16.5 

74.1 11.4 

19.0 

23.5 

26.4 

24.2 

55.1 20.4 

x2 = 248.5 X2 = 54.48 
P < .001** p < .001** 

Percent of Con­
tacts Referred 

Madison Racine 

14.7 25.8 

14.6 24.2 

47.4 53.8 

51.2 42.5 

47.0 36.8 

48.6 24.6 

25.8 

27.9 

22.6 

15.6 

20.0 

39.9 24.4 

Number of Contacts 
per Referral 

Madison Racine 

6.8 3.9 

6.8 4.1 

2.1 3.0 

1.9 2.4 

2.1 2.7 

2;0 .4 .1 

3.9 

5.6 

4.4 

6.4 

5.0 

2.5 4.1 

* It must be remembered that referral rates are influenced by differences 
in contact rates. 

** In computing X2
, expected referrals based on the number of acts observ­

ed by police each year and proportion of juvenile acts referred in th"e 
city (Madison, = 39.92%, Racine = 24.37%). 
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contact and referral procedures in Madison and Racine we wou1d expect each 

,year's referral rates per 1000 juveniles to be lower for Racine than for 

Madison. The increasing referral rate for Madison coincides with the dev­

elopment of a juvenile bureau and emphasis on the professional handling 

of juvenile misbehavior. By contrast, the referral rate per 1000 juveniles 

,of a given age in Racine has been relatively low for a 10-year period, but 

has been sufficiently erratic for the variation to be statistically signi­

ficant. 

During the first two years included in the study, Madison police 

referred relatively few of their juvenile contacts, but commencing in 1952 

approximately half were referred. It is assumed that others were released 

although the disposition was not always given. In Racine, the proportion 

who have been referred reached a peak of 42 percent in 1953 but gradually 

declined thereafter. The decreasing percentage 6f juvenile contacts re­

ferred in Racine could be due to two factors: (1) increased attention to 

writing up contacts for suspicion, investigation,or information in which 

there would be little likelihood of referral, thus reducing the proport­

ion who were referred, and; (2) police policy of dealing with a maximum 

nUmber of contacts at the street level in more recent years. What is 

really important to note here is the fact that ,Racine's policy of minimum 

referrals resulted in Racine having a lower juvenile court delinquency 

rate than Madison, even with' Racine's higher contact rates for some cat­

egories of serious delinquency. At the same time, Madison's policy of 

referring an increasingly larger proportion of its juvenile contacts with 

police has resulted in the county probation officer and the juvenile court 

being confronted by an increasingly large number of delinquents for offi-

cial disposition and an impression of rapidly increasing juvenile delinquency9. 

9 Por example, Madison delinquency and traffic referrals increased 
from 770 per year in 1952 to 1788 per year in 1959. Commencing in 1957, 
traffic referrals were listed separately and comprised somewhat oVer 500 
cases per year out of the total. But during the same period, Racine had 
referrals ranging from 48 to 128 per year but with no patterned increase. 
Traffic cases were almost neyer dealt with either officially or unofficially 
in. the juvenile court in Racine. See: U.S. Departmeny o~ Health, Education 
and Welfare, Social Security Administration, Children's Bureau3 Statistioal 
Series 3 Juvenile Court Statistios~ #18 (1950-52); #28 (1953); #31 (1955); 
#41 (1956); #52 (1957); #57 (1958); #61 (1959); and #65 (1960). 

t. 
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Basic juvenile police contact and referral data are presented in 

Table vn. Of most interest in this table is the difference in the per­

centage of police contacts that were referred for general categories of 

police contact in Madison c0!llpared to Racine. Only for traffic contacts 

did Racine police refer as frequently as did Madison police. Within each 
,," /,;' 

city, the proportion who were referred for different categories of police 

contact differ so grossly on a percentage basis as to make the two cities 
quite unlike each other. 

The highest referral rate for Madison was for theft and burglary, 

while the highest for Racine was for traffic. In fact, all specific re­

ferral rates were higher in Madisort than in Racine. Only traffic and var­

ious forms of theft had referral rates of approximately 5 or more per 1000 

juveniles per year in Racine while most Madison rates exceeded this. 

Both cities reported about 24 percent of their juvenile referrals 

for auto theft, thef~ and burglary, but here the similarity ended. The 

largest proportion of Madison's police contacts was for incorrigibility, 

runawaY,and truancy, but Racine had its largest percentage of contacts for 

auto theft, thef~ and burglary. While only 17 percent of Madison's ref­

errals were for traffic violations, almost half of Racine's were in this 
category. 10 

Summary 

The full extent of juvenile misbehavior is known for neither 

Racine nor Madison. But we do know something about the extent to which 

juveniles have had contact with the police year by year, and why they have 

had contact with them--and these data are as close to the full extent of 

lOA distinguished sociologist once remarked that the automobile 
is our greatest killer. When he made this statement before a women's club 
in an elite section of his community they were quite disappointed that he 
chose the automobile and deaths from traffic accidents as a topic rather 
than the subject of sex slayings, a type of behavior in which they could 
not conceive themselves as engaging. Perhaps they could only too readily 
see themselves in, the killer role while driving an automobile under the in­
fluence of liquor. Considering the fact Madison's contact rate was not 
six times greater than that of Racine for incorrigibility, runaway and 
truancy, and the disorderly conduct rate was not ten times as great as that 
fo:r Racine, the difference in refen'a.l rates between' the twoci ties is 
striking. 
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TABLE VII 

DELINQUENT AND OTHER ACTS RESULTING IN POLICE CONTACT 
AND REFERRAL: COMPARING MADISON AND RACINE BY 

REASON FOR REFERRAL 

Average Referrals Percent Percent of Percent of 
per 1000 Juveniles Referred Total Contacts Total Referrals 

Delinquent Acts Madison Racine Madison Racine Madison Racine Madison Racine 

1. All Theft, Burglary 13.4 4.8 63.5 28.1 15.2 20.4 24.3 23.6 

2. All Traffic 9.7 9.9 65.6 69.9 10.7 16.5 17.6 48.2 
Offenses 

3. Incorrigible, Run- 9.4 1.5 M.l 10.1 20.0 17.4 17.1 7.2 
away, Truancy 

4. Disorderly Conduct 6.3 .7 26.8 4.5 17.1 16.9 11.5 3.2 

5. Vagrancy 5.2 .3 38.8 5.7 9.4 5.1 9.4 1.2 

6. Contact 4.0 .1 22.7 2.2 12.8 6.8 7.3 .6 

7. Liquor 3.7 .7. 57.0 16.9 4.7 4.8 6.7 3.3 

8. Other, Incl. Non-
delinquency 3.4 2.6 24.7 26.4 10.1 12.0 6.2 12.8 

Total 55.1 20.6 39.9 24.4 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.1 

N 
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juvenile misbehavior as any measure that we have. 

The focus of this report, however, is not on the actual rate of 

contact in these two communities, but on differences in reasons for police 

contact, variation by year, variation by area of the community, and vari­

ation in referral policy. We have repeatedly stated that there are two 

parallel but not necessarily conflicting explanations for the patterns of 

police contact observed in Madison and Racine. One explanation hypothe­

sizes that contacts represent juvenile misbehavior generated within a soc­

ial context, behavior generated as a result of the organization of the 

community, behavior generated within a social system that operates in such 

a way as to give greater social and economic advantages to juveniles in 

the highest socio-economic groups. 

That Racine is an industrial community with differences of such 

a nature that a so-called "working class" or lower socio-economic subcult­

ure is more likely to have developed than in Madison is an impoDtant dif­

ference between the two communities that must be considered at the outset. 

But the fact that the characteristics of these two cities may differ in such 

a fashion as to generate moTe social class conflict or subcultural con­

flict in one than in another is only part of the picture--to what extent 

community differences explain "real" differences in patterns of delinquent 

behavior in juveniles we still cannot say. , 
We have also pointed out that the social organization of the 

community may be such that differences in attitude toward juvenile misbe­

havior exist on the part of those who make decisions about the extent ~o 

which various types of juvenile misbehavior should be tolerated or dea.lt 

with officially. We must consider not only to what extent differences in 

the social organization of Madison and Racine generate different juvenile 

misbehavior but also to what extent they generate differences in police 

policy. If persons in decision-making positions in the two communities 

perceive juvenile misbehavior differently they are likely to translate it 

into somewhat div,erse actions on the part of the police who contact and 

work with the juvenile population. Thus, contact and referral patterns 

may differ from ~.ommunJ~y to community, from area to area in the communi­

ty, and from offense to offense not only on a basis of how the community 

is organized and how people earn their living, but likewise in ways that 
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are related to differences in ethnic background, world view, and a host 

of other adult and juvenile social characteristics that are determinrults 

of police policy. We have not mentioned specific differences in the two 

communities aside from differences in their economies, but the fact that 

Racine's population differs ethnically and rel~,giously from that of Madi­

son must also be taken into consideration in understanding how adults 

perceive juvenile misbehavior. 

Our findings are based to some extent on differences in juvenile 

behavior, but also on how the adults in the community differ in the way 

they look at this behavior and the manner in which they expect their per­

ceptions to be translated into official action. Contact rates are more 

representative of what juveniles are doing, but referral rates are more 

representative or indicative of how adults differently perceive what juv­

eniles are doing-~and therein we have a large part of the explanation of 

why both contact rates and referral rates differ in Madison and Racine. 

~ ---------------~--...... --~--~;~.~,-----------
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II 

MEASURING JUVENILE DELINQUENCY: A COMPARISON OF 
TWO ATTEMPTS AT SCALING JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

Introduction 

25 

In our preliminary report, JuveniZe DeZinquenay in Madison and 

Raaine" it was emphasized that research 'on juvenile delinquency has been 

hampered by our failure to make sufficient progress on two basic problems: 

(1) the development of a scale of the seriousness of offenses resulting 

in police contact with juveniles, and; (2) the development of a scale 

that combines individual offenses into some theoretically meaningful 

quantitative measure of the seriousness of delinquent careers. Although 

th~re has been a large literature on the subject of measuring juvenile 

delinquency, no satisfactory conclusion has been reached on exactly how 

serious one offense is compared to another and how multiple offenses should 

be combined into a seriousness-of-career scale. 1 

IThe entire literature on measurin~ the extent of delinquency 
and various attempts to develop scales will not be mentioned in this re­
port. An early study by Sophia M. Robison, Can DeZinquenay be Measured?" 
New York, Columbia University Press, 1936, is a good starting point for 
those who would like an introduction to the problem. A later and very 
thorough approach may be found in Thorsten Sellin and Marvin Wolfgang's, 
The Measurement of DeZinquenay" New York, John Wiley & Sons, 1964, parti­
cularly Chapters 5, 8, 18, and 20, pp. 55-70, 114-130, 292-318, and 334-
349. A variety of papers have also appeared on the scaling problem: 
F. Ivan Nye and James F. Short, Jr., "Scaling Delinquent Behavior," Ame1"­
iaan SoaioZogiaaZ Review" Vol. 22, No.3, (June, 1957), pp. 326-331; 
James F Short, Jr., "Psychosomatic Compaints, Institutionalization, and 
Delinquency," Researah Studi~s of the state CoZZege of Washington" Vol. 
XXIV, No.2, (June, 1956), pp. 150-159; William R. Arnold, "Continuities 
in Research: Scaling Delinquent Behavior," SoaiaZ P1"obZems" Vol. 13, No.1, 
(Summer, 1965), pp. 59-66; John P. Clark and Larry L. Tifft, "Polygraph 
and Interview Validation of Self-reported Deviant Behavior," Ameriaan Soai­
oZogiaaZ Review" Vol. 31, No.4, (August, 1966), pp. 516-523; Lois B. De 
Fleur, "On Polygraph and Interview Validation, II Ame1"iaan SoaioZogiaaZ Re­
view" Vol. 32, No.1 (February, 1967), pp. 114-115 and a reply by Clark 
and Tifft, pp. 115-117; James F. Short and F. Ivan Nye, "Reported Behavior 
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In an earlier paper, and in a preliminary report,2 it was con­

cluded that attempts to scale delinquency (categories of police contact 

wi th juveniles were utilized as the basis for scaling), in Madison and 

then later in Racine, cast considerable doubt on both the hypothesis of 

uni-dimensionality and the hypothesis of distinctive types of delinquent 

careers. In the Madison sample, the 10 most numerous categories of pol­

ice contact, males and females combined, were selected for the initial 

scaling attempt. The coefficient of reproducibility was .900, but the 

minimum coefficient of reproducibility was .835, indicating very little 

improvement in reproducibility above that which was possible from the modal 

categories of the marginals. Relatively few of the delinquents had what 

could be called a career in delinquency. Predictability was high from the 

modal categories of the marginals because a large proportion of the juv­

eniles had had contact for only one of the 10 different categories of pol­

ice contacts used in this scaling attempt. A second scaling attempt in 

which. only seven categories were employed, thus reducing the sample of 

juveniles who had one. or more contacts of the seven types included in the 

scale· from 1553 to 926, had a coefficient of reproducibility of .. 906, but 

a minimum coefficient of reproducibility of .808--still little improvement 

over minimum reproducibility. Again, minimum reproducibility was high 

because such a large proportion of the juveniles included in the sample had 

as a Criterion of Deviant Behavior," Soaial Problems:, Vol. V, No.3, (Win­
ter, 1957-58), pp. 207-213; John P. Clark and Eugene P. Wenninger, "Socio­
Economic Class and Area as Correlates of Illegal Behavior Among Juveniles," 
Ameriaan Soaiologiaal Review:, Vol. 27, No.6 (December, 1962), pp. 826-834; 
and Austin P. Porterfield and C. Stanley Clifton, Youth in Trouble:, Fort 
Worth, The Leo Potishman Foundation, 1946. 

2Lyle W. Shannon, ."Scaling Juvenile Delinquency," Journal of 
Researah in Crime and DeZinquenay:, (January, 1968), pp. 52-65. The first 
scale with ten categories of police contact and the number of juveniles 
with at least one contact of that type are as follows: Incorrigibility, 
577; disorderly conduct, 505; contact for suspicion, investigation, or 
information, 384; vagrancy, 269; traffic--operating and parking, 267; 
theft, 252; liquor offenses, 140; burglary, 63; auto theft, 63; sex of­
fenses, 35. The second scale with seven categories of police contact and 
the number of juveniles. with at least one contact of that type are as fol­
lows: Disorderly conduct, 505; vagrancy, 269; theft, 252; liquor offenses, 
140; burglary, 63; auto theft~ 63; sex offenses, 35. 
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only one type of police contact. 

Scaling police contacts with juveniles did not permit the un­

ambiguous ranking of juveniles from those whose behavior has been chance 

or sporadic and confined to behaviors perceived as only minor trasgres­

sions at one extreme, to those who have engaged in the entire spectrum of 

,delinquent acts, including the most serious, at the other extreme. The 

facts of the case are that very few juveniles had engaged in the entire , 
spectrum of delinquent acts and only a portion of what they had done had 

been recorded by the police. Very few juveniles had engaged in even the 

seven or 10 most frequently appearing categories out of the 25 categories 

of delinquent acts resulting in police contact, as we categorized them. 

Had all 25 categories for police contact been included in a scaling at­

tempt rather than only the 10 most frequent reasons or the seven most fre­

quent reasons, the results would have been even less reproducible or 

scalable. 

Since the coefficient of reproducibility for Racine police con­

tacts was only~981, with a minimum coefficient of reproducibility of 

.8449, it cannot be said that the data constituted a Guttman scale. 

Doubtless, there are juveniles who progress from lesg serious 

to more serious types of offenses, but this cannot be equated with the 

hypothesis that all or most juvenile careers can. be placed on a continuum 

from those who have had police contacts for the complete range of offenses 

included in our classification system to those who have had police contacts 

for only those categories of behavior in which almost all juvenile del­

inquents have engaged. 

The distribution of Guttman scores for the total juvenile group 

in Madison and Racine is shown in Table I as a basis for comparison with 

the proportions in each soci-economic status area. Perusal indicates that 

Guttman scores are disproportionately distributed between social areas but 

the differences were not sufficient to be statistically significant. 

Guttman vs. Geometric Scale Scores as a Basis 
for Comparing Madison and RaCIne-----

Our next step was to construct a Geometric scale with precisely 

the same data as that utilized in the Guttman scale. A word should now be 
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said about the nature of Geometric scale scores as contrasted to Guttman 

scale scores. A Gutt.man scale score stands for only one set of responses, 

assuming no errors, and represents a position on a continuum from a min­

imum amount of something to a maximum amount of whatever is being measur­

ed by the scale. A person with the highest Guttman score would have had 

contact with the police for all of the 10 categories of offenses. 

TABLE I 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF GUTTMAN TYPE DELINQUENCY SCORES 
FOR MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN, BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

STATUS AREAS 

Guttman Percentage Percentage Distribut- Percentage Percentage Dist-
Distribut- ion Observed by Distribut- ribution Observ-

Scale ion of all Socio-Economic Status ion of all ed by Socio-Econ-
Guttman Areas Guttman omic Status Areas 

Scores Scores Low Middle High Scores Low Middle High 

0 38.1 38.5 37.4 38.0 42.1 43.8 41.3 40.1 

1 23.4 20.8 25.4 26.7 18.1 14.1 18.3 24.7 

2 22.3 22.0 20.5 25.5 19.0 20.4 18.0 18.1 

3 6.1 6.2 6.8 4.6 6.8 6.1 8.2 6.3 

4 3.5 4.2 3.4 1.8 8.7 9.6 8.4 7.7 

5 2.1 1.8 2.8 1.5 3.4 3.9 3.1 2.8 

6 2.6 3.7 1.9 1.2 1.2 1.2 2.3 

7 1.2 1.6 1.1 .3 .5 .6 .6 .4 

8 .1 .4 .1 .2 

9 .6 1.1 .2 .3 .1 .2 

10 .1 .1 

Total 100.1 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.2 100.1 

By contrast, Geometric score 1 would go to a person who had a con­

tact for that offense most. frequently resulting in police contact by juven­

iles in the sampl'e, a score of 2 would go to that juvenile who had a con­

tact for the second most frequent cat.egory, and a score of 4 would go to 

that juvenile who had a contact for the third most frequent contact categ­

ory and so on until every contact category had received a basic score. A 
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juvenile who had a. police contact for the least frequent contact category 

(presumably the most "serious" and probably murder), would have a very 

high score even if this were his only police contact. The person who had 

a contact for the most frequent category of contacts and the next most 

frequent category would have a score of 3. The person who had contacts 

,for the first, second and third categories would have a score of 7, that 

is, one point for the most frequent category, two points for the next most 

frequent category and four points for the third most frequent category of 

police contacts. A person who had contacts for the four most frequent 

categories would have a score of 15, that is, one point for the most fre­

quently occurring category, two for the next most, four for the next most, 

and eight for- the next most frequent category of police contacts, or a tot­

al of 15. A person who had a contact for murder (assuming it to be the 

least frequent category) and all other categories of contact as well, 

would have a score of 2039--1024 for murder, 512 for the next least frequ­

ent category, and so on. One could go on at great length describing how 

various combinations of categories would result ,in different scores. Each 

Geometric score stands for only one combination of contacts. No two dif-

ferent combinations of police contact categories could have the same score. 

Th:,ehigher a person! s Geometric score, the more likely he is to have had 

a police contact for at least one infrequently recorded reason for police 

con~~act. The lower the scor~, the more likely that the juvenile has had 

contact for only the most frequently recorded reasons for polcie contact. 

Police contacts for juveniles in Racine were classified following 

the same system as in Madison. The 10 most frequent reasons for contact 

selected for inclusion in the Racine scale included the same items as did 

the Madison scale with one exception. Contacts for suspicion, for ... irvesti-
< 

gation and for information were not in sufficient numbers to include in the 

Racine scale and assault and weapons were not included in the Madison scale. 3 

3Juveni1e contacts, it will be remembered, were classified as 
follows: Robbery, burglary; theft (except auto); auto theft; disorderly 
conduct; vagrancy; liquor offenses; incorrigible and runaway; truancy; 
assault; sex offenses; narcotic and drug offenses; forgery; homicide; mov­
ing vehicle violations; all other traffic violations; weapons; fraud; fami­
ly offenses; gambling; escapes; violent property destruction; contact; ob­
scene literature; other. 
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The rank ordering of reasons for contact also varied but these differen­

ces were discussed at length earlier in this report.~ 

If delin,queht careers consist of distinctive types rather than 

delinquency being a continuum of delinquent careers from the most serious 

who have had contacts for every category of offense to those who have had 

a contact for only the least serious category of offense, Geometric scal­

ing should produce a menagerie of sociologically meaningful types. Sixty­

seven percent of the juveniles fell into the 10 most frequent single of­

fense categories. If we add to this the persons who had police contacts 

in two or three categories, 211 of them fell into the 11 most frequent 

patterns involving contact for more than one offense category. Thus, 80.4 

percent of all juveniles in the sample were either in the single contact 

category or 11 most frequent combinations of two or three multiple con­

tacts. Twenty-one different Geometric scores or types out of hundreds 

of possible combinations and permutations made up 80.4 percent of the total. 

But these results were obtained because most juveniles had either one or 

very few contact~, not because they sorted themselves out into a relative­

ly small number of different, sociologically meaningful, combinations of 

police conta.cts. If we reduced the number of categories included to seven, 

as in the second scaling attempt, 90 percent of these juveniles were found 

in 17 different types of career patterns, if these could be called careers. , 
It was necessary to conclude that the juv3niles in the sample presented 

neither a sociologically meaningful continuum (Guttman scale score) of 

delinquent careers nor sociologically meaningful types (Geometric scale 

scores). 

Similarly, 81.6 percent of the Racine juveniles were accounted 

for by single police contact types and a few double and triple patterns 

of police contact. In summary, two-thirds of the juveniles in Racine as 

in Madison had contacts for only one of the 10 offenses listed, and the 

remainder of the group had contacts for only two or three types of offens­

es. Indeed, both Madison and Racine juveniles constituted such a mixed 

bag that it is not possible to sort them into meaningful groups of de-

~Lyle W. Shannon, "Types and Patterns of Delinquency in a Mid­
dle ... Sized City," op. cit. 

,' ....... 
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linquent types. 

On the other hand, as shown in Table II, the disproportional 

appearance in low socio-economic status areas of juveniles with police 

contacts for the categories that generate a high Geometric score, and the 

disproportionally low appearance of juveniles with low Geometric scores 

in the high socio-economic status areas was so great that the difference 

was statistically significant at the .001 level for both Madison and Racine. 

TABLE II 

DICHOTOMIZED GEOMETRIC SCORES FOR RACINE AND MADISON, WISCONSIN 

Dichotomized Socio-Economic Status Areas Geometric 
Scores Low Middle High Total 

RACINE 

1-15 310 65% 223 65% 210 75% 743 66% 

16-1023 181 57% 133 57% 77 27% 391 34% 

Total 491 100% 356 100% 287 100% 1134 100% 

X2 = 9.97, 2 d.f., P -< .01 

MADISON 

1-31 522 69% 330 71% 269 83% 1121 72% 

32-1023 237 51% 138 29% 57 17% 432 28% 

Total 759 100% 468 100% 326 100% 1553 100% 

X2 = 22.36, 2 d.f. , P < .001 

One further analysis of the set of scaling data was made. Since 

we started with the assumption that most juveniles go through a pattern 

of progression in their delinquent careers, those who have boen in the 

sample for longer periods of time should have higher scale scores than 

those who have been in the sample for shorter periods of time, assuming 

that everyone in the sample engaged in their first delinquent behavior dur­

ing the period o~the study--if certain other assumptions may also be made. 

Unless all of the juveniles included in the set were in it at an early age, 

having commenced their delinquency at an early age, they would not have 

had an opportunity to fully develop their delinquent careers during the 

period of the study. The data would not be likely to scale even if del-
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linquency is unidimensional unless the entire set had this uniform ex­

perience--a1though those who had not progressed to the most serious cate­

gories would have lower scale scores and those who had progressed would 

have higher scale scores there would be late starters with careers unlike 

the careers of delinquents who had commenced at an early age. This as­

sumes that the point at which a career commences has an influence on the 

type of delinquent behavior in which the individual will engage. It is 

for this reason that the likelihood of producing an acceptable Guttman 

scale will be reduced unless an attempt is made to control for the onset 

of delinquency and time in the sample. 

Guttman and Geometric Scales for a Cohort of 
~dison and Racine JuvenIles 

In order to control for the fact that some juveniles in the Madi­

son a.nd Racine samples had been exposed for greater periods of time than. 

others, and that some had been exposed for the period of their juvenile 

career which was most likely to have been a delinquent career if they were 

to have one, while others were not, it was decided to spoon out or select 

from the total Madison and Racine samples, two groups of essentially the 

same age who had been exposed for what might be considered the critical 

period of their youth. The Madison cohort consisted of males born in 1938. 

The Racine cohort consisted o£males born between 1943 and 1945. 

These juveniles were rescaled, Madison and Racine separately; the 

distribution of their scale scores is presented separately and in relat­

ionship to the social areas of the city. The Madison la-item scale had a 

coefficient of reproducibility of .864 and was therefore not considered 

scalable by Guttman criteria. s In essence, controlling for age and time 

SThe Madison items were ordered as follows: Disorderly conduct, 
69; traffic offenses, 63; incorrigibility, runaway or truancy, 59; con­
tact for suspicion, investigation or information, 58; theft, 47; vagrancy, 
42; liquor offenses, 26; auto theft, 20; robbery or burglary, 11; and sC'~ 
offenses, 4. Considering the distribution of contacts, there should hav~( 
been 22 exact scale-type responses but there were only 24. Th;i.s means 
that the observed exact scale-types were not significantly greater tha~ 
chance - X2 = .238. When the contact category having the highest error 
(incorrigibility, runaway, or truancy) was eliminated and a 9-item scale 
was constructed, the coefficient of reproducibility was .883, still not 
meeting the minimum standard. However, 33 exact scale-type responses were 
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in the sample did not produce a series of homogeneous careers although the 

proportion of single offense careers was lower than in previous scaling 

attempts. Although the lowest socio-economic status area had the largest 

proportion of high scores and the highest socio-~conomic status area had 

the lowest proportion of high scores, the overall difference was not stati­

stically significant. 

In Racine, the cohort born between 1943 and 1945 had been nine 

years in the sample. Essentially the same results were obtained as in 

the Madison scaling attempt. The coefficient of reproducibility was .888, 

not meeting the minimum requirements for a Guttman type scale. 6 These 

scores were distributed somewhat unevenly by areas--the largest number of 

high scores was in the middle socio-economic status area rather than in 

the area of maximum social deprivation. 

Geometric scores for the Madison and Racine cohorts were also 

computed and here again, the proportion of low scores was reduced. Al­

though the highest Geometric scores for Madison juveniles were in the 

lowest socio-economic sta,tus area and the lowest in the highest socio­

economic area, the difference was not statistically significant. As in 

the case of Madison, each area had essentially the same range of distri­

bution of Geometric scores; differences by social al.'eas were not stati­

stically significant. 

In conclusion, it may be said that both the Madison and Racine 

cohorts, each with exposure for the maximum time period of the study and 

for the years that they were most likely to have had delinquent careers, 

expected and 46 observed, indicating a statistically significant improve­
ment over expected at the .05 level of significance-..,x 2 = 6.081. 

6The Racine items were ordered as follows: Disorderly conduct, 
72; :theft, 56; incorrigibility, runaway, or truancy, 51; traffic, 38; 
vagr'ancy, 30; auto theft, 17; robbery or burglary, 14; liquor offenses, 
12; sex offenses, 9; and assault or weapons,S. Considering the distri­
bution of .contacts, there would have been 36 exact scale-type responses 
on a basis of chqnce and there were 35, indicating that the scale did not 
result in improvement. As in the case of Madison, a re-run was made, eli­
minating the item with the greatest error (traffic). This produced a co­
efficient of reproducibility of .907. However, the expected number of 
exact scale-type responses was 47 and only 55 were observed, showin~ an 
improvement too small to not have occurred by chance-~x2 = 1.~26. , 
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were distributed along the entire range of the scale and skewed to the 

most delinquent end of the scale to a greater extent than was the total 

sample. One is led to believe that if the entire juvenile career of 

those in the total sample had been more adequately covered in the files 

of the Crime Prevention Bureau, we would have had a better test of the 
hypothesis of unidimensionality. 

The case for unidimensionality of police contact data appeared 

somewhat bleak at this point. It was next decided that by collapsing 

police contacts into fewer categories, so as to reduce the number of juv­

eniles with only one or two types of contacts, it might be possible to 

produce a meaningful continuum of delinquent careers rather than so many 
single category types. 

~ecoding and Rescaling the Data 

The next 'step was to decide on a limited number of relatively 

homogeneous and sociologically meaningful categories of police contact 

under which all other categories of police contact could be subsumed. 

This would not only make the categories utilized in rescaling the data 

more meaningful, but would also increase the number of persons who had 

had a pOlice contact or police contacts for categories utilized in the 

scaling operation. It will be recalled that in earlier scaling attempts, 

we selected the seven orlO c~tegories which most frequently occurred and 

eliminated all others. This not only reduced the number of police con­

tacts included in the scaling ?peration, but also reduced the number of 

juveniles who had a contact for one or more of the categories included in 

the scaling operation. The following nine categories were decided upon: 

1) theft; 2) theft involving force; 3) vices; 4) disorder or threats to 

order; 5) incorrigibility; 6) violence against persons and property; 7) 

sex offenses; 8) traffic offenses, and; 9) contacts for information, sus­
picion,or investigation. 7 

7The nine categories included: 1) theft, auto theft, forgery, 
fraud; 2) robbery, burglary; 3) liquor, narcotics, and drugs, gambling; 
4) disorderly conduct, vagrancy; family, obscene literature; 5) incor­
rigible, runaway, truancy, escapee; 6) assault, homicide, weapons, viol.­
ent property destruction; 7) sex offenses; 8) traffic offenses, including 
moving vehicle; and 9) contact for information, suspicion, or investigation. 
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When this recoding had been completed, 1643 cases remained for 

Madison and 1166 for Racine. Police contacts were distributed among per-
sons remaining in the sample in the manner described below. 

The juveniles included in the Madison and Racine scaling attempts were distributed by social areas within the city as shown in Table III. 
,High socio-economic status areas in both communities have a disproport­

ional number of single contacts and the proportion of repeaters increases 

as one goes from high socio-economic status to low socio-economic status 

areas. It is also quite apparent that the proportion of Madison's low 

socio-economic status area persons who have more than a single police 

contact is considerably greater than that for Racine. These are the basic 

data which are dealt with in the remainder of this report; differences in 

the number of multiple contacts between Madison and Racine should result 

in somewhat higher scores for Madison than for Racine on any scale com­

bining contacts into a total score. The nature of the data will also in­

cr~ase the scores for low socio-economic status areas over those for mid­

dle and high socio-economic status areas. In essence, the repetitiousness 

of pol~ce contacts by juveniles in the low socio-economic status areas will 

be combined with differences in the reasons for pOlice contacts, increas­

ing the differences between scores of the juveniles residing in low socio­

economic status areas when compared with those residing in the middle and 
high socio-economic status areas. 

The new set of Geometric scores for both Madison and R~ine are 

presented in a simplified form in Table IV and, by social areas for Madi­
son and Racine in,Table V. 

If there are distinctive types of delinquent careers, rather than 

saying that delinquency is a continuum, we should be able to construct a 

small menagerie of types from the Geometric scores. For the Madison sam­

ple, 59.5 percent of the juveniles fell into the nine categories utilized 

in the rescaling operation. If we add to this the persons who, had police 

contacts for two or three reasons, 219 of them fell into the 24 most fre­

quent patterns involving contact for more than one reason. This meant 

that 86.4 percent of all juveniles in the sample were either in the single 

contact category or 24 most frequent combinations of two or three mUlti­

ple contacts. In other words, 33 different Geometric Scores or types 



Number 
of 

Police 
Contacts 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 . 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
26 
31 
33 

TABLE III 

DISTRIBUTION OF MADISON AND RACINE, WISCONSIN 
JUVENILES INCLUDED IN GUTTMAN AND GEOMETRIC 

SCALES BY TOTAL NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS 

Percent of Each Social Area's Juveniles by 
Total Number of Police Contacts* 
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Madison 
Socio-Economic Status Areas 
Low Middle High Total 

Racine 
Socia-Economic Status Areas 
Low Middle High Total 

42.9 
19.0 
12.4 
5.4 
3.8 
2.5 
3.2 
2.1 
2.1 
.8 

1.1 
.8 
.6 

,.2 
.8· 
.2 
.5 
.5 

.2 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.2 

.2 

49.4 
1 '1.1 
9.8 
'1.3 
3.0 
2.5 
1.3 
2.8 
1.5 

.5 
1.5 
1.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.8 

.3 

.3 

61.1 
15.1 
10.2 
6.0 
2.5 

. '1 
1.4 
1.1 
1.1 

.4 

.4 

.4 

48.8 
1'1.6 
11.0 

6.1 
3.3 
2.1 
2.2 
2.1 
1.'1 

.6 
1.0 
.8 
.5 
.2 
.5 
.3 
.3 
.2 
.1 
.1 
.1 
.2 
.2 
.2 
.1 
.1 

52.8 
15.1 
8.9 
'1.2 
4.3 
3.1 
2.9 
2.2 

• ? 
· '1 
· '1 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

52.4 
1'1.4 
9.8 
5.'1 
4.'1 
2.8 
1.9 
1.9 
2.2 
.6 

.3 

.3 

58.'1 
14.8 
10.9 
5.5 
3.9 
2.2 
1.7 
1.3 

.4 
1.3 

.9 

.4 

54.0 
15.8 
9.6 
5.8 
4.4 
2.8 
2.3 
1.9 
1.1 

.8 

.3 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.. 1 

.1 

.1 

Total 100.6· 100.3 100.4 100.4 99 .• 9 100.0 100.0 99.9 

*Percent includes only juveniles residing inside Madison and Racine. 202 
juveniles or 17.3 percent, residing outside Racine and 330 juveniles, or 
20.1 percent, re~iding outside Madison were not included in this table, 
but were included in. the scaling attem,l?t.; 
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TYPES OF DELINQUENT CAREERS BASED ON GEOMETRIC SCORES COMPARING 
RACINE, WISCONSIN, 1950-1960 WITH MADISON, WISCONSIN, 1950-1955 

Racine* Madison* 
9 Reasons for 9 Reasons for 

Traffic offenses, All other Traffic 
Disorderly conduct, Vagrancy, Family, Obscene 

Police Contacts Pol~ce Contacts 

literature, Other 
Theft, Auto theft, Forgery, Fraud 
Incorrigible, runaway, Truancy, Escapee 
Contact for suspicion, investigation, Information 
Liquor, Narcotics and Drugs, Gambling 
Assault, Homicide, Weapons, Violent Property 

destruction 
Robbery, Burglary 
Sex offenses 

TOTAL SINGLE CATEGORY TYPES 

Disorderly conduct, etc., Traffic offenses, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Theft, etc. 
Traffic offenses, etc., Theft, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Traffic, etc., Theft, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Incorrigible, etc. 
Traffic offenses, etc., Incorrigible, etc. 
Dis. con., etc., Traffic, etc., Incorrigible, etc. 
Theft, etc., Incorrigible, etc. 
Dis. conduct, etc., Theft, etc., Incorrigible, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Contact 
Contact, Theft, etc. 
Traffic offenses, etc., Liquor offenses, etc. 
Dis. conduct, etc., Traffic, etc., Diquor, etc. 
Theft~ etc., Liquor offenses, etc. 
D. c., etc., Theft, etc., Incor., etc., Rob., etc. 
Incorrigible, etc., Assault, etc. 
Incorrigible, etc., Contact 
Dis. conduct, etc., Incorrigible, etc., Contact 
Traffic offenses, etc., Contact 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Traffic, etc., Contact 
Incorrigible, etc., Traffic, etc., Theft, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Contact, Theft, etc. 
Incorrigible, etc., Contact, Theft, etc. 
D.c., etc., Incor., etc., Contact, Theft, etc. 
Disorderly conduct, etc., Liquor offenses, etc. 
D.c., etc., Incor., etc., Contact, Liquor, etc. 
D.c., etc., Traf., etc., Cont., Th., etc., L., etc. 
D. c., etc., Incor., etc.', Cont., Th., etc., R., etc. 

MOST FREQUENT MULTIPLE CATEGORY TYPES 

MOST FREQUENT TYPES 

TOTAL JUVENILES IN SAMPLE 

228 

206 
121 

85 
35 
27 

22 
16 
14 

754 - 64.?% 

29 
31 
19 

9 
27 
16 

7 
8 

24 
9 
6 
6 
7 
8 
7 
6 

219 - 18.8% 

973 - 83.5% 

1169 -100.0% 

184 

287 
80 

268 
l1S 

23 

4 
12 

5 

978 - 59.5% 

35 
29 
11 
9 

76 
15 
12 
22 
26 
41 
10 

8 

27 
19 
15 

8 
8 

11 
9 

12 
11 

8 
9 

10 

441 - 26.8% 

1419 - 86.4% 

1643 -100.0% 
*Inc1udes 202 juveniles who resided outside Racine and 330 juveniles who resided 
outside Madison. 
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(out of hundreds of possible combinations and permutations) made up 86.4 

percent of th(-, total. These resul ~s were obtained because most juveniles 

had either contacts for only one category of contacts--or at most, for 

two or three categories--not because they sorted themselves out into a 

relatively small number of sociologically or behaviorally meaningful com­

binations of contact categories. It was necessary to conclude that the 

juveniles in the sample failed to constitute meaningful mUltiple category 

types. 

Similarly, 83.5 percent of the Racine sample juveniles were ac­

counted for by single police contact types and a few double and triple 

categories of police contact totalling 16 different types. The types of 

delinquents found in both Madison and Racine, therefore, constitute a 

mixed bag of types. Indeed they constitute such a mixed bag that it is 

not possible to consider these types as falling into a few homogeneous 

categories of persons who have been thieves, threateners of peace, tran­

quility and order, injurious to themselves by their vicious habits, or 

threateners of the life and property of others. 

But aside from the fact that the Geometric scores constitute 

something of a problem in that juveniles were not d~vided up into a few 

relatively homogeneous types, they may be utilized in other ways in order 

to get a better picture of the distribution of types of delinquency in 

Madison and Racine. 

The data in Table V have been consolidated in what may be an 

oversimplified fashion, but for which there is a rationale. Scores start 

out with the most frequent reason for police contacts with juveniles, then 

the second most frequent rea.son, and next with the score 3 which is for 

the first and second most frequent categories of police contact. Follow­

ing this is the score 4 which is for the third most frequent r'eason,. and 

then scores 5 through 7. The score of 5 for Madison involves -traffic of­

fenses plus disorderly conduct, etc.; the score of 6 represents contacts 

for tJ:'affic offenses plus incorrigibility, etc.; the score of 7 represents 

traffic offenses, disorderly conduct, etc., and incorrigibility, etc. In 

other words,' s90res of 5 through 7 on a Geometric scale involve contacts 

for traffic offenses plus other offenses. Next, we move on to a score of 

8 which is contact for suspicion, investigation,or information and scores 
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TABLE V 

DISTRIBUTION OF GEOMETRIC SCORES FOR MADISON AND 
RACINE, WISCONSIN, BY SOCIAL AREAS 

Madison Socio­
Economic Status Area* 

Geometric Scores Low Middle High Geometric Scores 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5-7 
8 

Disorderly conduct, etc. 
IncOl"xigible fl etc. 

Traffic offefises, etc. 

Contact for suspicion, in­
vestigation, information 

127 
73 
38 
39 
25 
41 

70 
68 
23 
26 
13 
29 

68 
59 
11 
32 
16 
18 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5-7 
8 

Disorderly conduct, etc. 
Traffic offenses, etc. 

Theft, etc. 

Incorrigible, etc. 

Racine Socio­
Economic Status Area* 

Low Middle High 

76 
45 

8 
44 
19 
36 

68 
40 
11 
23 
20 
20 

46 
46 

6 
23 
12 
18 

9-15 
16 

17-31 
32 

33-63 
64 

65-127 
128 

129-255 
256 

257-511 

Theft, etc. 
53 
20 

36 
17 

17 
14 

9-15 
16 Contact for suspicion, infor­

mation, or investigation 

37 
15 

25 
12 

21 
6 

Liquor offenses, etc. 

Robbery, burglary 

Assault, etc. 

Sex offenses 

Total 

87 
3 

47 
1 

36 

i8 
3 

20 

631 

32 
3 

27 
4 

30 
3 
8 
1 
7 

397 

25 
1 

12 
3 
3 
1 
4 

1 

285 

17-.31 
32 

33-63 
64 

65-127 
128 

129-255 
256 

257-511 

Total 

Liquor offenses, etc. 

Robbery, burglary 

Assault, ect. 

Sex offenses 

25 
6 

21 
9 

24 
10 
20 

8 
14 

417 

9 
9 

25 
4 

15 
9 

20 
2 
5 

317 

12 
, 5 

7 
2 
4 
2 
9 
3 
8 

230 

*330 or 20.1% of the Madison sample resided outside Madison and 202 or 17.3% of the Racine sample resided outside 
Racine and are not included in this table although they \Olere included in thE: scaling attempts. VI 
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9-15, which involve contact for suspicion, investigation, 01' information 

plus more frequently encountered categories; then to theft which has a 

score of 16 and scores 17-31 which involve theft plus more frequently en­

countered categories, and so on until all combinations of police contacts 

have been included. 

This gives us an array of juveniles ranging from those who have 

had 8. contact for the most frequent reason for police contact to those 

who have had a contact for sex offenses plus other contacts (sex offenses 

being the least frequent reason for police contact), The Geometric scores 

cannot properly be said to constitute a scale measuring seriousness of 

reasons for police contact according to cardinal units, and some might 

eve~ argue that it is not proper to think of it as an ordinal scale of 

seriousness of combinations of reasons for police contact. Particularly, 

some might be concerned because a person with a score of 32 for liquor 

offenses, et~., has had oYrly one category of police contact while those 

who have lower scale scores have in many instances, had multiple categories 

of police contacts. Whatever the shortcomings of this combination of cat­

egories may be, it has an orderly rationale and can be defended on that 

basis. It can, at the very .minimum, be thought of as a heuristic arrange­

ment of juvenile careers in order to see what kind of relationship exists 

between this arrangement and ~ocio-economic status areas. 

The Geometric scores as presented in Table V clearly indicate 

that there is a relationship. between socio-economic status and scores re­

presentative of categories of pOlice contacts with juveniles. When the 

total number of juveniles with various Geometric scores are compared with 

the expected number for each socio-economic status area based on the dist­

ribution of the juvenile popUlation by socio-economic status areas' and the 

overall distribution of Geometric scores, the disproportionally high ap­

pearance in low socio-economic status areas of juveniles with police con­

tacts for the categories that generate a high Geometric score, and the 

disproportionallY,low appearance of juveniles with either high or low Geo­

metric scores in the 'high socio-economic status areas is so great that the 

difference in scor6S by areas is statistically significant at the .001 

level for Madison but not quite significant for Racine. 
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And when the total number of juvenile careers utilized in the 

scaling operation and the resulting distrib~ltion of Geometric scores is 

selected as a basis for determining the r.umber of juveniles of each Geo­

metric scale type that should appear in each area, the distribution of 

scale types differs significantly by areas at the .001 level. Thus, in 

spite of the fact that the Geometric scaling operation did not make it 

possible to place most juveniles "tn a few sociologically meaningful homo­

geneous groups of contact categories, it does permit us to present a 

simplified picture of patterns of police contact categories by areas with-· 

in the city and for comparison between cities. In both cit.ies, the mid­

point of the Geometric scores for low socio-economic status areas was 8, 

for middle socio-economic status areas between 6 and 7, and for high socio­

economic status areas 4. 

To simplify the presentation of Geometric scores even further, 

when the distribution of Geometric scores is dichotomized at almost any 

point there is a statistically significant variation in the proportion of 

scores from social area to social area with the lowest socio-economic 

status area having the highest proportion of high scores and the highest 

socio-economic status area having the lowest proportion of high scores. 

For example, in the case of Racine, if the cutting point was between 

scores 15 and 16, the following distribution was obtained: 

Dichotomized Socio-Economic Status Areas Geometric 
Scores Low Middle High TotA-l 

1-15 265 64% 207 8/5% ·172 75% 644 67% 

16-511 152 38% llO 35% 58 25% 320 33% 

Total 417 100% 317 100% 230 100% 964 100% 

X2 = 8.914, 2 d.f., P < .02 

In the case of Madison, if the cutting point was between 15 and 

16, the following distribution was obtained: 

Dichotomized 
Geometric 

Scores 

1-15 

16-511 

Totar 

396 

235 

631 

Low 

83% 

37% 

100% 

Socio-Economic Status Areas 

Middle High Total 

265 87% 221 78% 882 87% 

132 33% 64 22% 431 33% 

397 100% 285 100% 1313 100% 

X2 = 19.514, 2 d.f. , P < .001 

;> 
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With reference to Racine, when the cutting point is placed be­

tween 4 anJ 5, approximately half of the marginal totals are in the low 

score categories, and half are in the high score categories. If we think 

of this as a prediction problem then a person in the lowest socio-economic 

status area is most likely to have a high score, a person in the middle 

socio-economic status is n)ore likely to have a high score than a low score, 

but a person in a high socio-economic status area is most likely to have 

a low score. In the Madison case, if the cutting point is placed between 11 
U n 
1.1 
\ I 

IJ 

4 and 5, again approximatelly half of the juveniles are in the high scor­

ing categories and ha.lf Hre in the low scoring categories. Persons in the 

lowest socio-economit; status area are most likely to have high scores, 

persons in the middle socio-economic status' area are a little more likely 

to have high scores than low scores, and persons in the highest socio-econ­

omic status area are most likely to have low scores. 

11 

1 
] 
1 
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t 
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All in all, analysis of the distribution of Geometric scores by 

socio-economic status areas indicates that these scores are related to 

socio-economic status and that differences in the distribution of scores, 

varying to some extent on the basis of cutting points selected and the 

number of categories utilized, is statistically significant as we go from 

one socio-economic status area to another. I 
t 
I t The Guttman Scale Epr Juven.ile Delinquency 

,\ in Racine and Madison 

1 We shall now turn to the Guttman scaling attempt for Racine juv-

'I enile police contacts. The scale for Racine is presented in Table VI. 
I 

'·l Since the coefficient of reproducibility was only .889 and there were sig-
! 
! nificantly fewer exact scale-type responses than expected, it cannot be 

I said that the data consti tL\te a Gu.ttman scale. The Guttman scale for Mad-

11 ison is presented in Table VU. The coefficient of reproducib~lity for 

',-'\ this scale is .892 and likewis'e there were significam:ly fewer exact scale-

f type responses than expected. Both rescaling attempts l~ad to rejection 

I •. I.!,' of the hypothesis df unidimensionali ty as far as police contacts with .1\1",~ 
, juveniles are c'oncerned . Doubtless, there are juveniles who progress from. ,b:'J 

(! j "1 
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Frequency of Scale Types 

Socio-Economic Status Areas . 
Outside 

Total Low Middle High' Racine 

370 150 93 67 60 
262 100 87 58 17 
303 70 64 62 107 

88 34 26 18 10 

83 37 24 16 6 

35 18 10 6 1 

15 5 9 1 

6 1 2 2 1 

4 2 2 

1166 417 317 230 202 

TABLE VI 
f 

RACINE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY SCALE* 

Description of Scale Type 

o - Has had no contact with police 
1 - Has,had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc. 
2 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., and 

traffic offenses, etc. 
3 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­

fic offenses, etc. and theft, etc. 
4 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­

fic offenses, etc., theft, 'etc., and incorrigibility, runaway, etc. 
5 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­

fic offenses, etc., theft, etc., incorrigibility, runaway, etc., and con­
tact for suspicion, investigation or information. 

6 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, e'tc., traf­
fic offenses, etc., theft, etc., incorrigibility, runaway, etc., contact 
for suspicion, investigation or information and liquor offenses, etc. 

7 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­
fic offenses, etc., theft, etc., incorrigibility, runaway, etc., contact 
for'suspicion, investigation or information, liquor offenses, etc. and 
robbery or burglary. 

8 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­
fic offenses, etc., theft, etc., incorrigibility, runaway, etc., contact 
for suspicion, investigation or information, liquor offenses, etc., rob­

, bery or burglary and assault, weapons, etc. 
9 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., traf­

fic offenses, etc., theft, etc., incorrigibility, runaway, etc., contact 
for suspicion, investigation or information, liquor offenses, etc., rob­
beryor burglary, assault, weapons, etc. and sex offenses. 

TOTAL 

*Coefficient of Reproducibility = .889; expected number of exact scale type responses = 364.9; observed number of 
exact scale-type responses = 252.0, X2 = 50.854, scale does not meet minimum standard. The categories of police 
contact and the number of juveniles with at least one contact of that type are as follows; Disorderly conduct, va­
grancy, etc., 468; traffic offenses, etc., 406; theft, etc., 344; incorrigibility, runaway, etc" 287; contact, 129; 
liquor offenses, etc., 108; robbery or burglary, 80; assault, weapons, etc., 77; sex offenses, 44. 
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Frequency of Scale Types 

Socio-Economic Status Areas 
Outside 

Total Low Middle High Madison 

478 134 94 73 177 
387 177 98 82 30 
455 162 125 81 87 

93 36 ~l 22 14 

73 32 23 10 8 

89 51 22 10 6 

50 29 8 6 7 

12 4 6 1 1 

4 4 

2 2 

1643 631 397 285 330 

TABLE VII 

MADISON JUVENILE DELINQUENCY SCALE* 

Description of Scale T2'Pe 

o - Has had no contact with police 
1 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc. 
2 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc. and 

incorrigibility, runaway, etc. 
3 Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., incor­

rigibility, runaway, etc. and traffic offenses, etc. 
4 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancyo etc., incor­

rigibili ty, runaway, etc., traffic offenses, -etc. and contact for suspi­
cion, investigation-or information. 

5 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., incor­
rigibility~ runaway, etc., traffic offenses, etc., contact for suspicion, 
investigation or information and theft, etc. 

6 - Has had contact ''lith police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy ~ etc. ~ incor­
rigibility, runaway, etc., traffic offenses, etc., contact for suspicion, 
investigation or information, theft, etc. and liquor offenses, etc. 

7 - Has had contact '<lith police for disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc., incor­
rigibility, runaway, etc., traffic offenses, etc.~ contact for suspioion, 
investigation or information, theft, etc., liquor offenses, etc., and rob­
bery or burglary. 

8 - Has had contact with police for disorderly conduct~ vagrancy, etc., incor­
rigibility, runa\.,ay, etc., traffic offenses~ etc., contact for suspicion, 
investigation or information, theft, etc., liquor offenses, etc.~ robbery 
or burglary and assault, weapons, etc. 

9 - Has had contact with police for disorderlY conduct, vagrancy, etc., incor­
rigibility, runaway, etc., traffic offenses, etc., contact for suspicion, 
investigation or information, theft, etc., liquor offenses, etc., robbery 
or burglary, assault, weapons, etc. and sex offenses. 

TOTAL 

*Coefficient of Reproducibility = ~892; expected number of exact scale-type responses = 507.0; observed number of 
exact scale-type responses = 393.0, X2 = 37.067, scale does not meet minimum standard. The categories of police 
contact and the number of juveniles with at least one contact of that type are as. follows: Disorderly conduct, va­
grancy, etc., 749; incorrigibility, runaway, etc~, 637; traffic offenses~ etc., 419; contact, 401; theft, etc., 376; 
liquor offenses, etc.~ 157; robbery or burglary, 100; assault, weapons, etc., 39; sex offenses, 35. ~ 
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continuum from those who have had police contacts for the complete range 

of offenses included in our classification system to those who have had 

police contacts for only those categories of behavior in which almost all 

juvenile delinquents have engaged. 

The distribution of Guttman scores for Madison juveniles by 

socio-economic status areas is shown below, dichotomized between the scores 

of 2 and 3. Although the Guttman scores are related to socio-economic 

status) the relationship was significant at only the .02 level and was not 

statistically significant when other cutting points were selected. 

Dichotomized Socio-Economic Status Area Guttman 
Scores Low Middle High Total 

0-2 473 (15% 317 80% 236 83% 1026 '18% 

3-9 .).58 25% 80 20% 49 1'1% 287 22% 

Total 631 100% 397 100% 285 100% 1313 100% 
2 . X = 8.05, 2 d.f., P < .02 

When the Racin~ Guttman scores were dichotomized in a similar 

fashion, their distribution did not vary significantly by socio-economic 

status. 

Dichotomized 
Guttman 

Scores 

0-2 

3-9 

Total 

LO\'/ 

320 

97 

417 

....... "'.,'. 

Socio~Economic Status Area 

Middle High Total 

'l'l% 244 '1'1% 187 81% 751 '18% 

23% 73 23% 43 19% 213 22% 

100% 317 100% 230 100% 964 100% 

X
2 = 2.03, 2 d. f., not significant 

This section of the report must conclude by stating that Guttman 

scores based on police contacts with juveniles do not vary with socio­

economic status to the same extent as do Geometric scores or simple 'number 

of police contacts. More will be said about the relationship of these 

measures to each o~her and their potential usefulness in the next section 

of this ~eport. 
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III 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF VARIOUS MEASURES OF DELINQUENCY, 
THE PROBLEM OF SELECTING THE "BEST" MEASURE OF DELINQUENCY 

'AND BEST PREDICTOR OF LATER CRIMINAL CAREERS 

Introduction 

46 

This section of the report will be concerned with the manner 

in which our different-measures of delinquency, whatever shortcomings we 

have recognized in the data, are related to each other, and will also 

give some further consideration to the relationship of each to the social 

organization of the community as represented by an index of socio-econ­

onomic status. It should be emphasized that we are interested not only 

in the interrelationship of these measures per se, but are likewise con­

cerned with the problem of selecting a "best" measure of delinquency and 

a "best" predictor of later criminal careers. 

It would serve no useful purpose to present much of the data 

that we have in its fullest and most detailed form. Therefore, some con­

solidation and combination of categories has been carred out in the pro­

cess of setting up the tables as they are presented here. These tables 

and their accompanying explanation may also answer questions that have 

arisen in the mind of the reader during the process of going through the 

second section of the report. An attempt will be made to describe these 

tables in such a way as to whet the reader's interest in the problem of 

measurement and even more specifically, in the problems inherent in any 

attempt to llepresent qualitatively different careers in delinquency by an 

index or scale number. 

The Relationship of Guttman Scores to Geometric 
Scores for Individuals 

Table I shows the relationship of Guttman scores to Geometric 

scores. It will be noted that each of the single contact types of Geo­

metric scores are presented in the table in separate columns. Between 

these scores are the collapsed combinations of contacts represented by a 

sequ~nce of Geometric scores. For example, there are a total of 59 juv-
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eniles with Geometric scores between 5 &n<~ 7 for Racine. 1 Those wJth 

a score of 5 had a police contact for theft and disorderly conduct, tho'se 

with a score of 6 had a police contact for theft and traffic, and those 

with a score 7 had a police contact for theft J disorderly conduct, and 

traffic. By contrast, the nature of the Guttman scaling program is such 

that a score of 3 is assigned ,to each of these combinations of contacts 

while only those persons with contacts for theft, disorderly conduct, and 

traffic violations are perfect examples of this scale type. Those with 

theft plus either of the other offenses just mentioned are put in Guttman 

type 3 as the type that they best fit. A person with a Geometric score 

of 7 would be an example of the perfect Guttman scale type 3 and, as stat­

ed, would have had a police contact for at least one each of the follow­

ing--theft, traffic violation, and disorderly conduct. To give another 

example, a person with a Geometric score of 9 had contacts for incorrig­

ibility, etc. and disorderly conduct, etc., while a person with a Geomet­

ric score of 10 had contacts for incorrigibility and traffic, and so on. 

The difference in the nature of the Guttman and Geometric scores is read­

ily seen by perusal of Table I. What we have said about the coefficient 

of reproducibility for both the Madison and Racine scales is visually 

shown in this table. The fact that the great bulk of persons in both Mad­

ison and Racine had only one or two police contacts made it possible for 

them to be placed in a set of scale types with far less error than might 

be expe~ted, but nonetheless in a way that does not make a Guttman scale 

score meaningful in terms of what the juvenile actually did as is a Geo-

lIt should be remembered that the Geometric scores in Madison 
for single contact types are: 1) Disorderly conduct, vagrancy, family, 
obscene literature, or other; 2) incorrigible, runaway, truancy, or esc~ 
apee; 3) traffic offenses or'all other traffic; 4) contact for suspicion, 
investigation, or information; 5) theft, auto theft, forgery, or fraud; 
6) liquor, narcotics and drugs, or gambling; 7) robbery or burglary; 8) 
assault, homicide, weapons, or violent property destruction, and; 9) sex 
offenses. The Geometric scores for single contact types in Racine are: 
1) Disorderly conduct, vagrancy, family, obscene literature, or other; 
2) traffic offenses or all other traffic; 3) theft, auto theft" forgery, 
or fraud; 4) incorrigible, runaway, truancy, or escapee; 5) contact for 
suspicion, investigation; or information; 6) liquor, narcotics and drugs, 
or gambling; 7) robbery or burglary; 8) assault, homicide, weapons or vio­
lent property destruction, and; 9'; sex offenses. 
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~! 
j RELAlIONSHIP OF GUTTMAN SCORES TO GEOMETRIC SCORES 

'J FOR MADISON AND 
\ 

RACINE, WISCONSrN 

~.~ Geometric. Guttman Scores 
, Scores 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total ~ ~ 

'~ MADISON 
1 1 Disorderly conduct, '. , 

1 
vagrancy, etc. 287 287 

2. Incorrigibility, , ~ 
L runaway. etc. 268 268 
! 

'i 3 76 76 
·1 4 Traffic offenses, etc. 184 184 
,~ 
j 5-7 62 62 
! 8 Contact for suspicion, 

investigation, or in-
formation 115 115 

I 9-15 41 27 49 117 , 
16 Theft, etc. 80 80 ,! 

't 17-31 21 29 48 9 59 166 
I 32 Liquor offenses, etc . 23 23 . , 

<1 33-63 14 14 7 12 14 44 105 
.\ 

64 Robbery or burglary 12 12 , 
1 
I 65-127 7 9 20 4 4 24 9 77 , 

128 Assault, ~ 1 weapons, etc. 4 4 
" 129-255 7 5 4 3 2 4 3 4 32 , ., 
i 256 Sex offenses 5 5 i 
,j 256-511 6 2 5 3 4 2 3 3 2 30 
i -- - -, 

'i Total 478 387 455 93 73 89 50 12 4 2 1643 f 
i 
( 

,l RACINE 'I 
q 1 Disorderly conduct, 

'~q 

~ I :t vagrancy, etc. , 206 206 
:'1 2 Traffic offenses, etc. 228 228 
'i , 3 29 29 
f 4 Theft, etc. 121 121 ,1 
f 5-7 59 59 'f 
I 

8 Incorrigibility, run- 1" 

1 . away, etc. 85 85 
9-15 27 16 45 88 ;' J 

~ i 
16 Contact for suspicion, 1 

( 

1 investigation, or I 
J information 35 35 
d 17-31 9 9 6 3 22 49 
H 32 Liquor offenses, etc. 27 27 ! 
'i 33-63 13 6 14 6 8 11 58 

i 
64 Robbery or burglary 16 16 

'1 
" 65-127 10 2 4 10 12 6 6 50 q 

I 

128 Assault, 22 ~'{ weapons, etc. 22 
j 

;1 129-255 9 7 4 8 10 4 3 4 49 
;1 256 Sex offenses 14 14 '} 
1 257-511 9 5 2 2 8 3 1 30 
ti -
,I Total 370 262 303 88 83 35 15 6 4 1166 
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metric scale score. Each Guttman score stood fDr so many different pat­

terns of behavior approxim~Lting that represented by a perfect scale type 

that most Guttman scores had less meaning than one would hope for. High 

Guttman scores were x'elated to high Geometric scores J low Guttman sco:r,'es 

did not necessarily mean low Geometric scores.' The most discriminating 

cutting point generated an r4 of .2710 (Pearsonian r = .1849), significant 

at t.he .001 level for Racine. For Madison, the most discriminating cut­

ting point generated ;m 1'4 of .3502 (Pearsonian l' = .3428), significant 

at the .001 level. Here again, high Guttman scores were related to high 

Geometric scores but low Guttman scores were more likely to be related 

to low Geometric scores than in the case of Racine. 

Th~ Relationship of Guttman Scores to Number of 
Police Contacts for Individuals 

The relationship of Guttman scale scores to number of police 

contacts :l.s shown in Table II for both Madison and Racine. The r4 coef­

ficient of correlation for Madison is .4212 (Pearsonian r = .7307) and 

for Racine 1.3918 (Pearsonian l' = .6845). It must be remembered that the 

Guttman scale scores depend on a juvenile having at least one contact with 

police for cmy one of nine categories of police contacts derived from the 

original 25 categories of police contacts as originally classified and 

coded. Although the total number of police contacts possible for each 

juvenile could be almost infinite, the total number of police contacts 

that every juvenile could have had would be limited by the number nec-

o essary for sufficient court action to take a juvenile out of circulation, 

so to speak. In only a few cases did it exceed 10, whether it consisted 

of multiple contacts for one category or more than one category. The nine 

contact: categories selectnd for scaling, whatever the shortcomings of the 

Guttman scales as we have described them, did produce scores that were 

related to total careers, although this relationship is to some extent an 

artif,8:ct of the dependent nature of the' two measures. 

The R~lationship of geometric Scores to Number 
of police Contacts for Individuals 

In Tables III A and B, Geometric scores are related to '::he num­

ber of contacts that each juvenile has had with the police for all cat,e­

gorie.s of police contacts in both Madison and Racine. Again, it must be 

-------- ----------~-----
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TABLE II 

RELATIONSHIP OF GUTTMAN SCORES TO NUMBER OF POLICE 
CONTACTS FOR MADISON AND RACINE 

Number of Police Contacts 
Guttman Scores 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 Total 

MADISON 
0 383 66 20 7 1 1 478 1 251 77 38 11 3 4 2 1 387 2 243 101 48 26 10 7 4 7 4 4 1 455 3 26 24 24 7 4 4 1 2 1 93 4 10 20 8 6 5 8 4 4 6 1 1 73 5 7 12 12 7 7 12 9 4 12 2 5 89 6 2 3 7 5 4 2 7 4 10 4 1 1 50 7 , 1 2 6 2 1 12 8 1 1 1 1 4 9 1 1 2 

Total 877 280 159 91 47 33 32 28 24 8 41 13 8 1 1 1643 
RACINE 

0 287 56 16 7 2 1 1 370 ""'-..... - . .!",.- 1 186 50 14 6 4 1 1 262 2 192 59 29 11 5 4 1 1 1 303 3 22 19 14 16 6 5 3 2 1 88 4 2 18 14 8 14 9 6 4 2 5 1 83 5 3 7 7 3 2 4 2 3 2 2 35 6 3 1 3 3 3 1 1 15 7 1 2 1 1 1 6 8 1 1 1 1 4 9 

Total 665 189 99 62 45 32 23 18 11 8 8 3 2 1. 1166 
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remembered that the Geometric scores are based on whether or not a juv­

enile has had at least one contact for one of the nine categories of pol­

ice contact used in developing both the Guttman and Geometric scales. We 

must assume that there will be some relationship between Geometric scores 

and the total number of police contacts that juveniles have had because 

these measures are not independent, although more so than were Guttman 

scores and the number of police contacts. 

As in the case of the relationship of Guttman scores to Geometr­

ic scores, the number of police contacts were correleated with the Geo­

metric scores but in essentially a one-way manner, i.e., there were few 

cases in the high number of police contacts and low Geometric score quad­

rant of almost any 2 x 2 table constructed from the data. The most dis­

criminating cutting point generated an r4 of .4082 between the number of 

police contacts and Geometric scores for Racine, significant at the .001 

level. For Madison, the most discriminating cutting point produced an 

r 4 of .4927, also significant at the .001 level. 

What becomes most apparent as we examine the relationship of 

various types of scores to each other is that a person's delinquency score 

varies markedly depending on the type of scale that is used. The question 

always arises then, which is the best measure of delinquency. We can 

only say that this depends on w~at one wishes to do with it. If some idea 

of the various types and patterns is desired, then a Geometric score is 

the best representation, but if some quantitative index of how often a 

juvenile comes in contact with the police is desired, then simple num-

ber of contacts is useful. We shall now look at the relationship of Gut­

tman scores, Geometric scores, and simple number of police contacts to other 

variables in an effort to evaluate each of these measures. 

The Interrelationship of Measl~ of Delinquency by School. 
Districts and the ~elationshiE of Measures of Delinquency 

to the Socia-Economic Status of School Districts 

We have previously shown the relationship of Guttman scores to 

socio-economic stattis areas in both Racine and Madison; likewise we have 

shown how Geometric scores and number of police contacts are related to 

the various areas in Madison and Racine. Since we have frequently ment­

ioned the heterogeneity of the sodal areas in the two cities we shall 

cl., 
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TABLE III A 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS TO GEOMETRIC SCORES 

MADISON 
Number of Geometric Scores Police 17- .33- 65- 129- 257-Contacts 1 2 .3 4 5-7 8 9-15 16 31 .32 63 64 127 128 255 256 511 Total 

1 251 243 159 113 70 22 12 4 3 877 2 27 20 41 18 26 2 54 6 43 1 19 9 7 2 5 280 3 7 5 18 6 18 35 3 32 14 8 6 7 159 4 2 8 1 12 12 1 29 12 11 2 1 91 5 4 3 .3 15 11 5 .3 3 47 6 3 4~ 12 10 .3 1 33 7 1 2 4 8 7 5 2 3 32 8 1 2 9 4 7 4 1 28 9 2 7 6 5 2 2 24 10 
3 .3 1 1 8 11 1 1 5 S 1 1 14 12 1 2 .3 4 1 1 12 13 

2 2 2 6 14 1 1 1 3 15 
3 .3 6 . 16 
1 2 1 4 17 

1 2 1 4 18 
1 1 1 .3 19 

20 '1 1 
1 1 21 

1 1 2 22 
1 1 2 

I 
23 

1 1 2 24 
1 1 2 I 26 

1 1 I 31 
1 1 I 

I 
1 
I Total 287 268 76 184 62 llS 117 80 166 23 105 12 77 4 32 5 30 1643 I 

(n 

II 
N 

II 
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if'"" ,~ 

;;:W;:12##[~~.4iJ~~~i1.E5i:,.;,.;w6,a-- '. !$;:.b,.,.,.tIf4.i.:::-,...t,aJ?L*&3_~~'1.:;J." ·f;;!"";,,- ·.;;d:;\-'>J.;~-:,· "~1?1. ,.J. ·.,!\k~'b/l{~ ·<''3..::f~~..,::c~d;}:;''t;rt4!:j::l.~",Y>!:-..::!.t:..~.<t ... 4't!Efri!t';·C!~:-;::::;:;i::5";,.\~{t.:.0~:.~'j"~:-.:.~::.; .... ~-L:?~.+-_;;_,:_.:;:" ... M,,;:!i:. .• ;~.~~:! t:.?A.}h'!,," ;::.:'~;:'t-.:. ". ;:';;,':';;';"';:';:.;:.,.,.;-.. '~-'(' , .. -· .... "·:;::r_E'"'""';.::t.: .. ;~l;:~~~ 

TABLE III B 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS TO GEOMETRIC SCORES 

RACINE 

Number of Geometric Scores Police 17- 33- 65-Contacts 1 2 3 4 5-7 8 9-15 16 ' 31 32 63 64 127 128 
1 186 192 106 7'1 33 26 14 21 'T. 2 17 29 12 12 22 Hi 33 1 14 1 15 2 , 5 1 3 2 4 12 3 14 1 23 1 10 12 7 4 1 3 1 8 6 9 14 8 5 2 10 6 5 4 6 6 1 2 9 2 7 7 7 1 4 1 2 7 8 1 1 4 3 1 3 9 1 1 3 3 10 1 1 3 11 1 1 14 

1 15 
16 1 
17 1 
21 1 

23 
33 

. Total 206 228 29 121 59 85 88 35 48 27 59 16 50 22 

129- 257-
255 256 511 

13 
11 4 
4 6 
8 4 
7 1 4 
2 2 
7 1 
4 1 
2 1 

3 
1 

3 

1 
1 
1 
1 

49 14 30 

Total 

665 
189 

99 
62 
45 
32 
23 
18 
11 

8 
3 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1166 

, 

c.n 
CA 



54 

now briefly examine the distribution of each of these measures, school 

district by school district. At the very least we shall undoubtedly find 

a greater range of variation for each measure by school districts than by 

social areas as we proceed from school districts having the highest socio­

economic status to school districts considered to be composed of persons 

of very low socia-economic status. 

An index of socia-economic status of individual school districts 

was constructed for both Madison and Racine; whatever the shortcomings of 

these indexes, they at least permit the rank ordering of school districts 

by socia-economic status. In terms of all that we know about the school 

districts in Madison and Racine, the rank ordering of school districts 

presented in Table IV makes sense. Table IV A presents the average number 

of police contacts for each school district per juvenile in the study for 

Madison and the rank of these contacts, the average Guttman scores per 

juvenile and the rank of these scores, and the average Geometric scores 

as well as the median Geometric scores per juvenile and their ranks. The 

same data are presented for Racine in Table IV B. 

It is interesting to note that the rank order cOrl'elations for 

the two cities are quite different and this presents some problem in inter­

preting the relationship of these measures to each other, a problem ex­

tending beyond the relationship of one measure to another when individuals 

~~~ compared. Although the question of ecological correlations might be 

raised by some, We are on fairly firm ground because no attempt is being 

made to explain individual delinquency scores on a basis of the socio­

economic status of the family from which the juvenile comes. What we are 

attempting is to relate the social organization or subculture of school 

districts, as represented by correlated socia-economic status, to measures 

of delinquency for the juveniles residing in the school districts. That 

is, average scores, school district by school district, are correlated 

with socia-economic status, school district by school district. And the 

question is one of ,whether or not each measure of delinquency has the 

same relationship to socia-economic status and to what extent these relat­

ionships are found in both cities. 

Although the basic data presented in Tables IV A arld IV B ~a¥ 

be of interest to the reader who is familiar with either of the two com-
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School 
District 

Midvale H , 

Nakoma H 
Dudgeon H 
Schenk M 
Franklin L 
Mendota'<** M 
Randall H 
Emerson. M 
Lowell M 
Sherman M 
Longfellow L 
Truax M 
Marquette L 
Lapham L 
Lincoln L 
Washington L 

TABLE IV A 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEPARATELY RANKED ON THREE MEASURES OF POLICE CONTACTS 
WITH JUVENILES AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

MAD ISON* 

Socio-Economic Number of Police 
Status Contacts Guttman Score Geometric Score 

Average Average Average 
Index** Rank per Person Rank per Person Rank per Person Rank ~edian . 
1.00 1.5 2.01 3 1.68 6 7.~:" 1 2 
1.00 1.5 2.10 5 1.55 4 15.64 5 4.5 
1.50 3 1.59 1 1.49 2 9.44 3 3 
1.67 4 1.85 2 1.65 5 8.55 2 6 
2.00 5 3.14 10 1.88 13 47.56 15 9.5 
2.27 6.5 2.06 4 1.13 1 16.00 7 3 
2.27 6.5 2.14' 6 1.50 3 15.33 4 4 
2.33 9 3.18 11 1.84 11.5 24.64 10 5 
2:33 9 2.64 7 1. 78 8 21.98 9 8 
2.33 9 2.84 8 1.81 10 27.12 12 4 
2.37 11 3.76 16 2.20 16 44.13 14 8 
2.67 12 3.36 13 1.72 7 57.24 16 16 
2.83 13 3.12 9 2.00 14 18.66 8 4 
3.20 14 3.45 14 1. 79 9 27.43 13 10 
3.67 15 3.46 ,15 2.12 15 15.85 6 3 
3.80 16 3.32 12 1.84 n.5 27.03 11 5 

*Persons residing outside Madison are not included in this table. 

**Index based on data from Madison's Land: H~u it is Used~ A City Plan Commission Report, Madison, Wisconsin, 
September, 1952 

Rank 

1 
8 
3 

11 
14 

3 
6 
9.5 

12.5 
6 

12.5 
16 

({ 

15 
3 
9.5 

***The index for Mendota was computed by averaging the indiees for the other school districts falling in the mid­
dle socio-economic status area. Information for Mendota was not available from teh basic data source. 
H = High Socio-Economic Status Area 
M = Middle Socio-Economic Status Area 
L = Low Socia-Economic Status Area tn 

tn 
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School 
Districh* 

Fratt 
Jerstad-Agerholm 
Mitchel 
Roosevelt 
Wadewitz 

Johnson 
Knapp 
Jefferson 
McKinley 
Winslow 

Lincoln 
Janes 
Washington 
Stephen Bull 
Garfield 
Franklin 
Howell 

TABLE IV B 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEPARATELY RANKED ON THREE MEASURES OF POLICE CONTACTS 
WITH JUVENILES AND SOCIa-ECONOMIC STATUS 

RACINE* 

Socio-Economic 
Status 

Number of Police 
Contacts Guttman Score Geometric Score 

Average Average Average 
Index*** Rank per Person Rank per Person Rank per Person Rank Median 

1.50 2.5 2.78 16 1.62 13 32.83 9 4 
1.50 2.5 2.58 13 1. 73 15 19.78 2 5 
1.50 2.5 1.86 2 1.30 2 36.36 11 4 
1.50 2.5 2.09 4 1.47 6 22.12 3 4 
1. 75 5 2.00 3 1.63 14 62.38 17 4 

2.00 6 2.16 5 1. 74 16 25.55 4 4 
2.25 7 2.35 8 1.59 12 31.52 8 6 
2.75 8.5 2.36 9.5 1.49 8 38.11 12 8 
2.75 8.5 1. 75 1 1.38 4 13.13 1 3 
3.00 10.5 2.66 14 1.57 10.5 38.27 13 9 

3.00 10.5 2.45 12 1.57 10.5 31.26 7 8 
3.25 13 2.74 15 1.26 1 50.98 15 8.5 
3.25 13 2.27 6 1.51 9 49.11 14 8 
3.25 "13 2.36 9.5 1.48 7 28.88 5 6.5 
3.75 15 2.38 11 1.34 3 28.97 6 8 
4.00 16.5 2.29 7 1.45 5 34.70 10 8 
4.00 16.5 3.81 17 2.02 17 53.73 16 9 

*Persons residing outside Racine were not included in this table. 

Rank 

4 
7 
4 
4 
4 

4 
8 

12 
1 

16.5 

12 
15 
12 

9 
12 
12 
16.5 

**Index ranked school districts by socio-economic status; areas are presented from highest to lowest socio-
economic status and are separated by brcken lines. 

***Based on Tables 4 and 5 from: Austin T. Turk, "Adolescence and Delinquency in Urban Society: A""Study in 
Criminological Theory," Ph.D dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1962, pp. 57-59. Land use, ratio of 
sound to dilapidated and deteriorating housing, ratio of owner-occupied units to renter-occtipied units, and 
proportion of units occupied by non-whites were the variables used to compute the index. The index was com- ~ 
puted by giving each school districL a score of 1 to 4 for each of the four categories and then averaging ~ 
the scores. 
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munities, Table V will be more useful to most persons in reference to the 

discussion that follows. As has been indicated earlier in this report, 

almost any measure of delinquency correlated more highly with socio~econo­

mic status areas in Madison than in Racine. When rank order correlations 

for school districts were computed for school districts by socio-ec:onomic 

status and each of the measures of delinquency, the Madison coefficients 

varied from .44 to .82 and the Racine coefficients from -.20 to .77. 

Next, let us look at the relationship of the average number of 

police contacts to other measures. In Madison, as contrasted to Racine, 

sizeable p~sitive correlations were produced between number of police con­

tact.s and every measure of delinquency. Only the Geometric median had a 
, 

high/correlation for Racine. The same is true for the Geometric average 

of school districts and other measures for Madison but not for Racine. 

Here we must remember that the Geometric averages may be influenced great­

ly by a few very high Geometric scores; they will increase the average 

and distort the overall relationship considerably. 

It should be obvious by now that the four sets of rankings of 

the extent and seriousness of police contacts in school districts do not 

correlate with each other in any entirely consistent pattern. The Geo­

metric average is too greatly influenced by a few deviant cases. The 

Guttman scores are quasi-Guttm~n scores and must be dealt with in only the 

broadest heuristic fashion. Whether the Geometr~c median or the number 

of police contacts is the "best ll measure of delinquency by school districts 

depends not only on what one wishes to do with it but on whether reference 

is being made to one community or the other. 

Further Consideration of the Problem of "Best" Measure 

There are basically two uses to which a measure may be put. If 

the objective is to test the hypothesis that delinquency, as measured by 

police contacts, is generated at a disproportional rate in school districts 

of low socio-economic status, then it is necessary to agree on which mea­

sure constitutes an acceptable operational definition before running the 

correlations. "Best" would be determined on a basis of careful examinat­

ion of the data and the likelihood that the data are representative of 

what the researcher refers to when he employs the delinquency concept. We 

have not done this; this sE:lction of the report has been related to the 

) , 
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characteristics and interrelationships of measures rather than hypothesis 

testing. 

TABLE V 

RANK CORRELATIONS FOR MADISON 
AND RACINE, WISCONSIN 

Socio-Economi£ Status Index vs. 

Number of police contacts 
Guttman score 
Geometric ~verage 
Geometric median 

Number of Police Contacts vs. 

Guttman score 
Geometric average 
Geometric median 

Guttman Score vs. 

Geometric average 
Geometric median 

Geometric Average vs. 

Geometric median 

Madison 

.82 

.65 

.57 

.44 

.80 

.76 

.51 

.56 

.30 

.73 

Racine 

.33 
-.20 

.33 

.77 

.29 

.26 
:68 

.08 

.00 

.55 

What we have done is to consider which characteristics of each 

measure might detract from its acceptance as a valid and reliable measure 

of delinquency, or even more specifically, as a valid and reliable index 

of police contacts with juveniles. 

Although reference can be made to the fact that these measures 

of delinquency do correlate with a measure of socio-economic status for 

school districts, this is not the crucial point. Whi~hever mea~;:.ure is ut­

ilized, delinquency is generated at a higher rate in areas of low socio­

economic status than in areas of high socio-economic status in Madison 

but not in Racine. ' 

The point is that simple number of police contacts has the high­

est correlation with socio-economic status in Madison, .82, while Geomet­

ric median has the highest correlation in Racine, .77. In considering 

these correlations, one must remember the previous discussion of the char-

f, ' 
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acteristics of each measure and how deviant cases may, and do,. distort the 

overall relationship. It should also be noted that the coefficients of 

correlation presented in Table V are high but generally bear the same re­

lationship., to each other as did the correlations in a similar table in the 

preliminary report utilizing the 10 most frequently appearing categories 

of police contact from the 2S categories employed in the original coding 

operation. 

Which is the best predictor? The second test of "bestness" is 

whether or not a measure is an efficient predictor of what we wish to pre­

dict. This is not a true prediction problem, of course, but by turning 

it into one, it is possilJlc: to examine each measure in another fashion. 

The data in Tables VI A, B; C and D provide us with this opportunity. 

For example; when the socio-economi~ status index for each school 

district is plotted on a scattergram along with the average number of pol­

ice contacts for juveniles in the scaling sample for each 'school district, 

the Fvints do not fall along a straight line; but by employing what might 

be called cutting point roulette, that is, picking those cutting points 

that maximize predictability, it is possible to increase predictability 

over that of the modal category of the marginals. To put it a bit differ­

ently, the socia-economic status index of a school district enables one 

to predict whether or not the sohool district has a high or low average 

number of poli~e contacts per juvenile in the scaling sample. This pre­

diction can be made with fewer errors than predicting that all school dis­

tricts have the same delinquency characteristics as the modal category of 

the marginal totals. It is unlikely that anyone would set up,a prediction 

problem in exactly this fashion but' if one wishes to look at the ,'arious , 
measures of police contact in terms of their predict.abili ty from s'ocio­

economic status, it may be done in the following fashion with interes'ling 

results. 

In the Madison ca'se, as shown in Table VI A, the coefficient of 

correlation was .77 and signifIcant at the .01 level. Half of the school 

districts are on one si.de of 3.0 police contacts per juvenile and half on 

~he other, but most school district2 are found in two opposite cells of a 

2 x 2 table. In Madison, one would make only two errors by predicting 

that school districts with a ~ow socio.-economic status indes, i. e., below 
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TABLE VI A 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR MADI$ON AND RACINE BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS INDEX AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS 

Average Number of Police Contacts 

Madison Socio- Racine 
Economic 

1.59- 3.12- Status 1. 75- 2.36-
2.84 3.76 Total Index 2.35 3.81 

2.37- 0 6 6 Low 3.00- 2 6 3.80 4.00 

l.00-
8 2 10 Hig11 1.50- 6 3 2.33 2.75 

Total 8 8 16 Total 8 9 

X2 = 6.67 X2 = 1.52 
P < .01 P < n.s. 
r 4 = .11 r~ = .42 

TABLE VI B 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR MADISON AND RACINE BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS INDEX ANDlAVERAGE GUTTMAN SCALE SCORES 

Average Guttman Scale S~ores 

Madison Socio- Racine 
Economic 

1.13- 1. 79- Status 1.26- 1.57-
1. 7~ 2.20' Total Index 1.51 2.02 

2.33- 2 7 9 Low 3.00-
7 3 3.80 4.00 

1.00-
6 1 7 High 1.50:" 

2 5 2.27 2.25 

Total ·8 8 16 Total 9 8 

X2 = 4.06 X2 = 1.42 
P < .05 P < n,s. 
r 4 = .63 r 4 = .41 

60 

. ~,' ., 

Total 

8 

9 

17 

Total 

10 

7 

17 
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TABLE VI C 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR MADISON AND RACINE BY SOCIa-ECONOMIC 
STATUS INDEX AND AVERAGE GEOMETRIC SCORES 

Average Geometric Scores 
Madison Socio- Racine 

Economic Economic 
Status 
Index 

Low 

High 

Socio­
Economic 
Status 
Index 

Low 

High 

Status 7.30- 21.98- 13.13- 34.70-. 
18.66 57.24 Total Index 

32.83 62.38 

2.33-
2 7 9 Low 2.75- 4 6 3.80 4.00 

1.00-
6 1 7 High 1.50-

S 2 2.27 2.25 

Total 8 8 16 Total 9 8 

X2 = 4.06 X2 = 0.61 
P < .05 P < n.s. 
r4 = .63 r4 = .31 

TABLE VID 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR MADISON AND R~CINE BY SOCIa-ECONOMIC 
STATUS INDaX AND GEOMETRIC MEDIAN 

2.33-
3.80 

1.00-
2.27 

Tot~l 

Geometric Median 

Madison 

2.00- 5,00-
4.50 16.00 Total 

Socio­
Economic 
Status 
Index 

3 6 9 Low 

5 2 7 High . 
8 8 16 

X2 .- 1.02 
P < n.S. 
r 4 = .38 

2.75-
4.00 

1.50-
2.25 

Total 

Racine 

3.00- 6.50-
6.00 9.00 

1 9 

7 0 

8 9 

X2 :. 10.02 
p < .01 
r 4 = .89 

61 

il 

Total 

10 

7 

17 

Total 

10 

7 

17 
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the cutting point l would have an average number of police contacts of 3.12 

or more and school districts with a high socio-economic status index, i.e., 

above the cutting point, would have an average number of polic.e con.tacts 

of 2.84 or less. In Racine, the coefficient of correlation was .42 and 

not statistically significant. The relationship of socio-economic status 

to average number of police contacts was similar in Racine where the school 

districts could also be distributed by police contacts per juvenile even­

lyon each side of a cutting point with most school districts falling in 

opposite quadrants and only five falling outside of these two cells. 

When each school district is placed on a scattergram by socio­

economic status index and average Guttm~n scaie scores of juveniles in 

the scaling sample, predictability declines. The most judicious select­

ion of cutting points results in a coefficient of correlation of .63 for 

Madison, significant at the .05 level, but only .41 for Racine, the latter 

also being an inverse relationship, as in the rank-order correlations. In 

the case of Madison, three errors would be made by using the socia-econ­

omic status index of school districts to predict the average Guttman scale 

score of juveniles by school district~ but eight errors would be made 

without the predictor if the same cutting point was used as a basis for 

determining the margina1s of the table. In Racine, however, eight er:r:ors 

would be made by predicting that the juveniles in every school district 

have an average Guttman score of 1.51 or less, and five errors if using 

socia-economic status as a predictor. 

School districts are presented by socia-economic status and av­

erage Geometric scores of juveniles for the scaling sample in Table VI C. 

In the case of Madison, cutting points may be selected that dichotomize 

the two vardlables so that all but three school districts fall in opposite 

cells. The coefficient of correlation in Madison is .63 and is statist­

ically significant at the .05 level. This relationship is neither pro­

nounced nor significant for Racine; six school districts fall in opposite 

cells with a coeffi~ient of correlation of .31. 

Turning to Table VI D, school district socia-economic status and 

the Geometric median for juveniles in the scaling sample, we find that 

socia-economic status is not an efficient predictor of Geometric median 

scores in Madison but is in Racine. In Madison, the coefficient of cor-
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relation is .38 and not statistically significant ,I', while Racine's co­

efficient of correlation is .89 and statistically.\iignificant at the .01 

level. The cutting points for Racine are such tha:l~ only one error is 

made in predicting the Geometric median score of a'school district from 

socio-economic status. 

If the criterion for "best/l is the most efficient predictor of 

some measure of delinquency from school district socio~economic status or 

the prediction of the kind of areas in which delinquency is generated from 

some measure of delinquent careers, then average number of police contacts 

per juvenile is best in Madison and the Geometric median is best for Racine. 

Be that as it may, what we have just stated about the use of the 

socio-economic status of a school district in predicting measures of pol­

ice contacts', it does not detract from one of our major concerns and that 

is whether or not continuing delinquency or adult crime may be predicted 
." 

from measures of juvenile careers. 

Predicting Later Criminal Careers 

There is at present no evidence to indicate that knowledge of 

the ecology of delinquency and crime does not present the best basis for 

predicting who will be.come either a delinquent, a continuing delinquent, 

or an adult criminal, or who among those with delinquent records will con-, 
tinue to an adult career in crime. 2 In spite of the fact that there has 

been disagreement among those who have employed factor analysis in the 

2 Por a recent summary of the literature see Judith Wilks, "Eco­
logical Correlates of Crime and Delinquency," in Crime and Its Impact -
An Assessment" The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin­
istration of Justice, Appendix A, pp. 138-156. Por some representative, 
earlier as well as later studies, see~ Clifford Shaw, De~inquency Areas~ 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1929; Clifford Shaw and Henry D. 
McKay, Social Factors in Juvenile Delinquency~ Washington, U.S. Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1931; Clifford Shaw and Henry D. McKay, Juvenite 
De~inquency and Urban Areas~ Chicago, University of Chi~ago Press, 1942; 
David L. Bordua J "Juvenile Delinquency and I Anomie': An Attempt at Re­
plication," Socia:"!", Problems, Vol. 7, No. 3 (Winter> 1958-59, pp. 230-238; 
Bernard Lander, T~vards an Understanding of Juvenile Delinquency: A Study 
of 8~ 464 Cases of Juvenile Delinquency in BaUimore~ New York, Columbia 
University, 1954; 'Terence Morris, The Crim'inal Area~ London, Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1957; and Robert A. Gordon, "Issues in the Ecological: 
Study of Delinquency,!! American SocioZogicaZ Review~ Vol. 32, No.6 (Dec­
ember, 1967), pp. 927-944. 
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manipulation of ecological data, most studies have led to the conclusion 

that types and patterns of delinquency dealt with officially have a spat­

ial distribution related to the various zones, sectors, or areas of the 

city in essl}ntially the same manner as described in the earliest Chicago 

area studies \3 And they have been essentially the same whether police 

contacts, referrals, or court dispositions have been used as an index of 

juvenile delinquency.4 

Furthermore, studies based on official records, differing in 

some respects bllt similar in most respects in their findings, lead to the 

conclusion that.recidi vism, juvenile and adult. is concentrated in the 

same areas thatfhave otherwise been noted for crime and delinquency. But 

the pattern for recidivism is even more markec;lj differences between areas 

become even greater when based on either repeated contacts with the police 

or repeated appearances in juvenile court. A variety of measures have, 

therefore, focussed our attention on essentially the same thing. that is, 

the relationship of persistent and serious delinquency and crime to the 

social organization of the city--to the ecology of the city. 

The fact that delinquency and crime have similar ecological dis~ 

tributions, are similarly related to the social organization of the commun­

ity, and that criminal careers are thought to frequently follow delinquent 

careers, suggests that a useful measure of delinquency is one that cor-

3Chilton states: "In view of the limitations of the data and 
the differences in the cities invo1ved--differences in population size, 
physical layout, geographical location, demographical composition, and 
historical tradition--the congruity of the finding is remarkable," p. 83. 
Ral and J. Chilton ,; "Continui ty in Delinquency Area Research: A Comparison 
of Studies for Baltimore, Detroit, and Indianapolis," American SocioZog­
icaZ Review~ Vol. 29, No. I (February. 1964), pp. 71-83. 

4Parallel to studies of delinquency largely based on official 
records has been research dealing with admitted crime that seems to broad­
en the base of delinquency and crime considerably. , Although official de­
linquency and crime have been concentrated in low income areas, admitted 
delinquencies and crime do not have such a high concentration in this 
respect. See James F. Short and F. Ivan Ny~, 11,Reported Behavior as a 
Criterion of Deviant Behavior," op. cii.; F. Ivan Nye and James F. Short, 
Jr., "Scaling Delinquent Behavior," Ope cit.; John P. Clark and Eugene P. 
Wenninger, "Socio-Economic Class and Area as Correlates of Illegal Be­
ha"v:iorAmong Juveniles, II op. cit.; and Austin P. Porterfield and C. Stan­
ley Clifton, Youth in TroubZe~ op. cit. 
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relates with recidivism~ i.e., continued delinquency and crime. We shall 

therefore test the effectiveness of the measures that nave been developed 

with the Racine and Madison data in predicting recidivism in the form of 

adult criminal careers. The "best" measure of delinquency becomes the one 

that maximizes our ability to predict further delinquency and crime. 

Earlier analyses of the data suggest that the number of contacts 

that a juvenile has had with the police during the age period 6 through 17 

may be the best indicator of whether or not he will have an adult career. 

Rather than reviewing the problems and findings involved in attempting to 

predict adult careers described in our two earlier reports, we shall now 

turn to the new Guttman and Geometric scale scores based on the recoded 

and rescaled data described in Chapter II. 

Setting !:!E. the Prediction Problem 

All juveniles in the Madison sample were divided into three 

groups as a basis for relating various measures of delinquency to their 

present status. The first group consisted of adult i'l.on-criminals, that 

is, those who at the time of the follow-up study in 1965 were age 21 or 

over, but did not have an adult criminal record in the files of the Dep­

artment of Public Welfare. Whether or not they have had any contact with 

police outside of Wisconsin is something of which we could not be sure, 
) 

but any kind of difficulty that would have brought them into the courts of 

t:he State of Wisconsin would have been recorded in the central files of 

the Division of Corrections of the State Department of Public Welfare. 

Had anyone in the sample been officially dealt with outside the state, in~ 

formation might also have been transmitted to appropriate persons in the 

stat.e, but this is on~y a possibility. 

The second group we;e those who had ~ommitted offenses after the 

age of 21; these are referred to as adult criminals. They had records in 

the courts of the State of Wisconsin and on file in the Department of 

Public Welfare. 

A third group, the non-adult delinquents, were still juveniles 

at the time of the follow-up study. Whether or not they had continued to 

have contacts with the police in Madison and Racine was not known at the 

time of the follow-up study, 'TReoreticall:y'~ the adult criminals should 
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have the highest scores and either the non-adult delinquents or the adult 

non-criminals the lowest scores. 

Pe~haps it should be noted at this point that 3.5 percent of 

'the Madison juveniles who had become adults had gone on to adult careers 

while 3.9 percent of the Racine juveniles had gone on to adult careers. 

Since the two samples were not comparable in terms of the kinds of behav­

ior that resu,lted in their having police contacts, the Racine juveniles 
, 

having engaged in more serious depredations than the Madison juveniles, 

a comparisqn of these differences does not really indicate ~hat one com­

munity or rulother is less effective in deterring its juveniles from adult 

,careers. More will be said about this subj ect in one of the followb~t 

sections where the interrelationships of a variety of variables will be 

discussed for both the Racine alld Madison samples. The point is merely 

brought up at this time in the event that the reader has begun to spec­

ulat~ about the differential rate at which juveniles were classif~ed as 

adult criminals for Racine and Madison. 

It should also be noted that the category of non-adult delin~ 

quents is not of great concern to us in this section; unless we/ha.d let 

the sample r~n until such time as everyone reached the age of 18 or 21 or 

some later arbitrary cutting point there would be non-adults with records 

of continuing delinquency. Within this non-adult delinquent group there 

are, of cour?e, those who have not yet reached the age of 18 and they con­

strutute the bulk of the group--164 in Madison and 304 in Racine. There 

were only si~ juveniles classified as non-adult delinquents in Madison 

and 10 in Racine with careers between the ages of 18 and 21. Depending 

upon the cutting points selected, in most cases, the distribution of non­

adult delinquents was more similar to that of the adult non-criminals than 

to the adult criminals. The chances are that most, if not all, of the non­

adult delinquents in both Madison and Racine will end up in the category 

of adult non-criminals if another follow-up study is made on the sample . 

In Tables VII' and VIII, the result~ of three different cutting 

points are presented for the adult non-criminal, non-adult delinquent, and 

adult criminal groups for Madison and Racine. Although dichotomized Gut­

tman scale scores indicated statistically significant differences between 

adult non-criminals, non-adult delinquents,alld adult criminals, in no case 
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could Guttman scale score" be used as a more efficient predictor of the 

categories in which a person would be found than did the modal 'category 

of themarginals. Almost none of the juveniles had become adult criminals. 

Dichotomized 
Guttman 
Scores 

0-1 

2-9 

Total 

0-2 

3-9 

Total 

0-3 

4-9 

Total 

TABLE VII 

DICHOTOMIZED GUTTMAN SCORES FOR MADISON 
RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Adult Non­
Criminals 

761 54% 

661 46% 

1422 100% 

X2 = 
1'128 79% 

29421% 

1422 100% 

X2 = 

1215 85% 

207 15% 

1422 100% 

Non-Adult 
Delinquents 

86 51% 

84 49% --
170 1.00% 

41.23, 2 d.f., P < 

162 95% 

8 5% --
170 100% 

16.52, 2 d.f., P < 

163 96% 

7 4% 

170 100% 

ft 

Adult 
Criminals 

18 35% 

33 65% 

51 100% 

.001 

30 59% 

21 41% 

51 100% 

.001 

35 69% 

16 31% 

51 100% 

X2 = 26.94, 2 d.f., P < .001 

Total 

865 53% 

778 47% 

1643 100% 

1320 80% 

323 20% 
~ 

1643 100% 

1413 . 86% 

230 14% 

1643 100% 

Should this research be of the usual simple-minded type, that is, 

merely oriented toward testing the null hypothesis, there would be some­

thing to exclaim about, as we have previously stated in reference to other 

findings of statistically significant differences. It would be impressive, 

in a sense, to ~ote that in Madison, 41 percent of the adult criminals 

have Guttman scale scores of 3 or more while only 21 percent of the adult 

non-criminals have such high scores. Obviously, the probability of having 

an adult record was greater if one had a high Guttman scale score based on 
, 

a record of police contacts as a juvenile. The table could, of course, be 

turned around and percentages calculated across categories; in this case 

we would say that 6.7 p~rcent of those with Guttman scale scores 3-9 were 
L 

adult criminals while orily 2.6 percent of those who had scores from 0-2 

" 
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were adult criminals. Or, for example, if we look at the Guttman scale 

scores as dichotomized between 1 and 2, 4.8 percent of the high scoring 

juveniles had adult careers while only 2.3 percent of the low scoring juv­

eniles became adult criminals. The essence of what we are saying is that 

Guttman scale scores are related to outcome but that so few become adult 

criminals that the relationship is not high enough to make for increased· 

predictive efficiency over that of the modal category of the marginals. 

The picture for Racine is similar to that for "Madison; the Guttman scale 

scores being more or less discriminating than in the Madison case, depend­

ing on the cutting points selected. 

Dichotomized 
Guttman 
Scores 

0-2 

3-9 

Total 

0-4 

5-9 

Total 

TABLE VIII 

DICHOTOMIZED GUTTMAN SCORES FOR RACINE 
RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Adult Non- Non-Adult Adult 
Criminals Delinquents Criminals 

660 81% 260 83% 15 45% 

159 19% 54 17% 18 55% --
819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 

x2 = 26.49, 2 d;f., p < .001 

779 95% 298 95% 29 88% 

40 5% 16 5% 4 12% 

819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 

X2 = 3.14, 2 d.f., not significant 

Total 

935 80% 

231 20% 

1166 100% 

1106 95% 

60 5% 

1166 100% 

When the dichotomized Racine Guttman scale scores are considered 

in terms of the proportion of low scoring'juveniles who became adult crim­

inals and the proportion of high scoring juveniles who became adult crim­

inalS, the greater propensity of nigh scoring persons to become adult cr­

iminals is apparent; 10.2 percent of those with a score above .3 who had 

become adults were' classifiecl as adult criminals, but only 2.2 percent of 

those with low, scores were classified as adult criminals. Nonetheless, 

as in Madison,.in spite of the significant relationships between status 

and Guttman scores, the best prediction is that al1 juveniles will become 
'. 

adultnonfcriminals. Looking at the data from a purely descriptive rather 
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, 
than predictive standpoint, if a group of adult criminals are at hand, 

they are more likely to have high SCOTes on the Guttman scale than a group 

of adult non-criminals. An adult criminal is mOTe likely to have had a 

well-developed pattern of contacts \\lith police officeTs as a juvenile than 

a juvenile who had some police contact but was later in the category of 

adult non-criminal. 

We shall now turn to Ta.ble IX and X, which present the dichot­

omized Geometric scale scores for Madison and Racine. When the cutting 

Dichotomized 

TABLE IX 

DICHOTOMIZED GEOMETRIC SCORES FOR MADISON 
RESIDENT-AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Geometric Adult Non- Non-Adult 
Delinquents 

Adult 
Criminals ScoTes Criminals Total 

1-3 

4-511 

Total 

1-10 

11-511 

Total 

1-99 

100-511 

Total 

505 35% 119 70% 

917 65% 51 30% 

1422 100% 170 100% 

9 

42 

51 

18% 633 39% 

82% 1010 61% 

100% 1643 100% 

x2 = 85.94, 2 d.!., P < .001 

901 63% 

521 :$7% 

1422 100% 

1350 

72 

95% 

5% 

144 85% 

26 15% 
--) 

170 100% 

166 

4. 

98% 

2% 

17 33% 1062 65% 

34 67% 581 35% 

51 100% 1643 100% 

44 

7 

86% 1560 

14% 83 

95% 

5% 

1422 100% 170 100% 51 100% 1643 100% 

X2 = 10.58, 2 d.f., P < .001 

point for Madison's Geometric scale Scores is placed between 10 and II, 

even though this does not generate the highest statistically significant 

difference, we have 'almost an exact reversal of percentages for high-low 

scores between adult non-criminals and adult 'criminals ... Sixty-three per­

cent of the Madison adult non-criminals have low scores while 67 percen~ 

of Madison's adult criminals have high SCOTes. Almost the same pattern 

is found for Racine when its GeometTic scores are dichotomized at the 
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same point--in this case there is an exact reversal of p("~rcentages. Still , 
the Geometric scores for neither community are sufficiently discriminating 
to make them useful as predictors of who will, or will not, become adult 

criminals. 

TABLE X 

DICHOTOMIZED GEOMETRIC SCORES FOR RACINE 
RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Dichotomized 
Geometric Adult Non- Non-Adult Adult 

Scores Criminals Delinquents Criminals Total 

1-3 356 43% 105 33% 2 6% 463 40% 

4-511 463 57% 209 67% 31 94% 703 60% 

Total 819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 1166 100% 

X2. = 25.60, 2 d.f. , P < .001 

1-10 549 67% 211 67% 11 33% 771 66% 

11-511 270 33% 103 33% 22 67% 395 34% 

Total 819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 1166 100% 

X2. = 16.30, 2 d.f. , P < .001 

1-99 738 90% 282 90% 24 73% 11)44 90% 

100-511 81 1·0% 32 10% 9 27% 122 10% -- -'--- --
Total 819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 1166 100% 

X2 = 10.26,2 d.f., P < .001 

When these tables are turned on their sides, so to speak, it is 

interesting to note that 6.1 percent of Madison ',s high scoring juveniles 

became adult criminals while only 1.9 percent of their low scoring juven­

iles became adult criminals. Similarly, in Racine, 7.5 percent of Racine's 

high scoring delinquents became adult criminals while only 2.0 percent of 

its low scoring juveniles became adult criminals. 

Our last measure is, of course, number of police contacts, as 

shown in Tables XI, and XII, with an additional table showing the correl­

ation between each of these measures and status as adult criminals or adult 

non-criminals, and the percentage of "high scoring" adults who were clas­

sified as adult criminals as a consequence of their records in the Div­

ision of Criminal Statistics in Madison. Although all are statistically 
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significant correlations, Geometric scale scores are more highly correl­

ated with status than either of the other two measures in Madison while 

Number of 
Police 

Contacts 

1 

2 or more 

Total 

1-2 

3 or more 

Total 

TABLE XI 

NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS FOR MADISON 
RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Adult Non­
Criminals 

738 52% 

684 48% 

1422 100% 
X2. 

984 69% 

438 31% 

1422 100% 

= 

X2. = 

Non-Adult 
Delinquents 

125 

45 

170 

74% 

26% 

100% 

Adult 
Criminals 

14 27% 

37 73% 

51 100% 

42.77, 2 d.f., P < .OOI 

150 88% 23 45% 

20 12% 28 55% -
170 100% 51 100% 

47.42, 2 d.f., P < .001 

Total 

877 53% 

766 47% 

1643 100% 

1157 70% 

486 30% 

1643 100% 

Guttman scale scores are highest in Racine. Since we have set prediction 

as our goal, what has thus far been described is only the beginning. The 

TABLE XII 

NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS FOR RACINE 
RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT MALES 

Number of 
Police Adult Non- Non~Adult Adult 

Contacts Criminals Delinquents Criminals Total 

1 449 55% 203 65% 13 39% 665 57% 

2 or more 370 45% 111 35% 20 61% 501 43% 

Total 819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 1166 100% 

X2. = 13 .26, 2 d.f. J P < .001 

1-2 592 72% 248 79% 14 42% 854 73% 

.3 or more 227 28% 66 21% 19 58% 312 27% -
Total 819 100% 314 100% 33 100% 1166 100% 

X2. = 21.65,2 d.f., P < .001 

/J: 
C/ " 

;:::~';':::" , 

'1.1 

~~ 

, 
,'I 



i\ 

,.1' , ,',"';" 
! 

~,: 

'~L, 

.\ 
! 

\ 
j 
I 

.[ 

1 
1 

\ 
\ 
1 ,I 
! 

1 
I 
t 

1 
'1 

I 
\1 

next and continuing question is how the data may be utilized or manipul­

ated in order to generate scores that have not only a statistically sig­

nificant relationship to the criteria (adult criminal or adult non-crinl-
" 

TABLE XIII 
SUMMARY OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MEASURES 
OF DELINQUENCY AND ADULT CRIMINAL CAREERS 

rlt- Coefficient 
of Correlation 

Guttman Scale Scores 

Geometric Scale 
Scores 

Number of Police 
Contacts 

Guttman Scale Scores 

Geometric Scale 
$cores 

Number of Police 
Contacts 

.0668 

.1134 

.0895 

.1672 ' 

.1370 

.1271 

Level of 
Significance 

MADISON 
.02 

.001 

.01 

RACINE 

.001 

.001 

,001 

% of High Scoring 
Adult Criminals 

6.7 (scores of 
3-9) 

6.1 (scores of 
11 or more) 

5.1 (2 or more 
contacts) 

10.2 (scores of 
3-9) 

7.5 (scores of 
11 or more) 

7.7 (3 or more 
contacts) 

===============",:=========================================== 
inal) , but how scores may be generated that discriminate so efficiently 

between adult non-criminals and adult criminals as to make it possible to 

predict whether a juvenile will go on to an adult career in crime or not. 
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IV 
ADDED INPUTS TO THE PREDICTION DEVICE 

Introduction 

The alleged relationship between mobility and delinquency is 

based on the assumption that both juveniles and adults who have moved from 

community to community have, as a consequence, been less integrated into 

either the community in which they presently reside or into the larger 

society, and are therefore more likely to engage in behavior defined as 

delinquent or criminal by persons in positions of authority. 

This may, in fact, be putting the wrong variable in the antecedent 

position. Rather than mobility being a prime facilitator of the acquis-

i tion of greater knowledge about delinquency and crime, delinquency and 

crime may playa major part in generating mobility among these segments 

of the population. The position taken in this report is that mobility 

is not in itself an important explanatOJt'y variable of the kind of behav­

ior that has been observed and measured. As a matter of fact, an argument 

can be made for the decreasing) visibility of delinquent behavior as a con­

squence of residential mobility. The juvenile who moves about within the 

city or between cities may be less likely to acquire a record of police 

contacts of sufficient length to be defined as one who should be watched 

by those responsible for monitoring juvenile behavior. 

The data with which we have been dealing seem to support this 

position, for the juvenile who has been in either the community or in the 

study for a shorter period of time has also been less visible to the pol­

ice, and as a consequence less visible to the researcher in terms of his 

record of police contacts. While there may not be exactly the same re­

duction in juvenile viSibility to police due to mobility as there has been 

in juvenile visibility to the researcher due to limited time in the sample, 

reduced visibility due to limited time periods in the samples most certain­

ly decreases the likelihood that some juveniles will be defined as serious 

delinquents. 
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In terms of our interest in predicting later'criminal careers, 

We must attempt to·find sociologically meaningful variables that have low 

correlations with each other but which are highly correlated with the crit­

erion--later criminal careers. The addition of other variables to the 

prediction device will increase its efficiency only if they have low cor­

relations with each other and high correlations with the criterion. If 

the variables to be considered for addition are highly correlated with 

the criterion, but even more highly correlated with it when combined with 

another variable such as socia-economic status of the area from whence the 

juvenile comes, they will add to the efficiency of the prediction device 

even though correlated with each other. 

In this chapter we are concerned with the relationship of sev­

eral variables characteristic of the juveniles in the sample to each other, 

to the socio-economic status of the areas within which the juveniles re­

sided:, and the relationship of these variables to three measures of del­

inquency and to later criminal careers. The first variable to be examined 

is years in the sample aged 6 through 17. The impor~ance of this variable, 

as we have suggested, lies in the fact that all persons in the sample had 

neither the same years of exposure to the possibility of police contacts 

nor the same years of exposure to the possibility of their police contacts 

appearing in the records during the time covered by the studies in Madison 

and Racine. The question is whether this artifac:t of the data might have 

an influence on the findings. ObviolJ,sly, time in the sample has had some 

influence on the recorded careers of juveniles but the question is whether 

it has been sufficient to merit retrospective concern. This problem is 

common to studies in which observations are made on a population of un­

equal ages for a given segment of their lives and for a stated period of 

time. The selection of a cohort to be, observed over a period of years 

would have avoided this difficulty. However, this study was initially 

conceived as being a phenomenon having rates at points in time or.having 

varying incidences over a given span of years~ rather than as a study of 

cases or careers, In order to more readily do what we are not attempting, 

.}.1. sample of cases should have been selected whose careers began and ended 

during the time covered by the study, i;e., a cohort rather than a simple 

systematic sample. We are simply indicating, after the fact, that the 
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nature of the sample calls for serious consideration of the relationship 

of time in the sample to other variables. 

The second variable is age at first police contact. Here the 

hypothesis is that first contact at an early age increases the visibility 

of the juveni1e--he has become known to the police early in his career, 

quite aside from the fact that an early start leaves more time for further 

depredations and the compilation of a lengthy career. It is hypothesized 

that it is not only the time that is left, but that an early start is in­

dicative of the beginning of a career. This, of course, is true only if 

he has had police contact at an early age at the beginning of the period 

covered by the study. Some juveniles may have had their first contact at 

an early age just before the study ended, while others may have had their 

nth contact at a later age and just before they became 18 but shortly af~ 
ter the study commenced. 1 In the first case, the recorded career of the 

juvenile included in the study would be relatively short and might give 

the misleading picture of the juvenile's total career. We must therefore 

check to see exactly how age at first contact is related to the other var­

iables included in the study, as well as measures of delinquency and 1ater 

criminal careers. 

The third variable with which we are concerned at this point is 

the span of time in which poli~e contacts were recorded. If the juvenile 

has had police contacts over a period of six years, then he might be hy~ 

pothesized to have a different kind of delinquent career than one who has 

had contacts for a two-year span. Here again, a problem is encountered 

because the age of the juvenile in relation to the years covered by the 

study can influence the time span during which a juvenile has been able 

to have contacts. This will be taken into consideration. 

To repeat, in this chapter we are concerned with the relation~ 

ship of these three variables to each other, to the socia-economic status 

1 All cont:acts were counted from first contact to last even if 
first contact was in the 1940's. For example, if a person had 4 or 5 con­
tacts in the 1940's but was 16 or 17 in 1950 or 1951, etc., and had no fur­
ther contacts, he was omitted. If he had at least one more contact in 1950 
or 1951, he was included in the sample and all his contacts were counted 
for his total career. 
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of the areas in which juveniles with delinquent careers resided, to the 

number of police contacts that a juvenile has had, his Guttman score , his 

TABLE I 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF TIME, AGE AND SPAN 
TO MEASURES OF DELINQUENCY AND LATER CRIMINAL CAREERS 

Madison Racine 

Years.§:. juvenile aged ~ through !Z. 
during study vs. 

Number of police contacts .0476## .0699# 

Guttman scores .1203* .0332 

Geometric scores .0476## .0852** 

Follow-up c1assification-r .0057 .0362 

Time span for police contacts .0449## .0794** 

Age at first contact .2990* .1014* 

Age at first contact vs. 

Time span for police contacts .1482* .1926* 

Number of police contacts .0814** .1462* 

Guttman scores .1939*** .2201* 

Geometric scores .2371 ** .2594* 

Follow-up c1assification-r .0125 .0853# 

Tim~ span for police contacts vs. 

Number of police contacts .5923* .4994* 

Guttman scores .5513* .6076* 

Geometric scores .5609* .7020* 

Follow-up c1assificationt .0839** .1131 ** 

Level of significance of r4 coefficie,nt of correlations: 

*Significant at the .001 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 

***Significant at the .02 level. 
#Significant at the .05 level. 

##Sign~ficant at the .10 level. 

tNon-adult delinquents were excluded from these calculations. 

Geometric score, and to his later status as an adult criminal or an adult 

non-criminal. The pattern of relationships to be discussed in the next 

th:r:ee.-:.sections of this chapter are presented in' Table I above. 
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Xears in the Sample Aged §.. through !Z. 

Our first question will be directed toward how the years that 

a person was a juvenile aged 6 through 17 during the period of the study 

is related to other variables, possibly in such a way as to influence the 

findings that have previously been discussed. The nature of the data 

would lead one to expect some relationship between the number of contacts 

that a juvenile has had and the number of years that he was aged 6 through 

17 during the study, simply on a basis of increased exposure of a proport­

ion of the juveniles in the sample. There is a low rq correlation of 

.0476 for Madison, significant only at the .10 level and for Racine a cor­

relation of .0699, significant at the .05 level. While it is possible, 

by manipulating cutting points and selecting those which maximize differ­

ences, to come up with a statistically significant relationship, there is 

really not much difference in either co~nunity in the average number of 

years that juveniles were in the study aged 6 through 17 as one progresses 

from those with one contact to those with 10 or more contacts, 

The next questlon is whether or not there is a relationship be­

tween his Guttman score and the years that a juvenile in the sample had 

been aged 6 through 17 during the period of the study. Depending upon the 

cutting points selected, the relationship is significant or not significant, 

but in most cases it is not s'ignificant and in no case is the ::tq coeffic-
, 

ient of correlation above .12 (significant at the .001 level) in Madison 

or above .03 (significant at the .10 level) in Racine. Perusal of aver­

age Guttman scores in relation to number of years aged 6 through 17 dur­

ing the study reveals irregular variation with little progression in Gut­

tman scores with years, certainly not sufficient to lead us to believe 

that number of years aged 6 through 17 during the study has much influence 

on Guttman scores. 

The sarne finding holds for the relationship between years a juv­

enile was aged 6 through 17 during the study in both Madison and Racine 

and Geometric scores. There are variations in the average number of years 

that the juvenile was in the study and Geometric scores, but there is no 

progression that would be indicative of any kind of peculiar influence of 

this variable on Geometric scores in either city. The rq coefficient of 

correlation for Madison was .0476, significant at the .10 level and for 
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Racine .0852 1 significant at the .01 level. Some of the specific var-, 

iations that were found are of interest. In Madison, the Geometric score 

of 32 ea Geometric score reppesenting liquor offenses only), consists of 

persons who had been a juvenile for the shortest number of years during 

the study, less than three as a matter of fact. 2 Similar to this was as­

sault. At the other end of the continuum were sex offenses; these juven­

iles had been in the study over five years followed by juveniles who had 

contact with the police for disorderly conduct and incorrigibility, fol­

lowed in turn by those who had contacts for incorrigibility only. This 

suggests that there is some difference in the pattern of contacts developed 

over a period of years as contrasted to the pattern of contacts for per­

sons who have been in the sample for a shorter period of time, and have 

perhaps had their contacts late in their juvenile career. 

As a matter of fact, the Geometric scores have a certain useful­

ness as an assist to sorting out the kinds of careers which may become 

visible to the police only over a period of years as contrasted to other 

types of careers which may be of such a nature that they are visible even 

if a person is only in the sample for a relatively short period of time. 

The only drawback to this, from the viewpoint of generalizing, is that the 

findings were somewhat different for Racine. Persons with contacts for 

sex offenses had been in the sample the shortest period of time as Juven­

iles aged 6 through 17. followed by traffic and then liquor. In other 

words, the extreme end of Madison's and Racine's delinquents were similar 

in some respects but not in all. At the end of Racine's continuum contain­

ing juveniles who had been in the sample the longest period of time during 

the ages 6 through 17 are juveniles whose contacts were for disorderly con­

duct and traffic. It should be noted, however, that juveniles with careers 

b~sed on multiple types of contact such as: a) contact for assault plus 

other contacts; t) contact for sex offenses plus other contacts; c) con­

tact for suspicion, investigation,or information plus other contacts, and; 

d) contact for liquor plus other contacts, were also in the sample aged 6 

. 2When such terms as "'theft onl:y1J or simply "th!3ft" are used, it 
means one or more contacts in this category only. For example, the cat­
egory "theft\.{ has previously been defined as theft, auto theft, forgery, 
or fraud and not !!theft" per se. , 
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through 17 for a longer period of years than were other career types. 

In othe'r words, multiple contact types were found at the longer number of 

years in the sample aged 6 through 17 end of the continuum. 

Now we should turn to the relationship of years aged 6 through 

17 during the study to the fOllow-up classification as adult criminal or 

adult non-criminal, Here we find essentially the same picture as before 

since n~ne of the cutting points resulted in any significant relationship 

between years a juvenile was in the study aged 6 through 17 and whether the 

juvenile was an adult non-criminal or adult criminal at the time of the 

follow-up. 

Two other variables remain to be examined in relationship to 

years that a juvenile was aged 6 through 17 during the study. One is span 

of time during which contacts were recorded and the other is the age at 

first contact. The span of time during which contacts with police were 

recorded had little relationship to years that a juvenile was in the age 

6 through 17 category. 

If there is little or no relationship between the actual number 

of years a juvenile was aged 6 through 17 during the study and the length 

of time that he was actually acquiring police contacts, we can define this 

period of contacts as the span of his delinquent career. The span of a 

delinqUfimt career may then be, examined for its utility as a predictor of 

later criminal careers. Theoretically, the longer the span of a delin­

quent career the more likely the juvenile is to develop a career in adult 

crime. In Racine, the relationship between the two variables (time in 

sample aged 6 through 17 and span of police contacts} was not readily dis­

cerned although there was some tendency for those who had been ages 6 thr­

ough 17 in the study the longest to have a longer span of time in which 

they had contacts with the police. An r4 coefficient of correlation of 

.0794, although significant at the .01 level, did not indicate much relat­

ionship between the two variables. Essentially the same pattern was found 

for Madison with a coefficient of correlation of .0449, significant only .. 
at the .10 level. Most juveniles in both communities, as a matter of fact, 

were skewed toward the maximum number of years that they could have been 

in the 6 through 17 age group during the study and had themr police con­

tacts within a short span of time. This suggests, as did the time pattern 
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of Geometric scores, that those with a longer span of time in which they 

were e1egib1e for inclusion (and therefore visible) and engaging in acts 

which result in police contacts may well be of a different type; in other 

words, span of time of police contacts may be a predictor ~:f later crim­

inal careers. 

The next variable which we wish to examine in this series is 

age at first police contact in relationship to years a j:uvenile was ag~d 

6 through 17 during the study. In Madison, the average age at first pol­

ice contact of those who had been a juvenile only one year during the 

study was IS declining to 12.5 for those who had been aged 6 through 17 

for six years during the study. But the average years that a juvenile 

had been in the study tended to be low at each end of the continuum from 

early first contact to late first contact. In other words, the relation­

ship between these two variables was curvilinear, starting out with those 

who had been age 6 through 17 a short time and had an early first contact, 

but with Qoth age and years a. juvenile aged 6 through 17 during the study 

increasing to almost six years in the study for the age group 10-12 at 

first contact, and then declining to four years in the study for those 

whose first contact with the police was at age 17. There is no easy ex­

planation for this distribution since one would expect age at first con­

tact to have an inverse relationship to years 6 through 17 in the sample 

with considerable decline in years in sample after the ages 10 through 12 

for first contacts. Although the distribution Was decidedly curvilinear, 

when both distributions were dichotomized,the inverse correlation between 

years a juvenile during the study and age at first contact was present, 

with persons who were oldest at the first contact tending to be a shorter 

length of time in the study than persons who were younger at first contact. 

The r 4 coefficient of correlation was .2990 .• significant at the .001 level. 

A similar but not nearly so marked curvilinear relationship was also found 

for Racine, t~e break in the curve coming at a later age at first contac~ 

in Racine than i~ Madison. Dichotomization distributes the Racine cases 

in a 2 x 2 table somewhat differently so that the relationship is actusl.Ly 

in the other direction, that is, juveniles who had been in the study for 

a maximum number of years age 6 through 17 tended to be older at the time 

of first contact with the police. The r 4 coefficient of correlation was 
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.1014 and significant at the .001 level. But the main point is that in 

both cities age at first contact does not have a monotonic relationship 

to years that a juvenile was age 6 through 17 during the study. Age of 

first contact may be given further consideration as an explanatory var­

iable that may well have predictive value. It is not tied to some other 

variable in such a way as to eGminate it from further consideration. 

Age at First Contact as a Predictive Variable 

Age at first contact was related to a number of other variables 

dealt with in the study. One of the questions that we are concerned with 

is the possibility that it might be an artifact of the method of sample 

selection rather than an independent variable characteristic of some juv­

eniles but not others, but thus far we have not found this to be so. 

One might wonder why the :relationship of age at first contact 

to span of time contacts were had with the police is even considered, but 

we cannot speak about it without looking at the data. Here we would ex­

pect a fairly monotonic r~lationship with those whose first contact was 

at an early age having a longer time span of police contacts. The Madison 

data showed a definite decline in length of career with age at first con­

tact and a decline in average age of first contact with increased length 

of span of contacts. The relationship was even more apparent in Racine. 

The Madison sample had an r4 coefficient of correlation of .1482, signif­

icant at the .001 level and the Racine sample had an r 4 coefficient of 

correlation of .1926, significant at'the .001 level. It should also be 

noted that the data are distributed so as to form what has been called 

a vanishing quadrant~ with most juveniles falling on one side of a line 

based on a fairly straight progression--age at first contact declining 

as span of time increases. Many of the juveniles who are above this line 

are there for the simple reason that many juveniles having an early first 

contact had contacts for only that year, or for only a shorter number of 

years than the period that they could have, considering the'spqn of time 
, 

that they were in the study. To a certain extent, these correlations are 

an artifact of the data but they still suggest that age of first contact 

may be a part of the "causal chain. H 

The next qUestion to which we shal,1 turn is how age at first con-
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tact relates to various measures of delinquency. In Racine; the r4 coef­

ficient of correlation between age of first contact and number of police 

contacts was .1462, significant at the .001 level and in Madison it was 

.0814, significant at the .01 level. If the age of first police contact 

is dichotomized in order to maximize its relationship to number of police 

contacts, a point somewhere around 12 or 13 years of age appears to be the 

best point, i.e., those whose first police contact came before the age of 

12 or 13 were most likely to have a larger number of police contacts than 

those whose first contact came at a later age. 

Guttman scores seem to be similarly related to age of first con­

tact with police but to a greater extent with the Madison r 4 coefficient 

of correlation being .1939, significant at the .02 level and Racine being 

.2201 and significant at the .001 level. This relationship is not quite 

as simple as it might seem and differs for Madison and Racine. Madison 

juveniles with early first contacts had higher scores than those with 

later first contacts. While the relationship was not monotonic the dir­

ection was readily discernible. In the case of Racine, the coefficient 

of correlation referred to when the data were dichotomized, represented 

a relationship in the opposite direction) with those who had early first 

contacts having the lowest Guttman scores and ihose with later first con­

tacts having the highest Guttman scores. Actually, the Racine data have 

an overall distrilmtion which is similar to that for Madison but is just 

sufficiently different that dichotomizing on a basis of the ~3me cutting 

points as in the Madison case generates a diffeTent distribution an'd' a 

relationship in the opposite direction. 

In both cities those whose first contact was at age 11-14 had 

a disproportionate number of the Guttman scores from 3 through 9. This 

suggests ~hat if we are interested in plugging in ag~ as a predictor of 
I 

Guttman scores, dichotomizing the distribution is not as efficient as 

selecting this particular age span. However, if one wishes to dichotomize 

age in predicting'Guttman scores, those whose first contact was below the 

~ge of 14 would be slightly more likely to have high scores than those . 

whose first contact was above the age of 14. 

One point that must not be overlooked is that when examining 

the :r'e,lationship between the age of fiTst contact and various measures of 
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delinquency there are marked variations and that this variable has a very 

significant relationship to measures of delinquency, The question is how 

much of this relationship is indicative of the influence of early police 

contacts on the extent and nature of delinquent careers. and how much is 

this relationship produced by the fact that some of those with later pol­

ice contacts are not in the sample very long? And how much higher would 

the relationship be if some of those who had early contacts had their 

early contacts at the beginning of the study rather than just before the 

end of the study? All of this suggests, at the risk of too frequently 

adding a word of explanation and hindsight, that some of the problems that 

we have had would have been eliminated had we studied a cohort of juven­

iles aged 6 through 17 that coilld have been subdivided according to its 

various charar~teristics, As we have stated J the nature of our study was 

such that we were primarily interested in determining what was happening 

in two communities over a period of time, We selected random samples of 

juveniles with recorded police contacts during the period f?r which com­

parable data were availahle and use~ these data as a basis for describing 

the delinquency scene, We have not only described delinquency in Madison 

and Racine as originally intended, but have dealt with other questions 

that became of 1nterest to us after the study was originally conceived, 

namely. the nature of de1inqu~nt careers and their relationship to later 

criminal careers, 

The relationship of age of first contact to Geometric scores 

is not simple. Age at first police contact is inversely related to Geo­

metric scores in Racine with an 1'4 coefficient of correlation of ,2121, 

significant at,.+:he .001 level., . In Madison, the same cutting points pre­

sent an 1'4: coef,ficient of correla.tion of ,0057 that is not statistically 

significant. When the Madison cutting point is shifted downward for the 

Geometric scores the r 4 coefficient of correlation becomes .2371, signif­

icant at the .01 level, but the direction of the relationships is exactly 

the opposite as t1\at for Racine with low Geometric scores associated with 

early first police contacts, When the cutting points were similarly shift­

ed for Racine, the 1'1+ coefficient 'of c01.'relation i.ncreased to ,2594, sig­

nificant at the ,DOl level but the direction 'of the relationship remained 

the same, emphasizing even more the differences betwe;n the two cities. 
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These differences were to be expected however, since other variables had 

been differently related to Geometric scores in Madison and Racine . 

The lowest average age of first contact in Madison is for a few 

people who had contacts for assault only, followed by disorderly conduct 

and incorrigibility only, and robbery only. This would suggest that more 

serious types of careers are characteristic of those who start at an early 

age. Juveniles commencing their career at a later age have contacts for 

liquor only, traffic only, traffic plus either disorderly conduct 9r in­

corrigibilitY1 and traffic plus both disorderly conduct and incorrigibility. 

Turning to Racine, assault plus some other contact such as incorrigibili~y 

or disorderly conduct, and incorrigibility plus other contacts is found 

for careers beginning at an early age. In this respect Madison and Racine 

are similar. When we turn to the upper age limits, Madison and Racine 

are again similar; those with traffic offenses commence at a later age, 

followed by liquor, traffic plus disorderly conduct, and finally, liquor 

plus a variety of other contacts SUGh as traffic. Contacts involving 

traffic and liquor are most likely to come at the later age due to the 

fact that age is related to the ability to dl'ive and to purchase liquor 

illegally. 

Overall, there is really not much relationship between Geometric 

scores and age at first contact, but when looked at in terms of average . , 
age of first contact for specific Geometric scores, there may be something 

to be,gained. In other words, early delinquent careers of certain types 

may be useful predictors of more fully developing careers lmd later cri.­

minal careers. 

In ordt';)r to better understand the relationship of Geometric 

scores to age 'at first police contact, we placed Geometric scores repre­

senting most frequently occurring patterns of police cont,'lct on one side 

or another of a cutting point based on whether persons with eath Geometric 

score were more often 14 years of age or over at first contact, or less 

than 14 at age ot: first contact. In Madison, if age at first contact is 

divided between 13 and 14, the maj ori ty' .of the Geometric scores fall in 

the' category for those whose first contact is below 14 years of age. But 

six categories, namely, liquor offenses, liquor offenses plus other, traf­

fic o'ffcimses, traffic offenses plus others, contact for suspicion, invest-
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igation or information, and theft fall most frequently in the 14 or above 

category. When this distributilon is the basis for computing an r 1+ coef­

ficient of correlation, it is .3\386 and significant at the .001 level . 

This is an improvement over the .2371 coefficient that was obtained when 

the entire continuum of Geometric scores was dichotomized. Perusal of 

the data indicates that some types of contacts are almost entirely by 

juveniles 14 or above, such as traffic and liquor, while those whose first 

contact was below the age of 14 may make up a disproportionate share of 

other categories or patterns of police contact but not in such a dispro~ 

portional fashion. 

If age at first contact is dichotomized between 12 and 13, the 

picture is considerably different and the correlation is essentially the 

same as that obtained when the total continuum was dichotomized, an r 4 of 

.2370 that is significant at the .01 level for Madison. What this does 

is to place only disorderly conduct, incorrigibility, incorrigibility and 

disorderly conduct, robbery, and assault in the category for which more 

juveniles were age 12 or less at the time they had their first police con­

tact. What the latter indicates is that age 13 is a more meaningful and 

efficient cutting point for predicting certain categories of behavior. 

The picture for Racine is similar. When the cutting point is 

14 and above or less than 14, the r 4 coefficient of correlation is .3623 , 
and significant at the .001 level. The following categories contained 

those juveniles whose first contacts were most frequently at age 14 or 

above: Traffic, traffic and disorderly conduct, theft, theft plus others, 

liquor offenses, liquor offenses plus others, and robbery. All other cat­

egories were those for which the juveniles were more often than not less 

than 14 at age of first contact. When the cutting point was 12 or less, 

all Geometric score types consisted of persons whose first contacts were 

at the age of 13 or more. 

The last relationship in this series is probably the most im­

portant in terms of the prediction problem and in terms of what we would , 
expect considering all that has been written about juvenile delinquency. 

The early onset of a delinquen't career is hypothesized to be predictive 

of a later criminal career. 

Over 60 percent of Racine's adult non-criminals had their first 
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contacts with police after the age of 15 but over 60 percent of the adult 

criminals had their first police contact before the age of 15. However, 

whether they had early or late police contacts, most never continued their 

delinquent patterns of behavior to the point of having careers as adult 

criminals. In Madison, there was little difference in the proportion of 

adult non-criminals and adult criminals who had had police contacts below 

the age of 15. In the case of Madison, the r4 coeffjcient of correlation 

was .0125 and was not statistically significant, while in the case of Rac­

ine it was .0853 and significant at the .05 level. But in neither case 

did age of first. contact really discriminate between adult non··criminals 

and those who became adult criminals. This suggests that however interest­

ing age of first police contact has been in relationship to measures of 
-

delinquency, it will not much increase our predictive efficiency as a 

single independent variable. 

We shall now examine span of years in which offenses were com­

mitted as a possible input to a predictive device. 

Span of Time in Which Police Contacts Occurred 

One would expect relatively high correlations between number of 

police contacts and span of time in which contacts were had with the pol­

ice but these correlations may not have really reached their maximum in 

our samples since the time' limitations of the study prevented some careers 

from running their entire course. The data do indicate that in both 

Madison and Racine th~re was a fairly distinctive break between those 

whose careers spanned less, tgan four years and those whose careers span­

ned more than four years. Although number of contacts and span of time 

in which contacts were made are correlated, span of time as well as num­

ber of contacts may be useful predictors of later criminal careers. Those 

who have had police contacts over a longer period of time, have by and 

large, had far more police contacts than those who have had contacts for 

a shorter period of time. The r 4 coefficient of correlation between num-, 
. ber of contacts and span of time in which contacts were committed for 

Madison was .592Ji, significant at the .001 level and for Racine it was 

.4994, significatit at the .001 level. When single contact persons were 

eliminated., the correlation between span of time and number of police 
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contacts was reduced to .4034 in Madison and .3993 in Racine, both sig­

nificant at the ,001 level. 

The relationship between span of time in ~I'lhich contacts were 

made with the police department and Guttman scores was even higher with 

an 1"4 coefficient of correlation of .6076 for Racine and .5513 for Madison, 

both being significant at the .001 level. Other cutting points generated 

lower coefficients of correlation but the relationship was always close to 

.400 and significant at the .001 level. Going from the lowest to the 

highest Guttman scores, the higher the score the longer the time span in 

which contacts were had with the police. The average span of contacts with 

the police ranged from 1.4 years and steadily progressed to 7.5 years in 

Racine while in Madison it commenced at 1.3 and progressed to 5.5 years. 

Similarly going from 1 year to 12 years, average Guttman scores increased 

from 1 to 8 in Racine. Although they increased in Madison, they did not 

increase with such regularity, the relationship being somewhat curvilinear. 

Again, span of time in which contacts were had with the juveniles is so 

closely related to measures of delinquency that it may well serve as an 

additional predictor of later criminal careers. 

Perhaps even more interesting, is the relationship of time span 

of contacts with police to the Geometric scores. In Racine, liquor of­

fenses, robbery, and assault ~ere typical of those with short spans while 

assault in combination with other contacts such as incorrigibility, sex 

offenses plus other contacts, and robbery plus other contacts were at the 

other end of the continuum with longer time spans of police contacts. In 

Madison, robbery and assault were at the short end of the continuum along 

with contact for suspicion,·investigation, or information and liquor of .. 

fenses. The similarity in Madison and Racine is notable. At the other 

end of the continuum were a variety of careers, but assault in combination 

with other variables sllch as disorderly conduct and incorrigibility, or 

sex offenses in combi'ilation with other variables. such a's incorrigibility 

and so on were at ,the longer span of COI • .:act end of the continuum. The 
! 

data suggest that certain types of careers are more likely to span a num-

ber of years and lead to careers as adult offenders. 

When the various Geometric careers were dichotomized as to 

whether they were predominantly careers which took place during a span of 
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one or two years, and three years or more, the Tit correlation for Madison 

was .5609, significant at the .001 level. For RaCine. the r lt coefficient 

of correlation was .7020, significant at the .001 level . 

In both Racine and Madison, the average span of time in which 

juveniles had contact with police was greater for those who became adult 

criminals, being three or more years in both cases as contrasted to approx­

imately two years for those classified as adult non-criminals. Although 

this difference existed when the data were placed in a 2 x 2 table, the 

most judicious cutting point still faiied to generate very high coeffic­

ients of correlation, .1131 for Racine, significant at the .01 leve1, and 

.0839 and significant at the .01 level for Madison. 

Table II sununarizes the interrelationship of years that a juven­

ile was in the study aged 6 through 17, age at first contact, and time 

span for police contacts, and their relationship to three measures of juv~ 

enile careers and the follow-up classification as adult criminal or adult 

non-criminal. 

TABLE II 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF TIME, AGE AND SPAN TO MEASURES 
OF DELINQUENCY AND LATER CRIMINAL CAREERS 

Number of Follow-up Time span 
police Gut'Eman Geometric classifi~ for police 
contacts scores scores cationt contacts 

Years a 
juvenile M .0476## .1203* .0476## .0057 .0449## 
aged 6-17 R .0699# .0332 .0852** .0362 .0794** during study 

Age at first M .0814** .1939**~ .2371** .0125 .1482* 

contact R .1462* .2201* .2594* .0853# .1926* 

Time span M .5923* .5513* .5609* .0839** 
t: 

for police 
R .4994* .6076* .7020* .1131** contacts 

Level of significance of r lt coefficient of correlations: , 
*Significant at the .001 level. 

**Significantat the .01 level. 
***Significant at the .02 level. 

#Significant at the .05 level. 
##Significant at the .10 level. 

tNon-adult delinquents llfere excluded from these calculations. 

Age at' 
first 
contact 

.2990* 

.1014* 
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Years that a juvenile was aged 6 through 17 during the period 

of the study did not have a high enough correlation with any other vari­

able to result in a great deal of concern about whether or not any of the 

findings reported in this study were artifacts of differences in:.:time 

"span. While most of the correlations were statistically significa:1t<, they 

were sufficiently low to be of little concern. 

When age at first contact was considered, the findings were 

somewhat different, most being statistically significant at the .001 level 

in Racine and the .01 level in Madison. But here the correlations were 

also relatively low and we would have expected them to be fairly high. It 

may be that the size of these correlations is an artifact of the data, 

that is, the fact that juveniles lived varying portions of their careers 

during the period covered by the study. The chance that the time span cov­

ered in Madison (6 years) influenced the results is borne oiltto a certain 

extent by the fact that the Racine coefficients (based on a 10-year span) 

were higher in every cage. 

Span of time in which the juvenile had police conta,cts had the 

highest correlations of all with measures of delinquency. These correl­

ations are influenced'by the nature ,of the data since a person with one 

contact would have had a span of time of one year while another juvenile 

could have had numerous conta,cts within the span of only one year. 

Socio-Economic Status 

Although we have touched upon measures of delinquency and their 

relationship to socio-economic status 13,S the latter is defined by the 

characteristics of either areas or school districts in which ;t,he juveniles 

reside who have had police contacts of various types and patterns, we have 
i I 

not presented the relationship of socio-economic status to th:e variables 

that we, have dis'cussed in' earlier -:portions of this chapter. ! i 

, It will be readily recalled that in Ma,dison the 10\~1 s,ocio.,. 

economic status area had a disproportional number of juvenile's: with mult-
, I 

iple police contacts and the middle socio-economic sta~'Us are:a had rel-

.atively fewer juveniles with multiple,police contacts, while ~he' high 

socio-economic sta~us area had the fewest juveniles with Il).ul"tiple police 

contacts. These differences were statistically significant at the ,001 
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level. While .the same general pattern was present in Racine, the similar­

ity of the low and middle socio-economic status areas was such that dif­

ferences were not statistically significant when there were either 4 or 6 

degrees of freedom, that is, when low, middle, and high socio-economic 

status .areas were compared and the number. of police contacts were placed 

in either three or four categories. 

In terms of the hypotheses that we are exploring in this study, 

our efforts to develop valid. measures of delinquent careers, our attempts 

to predict outc.ome 011 the bl.isis of sociologically meaning£ul factors, we 

would hope that the socio-economic status of areas would not be related 

in a systematic fashion to the years that the juveniles in a sample re­

siding in them were aged 6 through 17 during the period of the study. In 

Madison, the number of years juveniles were aged 6 thro\~gh 17 during the 

study did not have any significant variation with the socio-economic 

status of the areas. In Racine, the difference was significant at the 

.02 level. But the difference that did exist was in the direction of full 

exposure for high socio-economicstatus juveniles; the fact that there was 

a slight tendency in that direction may have been-one of the factors that 

tended to reduce the relationship of all meaSl1res of delinquency to socio­

economic status areas in Racine. This directional difference is desirab~e. 

however, in terms of a more corservative approach to significant differ­

ences than would the opposite type of relationship have been. The data 

are presented in Table III. 

Age at first contact varied Si~lificantly with the socio-econ­

omic status of areas; this was expected with low socio-economic status 

areas conttining juveniles whose first contact was at an earlier age than 

middle or high socio-economic: status areas. The difference was more mark­

ed in Madison than in Racine, bt\ing significant at the .001 level in Mad­

ison but only at the .02 level in Racine. This again suggests that age 

at first contact, in combination with other variables, may maximize our 

ability to predict outcome since both low socio-economic status and low 

age at first contact tie in with other variables that may be efficient 

predictors but even more efficient in combination with others. 

Length of delinquent careers, as measured by' time span, duri.!1g 

which pplice contacts took place, also varied significantly by socio-
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economic status. This fits in, of course, with the fact that age at first 

contact was related to socio-economic status. In Racine, the average car­

eer was 2.37 years in the low socio-economic status area, 2.09 in the mid­

dle socio-economic status area, and 1.94 in the high socio-economic status 

TABLE III 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS VERSUS NUMBER OF YEARS IN THE SAMPLE 
AGED 6 THROUGH 17. DURING THE PERIOD OF STUDY 

Y"ears Aged 6-17 
During Study 

1-4 

5-6 

Total 

1-5 

6-11 

Total 

Socio-Economic Status 

Low Middle 

MADISON 

30.3% 27.0% 

69.7% 73.0% 

100.0% 100.0% 

X2 = 1.9071 , 2 d.f., not 

RACINE 

33.6% 25.9% 

66.4% 74.1% 

100.0% 100.0% 

X2 = 8.6513, 2 d.f., 

Areas 

High 

26,7% 

73.3% 

100.0% 

significant 

23.9% 

76.1% 

100.0% 

P < .02 

area; in Madison, the average career length in years was 2.57 in the low 

socio-economic status area, 2.28 in the· middle socio·-economic status area, 

and 1.81 in the high socio-economic status area. The difference was great­

er for Madison than for Racine, being significant at the .001 level: in 

Madison and the .02 level in Racine. 

Of most interest, of course, is the relationship of 'socio-econ­

omic status areas to the generation of adult criminal ·(;areers. In Mad­

ison, adult criminal careers were disproportionately generated in the mid­

dle socio-economic status area followed by the low socio-economic status 

area and the high.' The ratio was 1 in 25 for the middle socio-economic 

status area in Madison, 1 in 35 for the low socio-economic status area, 

and 1 ill 54 for the high socio-economic status area but this difference 

was not statistically significant. In Racine, on the other hand, the low 

socio-economic status area generated adult careers disproportionally at 
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the ratio of 1 to 16, the middle socio-economic status area 1 in 27, and 

the high sOicio-economic status area only 1 in 75. One of the interesting 

comparisons that can be made between Madison and Racine is the overall 

rate at whi'ch adult careers were generated--l in 34 for Madiso~. and 1 in 

24 for Racine. It must be remembered that reasons for police contact in 

RaCine were more skewed towards the serious categories. of poli,ce contact 

than in Madison; we would therefore expect adult criminals to develop 

from juvenile ca:r,eers at a higher rate in Racine than in Madison. 

Th~i ,relationships to which we have just referred suggest even 

more strongly than previously, that the socio-economic status of the area 

in which careers were generated, the age at which the juvenile has his 

first contact with the police and the length of a career or time span of 

a career are variables that may be of considerable use when we increase 

the number of inputs to our predictive device. 

TABLE IV 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF AREAS VERSUS 
POTENTIAL PREDICTORS AND ADULT STATUS 

.'00\. .... \~. , 

Chi-square for SES vs. 

Years a juvenile aged 6 through 17 during 
study period 
Age at first contact 
Span of career in years 
Adult status as criminal or non­
criminal 

*Significant at the .001 level. 
**Significant at the .02 level. 

***Significant at the .10 level. 

Madison 

2.36 
17.52* 
26.92* 

1.81 

"l-Non-adult delinquents were excluded from these calculations. 

Racine 

8.65** 
8.04** 
8.19** 

5.32*** 

Each school district in Madison and each in Racine was given a 

socio-economic status rank and a delinquency rankj the latter was based , 
on the proportion of juveniles aged 6 through 17 in each school district 

who, during the course of the study, had one or more police contacts. 
" 

Socio-economic statu$ ranks were taken from the data presented in, the 

tables in the previous chapter. Rank-order correlations were calculated 
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in two ways. In one, each school district was placed in its appropriate 

socio-economic status area--high, middle, or low. In the other, each 

school district was placed on a continuum of school district ranMs from 

high to low. Each other variable was dichotomized as high or low in this 

series of correlations. Here we are attempting to get at essentially the 

same tyPe of thing that we were c:oncerned with earlier in the chapter, but 

the correlations are ecological rather than individual. This is consist­

ent with our earlier statement to the effect that there is an ecological 

basis for predicting not only who will have a deUnquent career, but who 

will have a more serious and continuing career of delinquency and who will 

have an adult career. 

In Madison, delinquency and socio-economic status correlated 

from .426 to .600 depending on the cutting point selected, but was not 

significant at even the .05 level, although it came close to being so when 

the correlation was '.600. Since previous presentations of the relati.onship 

of delinquency to the ecology of the city for Madison and Racine have gen­

erally referred to a significant relationship, these correlations suggest 

that a certain mnount of the data are lost when school districts are rank­

ed and ranks dichotomized as we have done at this point: We are dealing 

here with the number of juveniles who have had any contact rather than with 

a measure of contacts, p.er se, or with seriousness of careers. These dis-, 
parate findings are based on the fact that the high socio-economic status 

area had 30.4 percent of the juveniles aged 6 through 17 during the per­

iod of the study and 21.7 percent of the contacts, while the low socio­

economic s'tatus area had 39.9 percent of the j~.lveniles and 48.1 percent 

of the contacts. When individual school districts were considered, the 

school district with the 10\~est index had eight percent of the juveniles 

and five percent of the contacts, while the school district with the high­

est delinquency index had three percent of the juveniles and four percent 

of the contacts. School district by school district, most did not have 

a greatly different percentage of the juveniles with contacts than juv-
\ 

eniles. The really great differences that were found were based on, as 

we have indicated before, repetitiveness 0f police contacts among some of 

the juveniles in some areas. 

While these data do, in a sense, repeat what we stated about the 
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school districts and areas in the first chapter of the study; repetition 

at this point is necessary to put the rest of the series of tables in a 

proper perspective. Essentia.lly the saJue finding was made for Racine with 

correlations of .492 and .514 , neither being significant. Racine's high 

socio-economic area had 35.8 percent of the juveniles and 23.9 percent of 

the contacts, its middle socio-economic status area had 27.8 percent of 

the juveniles and 32.9 percent of the contacts, while its low socio-econ­

omic status area had 36.5 percent of the juveniles and 4,3.3 percent of the 

contacts. The school district with the highest index of delinquency had 

10.8 percent of the juveniles and 17.5 percent of the contacts while the 

school district with the lowest index had 30.1 percent of the juveniles 

and 26.1 percent of the contacts. Here again, as one goes from school 

district to school district, except at the extremes, the percentage of 

the Juveniles with police contacts in a school district is not really 

greatly different from that of the percentage of juvemiles aged 6 through 

17 in that school district. 

Next we turn to the relationship of the socio-economic status 

of school districts, to the age at which juveniles had their first police 

contact. This, as we have suggested, is a variable worth giving the 

most serious consideration. In Madison, depending on the cutting point 

selected, an r4 coefficient as high as 1.00 was generaged; the eight low­

est socia-economic status school districts were in opposite cells of a 

2 x 2 table from the seven highest socio-economic status school districts 

with the high socio-economic status school districts having juveniles with 

later first contacts and the low socio-economic status school districts 

having juveniles with earlier first contacts. In this instance, the age 

at first contact cutting point was 12.8, with school districts having an 

average age of 12.8 or more having the highest socio-economic status and 

those having an average age of less than 12.8 having the lowest socio­

economic status. The same approach resulted in a correlation of .528 for 

Racine, significant at the .10 level. j 
I 

The average age of first police contact for juveniles! in Madison 

varied from 10.9 years to 13.7 years by school districts. The average age 

for the low socio-economic status area was 12.3, for the middle socio-econ­

omic status area it was 12.5, and for the high socio-economic status area 
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it was 13.3. For Racine, the average age of first police contact ranged 

from 11.7 to 14.4 by school districts. The average by socio-economic 

status areas was 12.8 for the low socio-economic status area, 13.6 for the 

middle socio-economic status area, and 13.5 for the high socio-economic 

status area. This again emphasizes the likelihood that age at first police 

contact in combination with the area in which the delinquency is generated 

at its highest ra.te may well be a useful predictor of longer careers and 

later criminal careers. 

However, when the delinquency rank of school districts in both 

Madison and Racine was correlated with the ranking 6f school districts 

according to the age at which delinquents had their first police contact, 

neither the Madison correlation of .39l~ nor the Racine correlation of 

.181 was statistically significant. 

The relationship of span of time in which delinquent contacts 

were had with police, to delinquency rank and socio-economic status, should 

be fairly high and would be hypothesized as high if not higher than the 

relationship of age at first contact to both of these measures. Madison's 

school district with the shortest average span of contacts was 1.25 years 

while the longest average span of contacts was 2.99. In Racine, the 

shortest average span of contacts was 1.55 years and the longest was 3.13. 

When taken by areas, the high socio-economic status area had an average 

span of contacts of 1.88 years; the middle, 2.10, and the low, 2.36. In 

Madison, socio-economic status was correlated with time span of contacts 

.746, significant at the .02 level, and in Racine it was correlated .887, 

significant at the .01 level. The relationship of span of contacts to 

socio-economic status of the school districts in which juveniles reside 

was therefore well established. This also suggests that years of delin­

quent activity resulting in police contacts, in combination with socio­

economic status of the area in which delinquency is generated, may be an 

excellent predictor variable. When those who have had only a one year 

career are eliminated, the difference between low socio-economic status 

school districts and high socio-economic school districts is maximized in 

Madison. In other words, the differences between high socio-economic 

status school districts and low socio-economic status school districts 

is emphasized and accentuated when one looks at long careers as cont~asted 
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to shorter careers in Madison. When attention is focused on long careers 

in Racine, the difference between low and high socia-economic status 

school districts is accentuated as is the difference between low and high 

socio.-economic status areas. On the other harid, neither the r4 coeffic­

ient of correlation between average span of contacts during the period of 

the study nor delinquency rank (.492 for Madison and .528 for Racine), 

was significant at an acceptable level. 

The next variable in this series is years in the study aged 6 

through 17. Here we would hope that there would be very little differ­

ence in the average age juveniles were in the study from school district 

to school district and from socio-economic status area to socio-economic 

status area. This is what we find with that school district having the 

longest average age being 6.26 and the shortest 4.76. Most school d~s­

tricts had an average of five or a bit above it. The average years in the 

community aged 6 through 17 for the low socio-economic status area in 

Madison was 4.97, 5.43 for the middle socia-economic status area~ and 5.10 

for the high socia-economic status area. What we are saying is that there 

is probably little variation in years in the study aged 6 through 17 that 

is likely to influence the delinquency rates to be found school district 

by school district or area by area. 

Essentially the same is true for Racine with the longest span 

being 8.19 years and the shorte'st being 6. 69 with most being vexy close 

to 7 years. The low socio-economic status area had an average of 6.99 

years, middle, 7.53, and high, 7.87, This w~uld, as we have previously 

suggested, tend to increase the delinquency rate for the high socia-econ­

omic status area and the middle socio-economic status area as contrasted 

to the low socio-economic status area, but any distoiVtion would be in the 

direction of reducing delinquency rates from area to area. Therefore, we 

need not be concerned about this in Racine. 

Years a juven"ile was age 6 through 17 during the study period 

had an r4 coefficient(lof correlation with the delinquency rank of school 

districts of .238 for Madison and .169 for Racine, neither being statist­

ically significant, although few years in the sample aged 6 through 17 

was related to low delinquency rate. 

When we turn to the relationship of years in the sample aged 6 
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through 17 to socio-economic status of school districts, quite a different 

finding is made. Here we would hope for a low correlation in order that 

there be no chance that l'ength of time eligible for perception as a delin­

quent be related to socio-economic status, and thus an fnfluence on the 

relationship between socio-economic status and delinquency. Unfortunately, 

this is not what we found. The highest correlation between socio-economic 

status and years aged 6 through 17 in the sample for Madison was .689 and 

this was significant at the .05 level. High socio-economic status tends 

to be related to high number of years aged 6 through 17 and low socio­

economic status tends to be related to low number of years aged 6 through 

17. Fortunately, the nature of this re'lationship in Madison is such that 

we do not need to be concerned about actual number of years aged 6 through 

17, resulting in more exposure for the low socio-economic status school 

districts. It tends to reduce the difference between school district 

scores rather than to increase them, making for lower correlations where 

higher correlations would be expected. It is a conservative influence on 

the findings. 

In Racine, the r~ coeficient of correlation between years aged 

6 through 17 in the sample and socio-economic status was .653 and signif­

icant at the .05 level, high socio-economic status being related to more 

years in the study ag~d 6 thro~gh 17 and therefore tending to reduce the 

correlation between socio-economi~ status and measures of delinquency 

rather than be an artifact that would present a misleading high finding. 

From the standpoint of our interest in prediction, the last of 

this series of variables would hopefully produce the high0st set of cor­

relations. It does not. There is a correlation of .233 between delinqu­

ency rank and follow-up category as adult criminals versus adult non-crim­

inals in Madiscn, and in Racine the correlation is .457, but neither are 

statistically significant. There was considerable variation I~n the ratio 

of adult criminals to juveniles with police contacts from scHool district 
I 

to school district. Some high socio-economic status school districts had 
, , 

no juveniles who became adult criminals (with the ratio for all high socio-

economic school districts about 1 in 50) while some at the low end of the 

continuum had a ratio of 1 in 15. In Racine, more school districts at the 

high socio-economic status end of the continuum tended to have none, or 
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very few, juveniles who ended up with adult criminal careers while those 

at the low socio-economic status end of the continuum tended to have a 

higher ratio of adult criminal careers with the highest being 1 in 10 for 

three of these school districts. While these correlations were relatively 

low, the enormous difference from school district to school district in 

the ratio of adult criminals to adult non-criminals leads us to continue 

to think of the ecology of delinquency as being the best approach to pre­

dicting adult criminal careers. But even here, only one cutting point 

produced a statistically significant correlation between the socio-econ­

omic status of school districts and follow-up categories--and that was 

for Racine, .648 and significant at the .05 leveL 

These correlations offer further evidence that age at first 

police contact, span of years in which police contacts took placEl, and 

the socio-economic status of school districts in which juveniles resided, 

should enable us to increase the efficiency with which \lie predict who will 

have either a serious delinquent career once they have had a police con­

tact or who will have an adult criminal career, if they are Pl'op(31'1y CGlm­

bined. The coefficients of correlation that we have been discussing in 

this section of the report are presented in Table V. 

Further Considera~ of Measures of Delinquent Careers and Their 
Usefulness as Predictors of Later Criminal Careers 

One question with which we have not yet adequately dealt is the 

relationship'of various measures IOf police contacts of a juvenile to 

whether or not he had a later criminal career. In Madison, the average 

juvenile with an adult criminal career had 5.8 police contacts, while 

those who became adults but did not have a recorded criminal career had 

an average of 2.7 police contacts. In Racine, the average juvenile with 

an adult criminal career had 4.3 police contacts while those who were clas­

sified as adult non-criminals had 2.4 police contacts. Average differences 

are one thing, but predictability is another. No cutting point enabled us 

to predict who would have an adult criminal career, and as we have stated 

before, our best prediction would be that no one would have an adult crim­

inal career. Be that as it may, simple number of police contacts should 

be part of the input to any predictive device in order to maximize its 

effectiveness. 
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TABLE V 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF TIME, AGE, SPAN 
AND ADULT CLASSIFICATION TO SCHOOL DIST~ICT CHARACTERISTICS 

~e at first contact vs. 

Delinquency rank 1 

SES rank 2 

HML SES ranks 

Time span for police contacts vs. 

Delinquency rank 

SES rank 

HML SES rank 

Years a juvenile aged 6 through 17 
during study vs-.---- --

Delinquency rank 

SES rank 

HML SES rank 

Follow-up classification-r vs. 

Delinquency rank 

SES rank 

HML SES rank 

Madison 

.391 

1. 000'" 

.426 

.492 

.746*** 

.689# 

.238 

.689# 

.426 

.233 

.000 

.218 

99 

Racine 

.181 

.528## 

.326 

.528## 

.887** 

.549## 

.169 

.653# 

.789** 

.457 

.648# 

.514 

lDelinquency rank is based on the proportion of the total population of 
juveniles aged 6 through 17 in each school district who had one or more 
police contacts. 

2School districts were ranked from high to low according to a socio-econ­
omic status index. Based on data presented in Tables IV A and IV B, pp. 
55 and 56 of this report. 

sSchool districts were categorized as high, middle or low socio-economic 
status areas on a basis of the rank referred to above. 

Level of significance of r4 coefficient of correlations: 

*Significant at the .001 level. 
**SigIl'ificant at the .01 level. 

***Significant at the .02 level. 
#Significant at the .OS level. 

##Significant at the .10 level. 

tNon-adult delinquents were excluded from these calculations. 
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The differences in police contacts between those juveniles with 

adult careers and those without recorded adult careers may be stated in 

another way. Of the juveniles in the Madison sample with adult criminal 

careers, 55 percent had more than three police contacts while only 31 per­

cent of the adult non-criminals had more than three police contacts. In 

Racine, 58 percent of the adult criminals had three or moxe contacts while 

only 28 percent of the non-criminals had three or more contacts. 

Similarly, Guttman scores did not enable us to increase our 

predictive efficiency, over that which could be obtained from the marginal 

totals, but yet there was a definite relationship between Guttman score 

and status as adult non-criminals or adult criminals. This varied with 

the cutting paint that was selected but yet the difference was always 

there and juveniles with higher Guttman scores were most likely to have 

had adult criminal careers. It will be rem~embered that in Maaison, 41 

percent of the adult criminals had a Guttman score of 3 or above, while 

only 21 percent of the adult non-criminals had such a high score. In 

Racine 1 54 percent of:f the adult criminals had a Guttman score of 3 or ab­

ove while only 19 percent of the adult non-criminals had a score this high. 

Although we have discussed Geometric scores at some length and 

stated that they did increase predictive efficiency over the marginals, 

they, in combination with school district or socia-economic status area 

data, may be of greater utillty as predictors than when simply used alone. 

For example, 75 percent of the juveniles with a Geometric score based on 

sex offenses were found in the low socia-economic status area in Madison 

and 71 percent of those with Geometric scores based on sex offenses plus 

other contacts were in the low socia-economic status area. Similarly, 

60 percent of those who had a score based on assault plus other contacts 

were located in the low socia-economic status area and 52 percent of those 

who had a score based on robbery or burglary plus some other contact were 

in the low socia-economic status area. The disproportionate distribution 

of certain high Geometric scores suggests that outcome for some contact 

types should be considered in developing the predictive device. In Rac­

ine, similar findings were madej sex offenses ~~d sex offenses in combin­

ation with others in the low socia-economic status area accounted for 61 

percent and 52 percent of these categories. Assault only, assault plus 
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other categories of contact, and robbery and other categories were also 

disproportionately represented in the low socio-economic status area. This 

is what we would, of course, expect, considering the disproportionate dis­

tribution of single contact categories described in Chapter II of this re­

port. Here we are merely commenting on the fact that certain contact cate­

gories in combination with others, as revealed b~ the Geometric scores, 

call attention to reasons for contact in relationship to type of area in 

which contacts were generated as possibly having greater utility in pre­

diction than types of contacts alone. 

The point can be made even better when specific types of Geo­

metric scores are spooned out on a basis of their relationship to whether 

the juvenile has an adult career or not. For example, in Madison, one in 

five persons with assault plus other categories of police contact had 

adult criminal careers while only one ·out of approximately 120 with con­

tacts for disorderly conduct had adult criminal careers. If certain 

types of careers are selected then our abiltiy to predict adult criminal 

careers becomes considerably greater than if we simply select the most 

discriminating point of the continuum on Geometric scores. To present a 

more comprehensive example, when those who had careers of the following 

types--incorrigibility, traffic plus incorrigibility or disorderly con­

dUct or both, theft, theft plus other contacts, liquor plus other con= 

tacts, robbery plus other con~acts, assault plus other contacts, and sex 

offenses plus others--are selected, we have 43 out of 51 or 84 percent of 

those with adult criminal careers. When predictive types are 'placed in 

a 2 x 2 table with adult .status we obtain an r4 of .1494, statlistically 

significant at the .001 level. This compares with 67 percent ,and an r 4 
of .1134 when the most efficient cutting point was selected on the Geo­

lnetric continuum. If we consider only those juveniles who had certian 

individual Geometric scores falling, for example, in the assault plus 

other contacts category, then we have a category from which. all became 

adu~t criminals. This is, of course, the extreme end of the continuum. 
1 

At the other end; for example, we can select a group, none of which beH 

came adult criminals, such as those with contacts for disorderly conduct 

and incorrigibility. This is a common problem in prediction--acategory 

at one extreme end of the continuum invariably falls 'in the adult criminal 
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category and a group at the other end invariably falls in the adult non­

criminal category. For example, if a juvenile had a score that included 

all <l>f the categories except sex offenses (15.7 percent of the adult' crim­

inals had scores that adult non-criminals did not have), he almost in­

variably became an adUlt criminal. The ratio of adult criminals to c.\dult 

non-criminals for the categories of assault plus other contacts and liquor 

plus other contacts is low enough (lout of 5.2 and lout of 9.4 respect­

ively--29.4 percent of the adult criminals fell in these two categories) 

to indicate a greater likelihood of their becoming adult criminals than 

other categories. On the other hand~ if the juvenile had contacts in the 

category of disorderly conduct and incorrigibility and the single contact 

categories of liquor, robbery, assault, or sex offenses (7.5 percenth he 

would not likely become an adult criminal. The ratio of adult criminals 

to adult non-criminals is such that one would predict that a juvenile 

with contacts in the categories of disorderly conduct, traffic, contact 

for suspicion, investigatio~ or information (36.3 percent) would not be­

come an adult criminal. 

Turning to Racine, we find a similar situation in which one out 

of five persons with sex offenses plus some other category of police con­

tact became adult criminals while none of those with disorderly conduct 

became adult criminals and only lout of 110 with traffic contacts became 

adult criminals. When those categories that were most likely to become 

adult criminals were compared with other categories, the r~ coefficient 

o~ correlation was .1184 and it was significant at the .01 level. Here 

again we have increased our predictive efficiency over that obtained when 

the continuum of Geometric scores was cut at the point most efficiently 

discriminating between adult criminals and non-criminals. SeventY"nine 

percent of the adult criminals had careers in the ,categories of theft, 

theft plus other contacts, contact for suspicion, investigation or in­

formation plus other contacts, liquor, robbery plus other contacts, as­

sault, and sex offenses plus other contacts. This compares with 67 per­

cent of the adult criminals having higher scores than the adult non-crim­

inals when the most efficient cutting point was selected on the continuum. 

'Thus, in Racine as well as in Madison, by taking into consideration types 

of delinquent career~ we could increase our predictive efficiency over 
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that which was obtained simply by choosing the cutting point on the con­

tinuum which best discriminated between adult criminals and non-criminals. 

For example, if a juvenile had a score that included robbery, theft, and 

disorderly conduct, he became an adult criminal; 30.3 percent of the juv­

eniles that had adult careers had scores where there were no adult nOH­

criminals and these fell mainly in the robbery plus other contacts and 

sex plus others categories. On the other hand, if the juvenile had con­

tacts for disorderly conduct, traffic, disorderly conduct and traffic, 

contact for suspicion, investigation, or information, liquor plus other 

contacts, robbery, and sex offenses, he did not become an adult crim­

inal; 54.8 percent of the adult non-criminals fell where there were no 

adult criminals or virtually none. 

We have stated that the reaction of persons in authority to con­

tacts with juveniles probably varied from time to time and from one area 

of the community to another but even more than that. there was a point of 

considerable difference between the two communities. Referral was much 

more likely to take place in Madison than in Racine as a consequence of 

the emphasis on professional handling of juveniles in Madison and emphasis 

on street level handling in Racine. At this point we are not so much con­

cerned about how handling varied in relationship to the other factors that 

have been considered in the study but how it is related to outcome. Is t 
! 

it possible that those who had been referred were actually deterred from 

careers as adult criminals or is it possible that referral is a procedure 

that is in itself partially explanatory of how juveniles come to develop 

serious careers that carryon into their adult lives? There are basically 

two types of dispositions; One is referral and the other is release. The 

data with which we deal contains a certain number of juveniles who had a 

contact for suspicion, investigation or information--neither referral nor 

release would apply and a certain number who had no disposition given on 

the contact report and we would assume that these were released. For each 

juvenile who had one or more contacts, a variety of dispositions were 

possible during his career. A juvenile may have been referred, released, 

had a,contact, or not had a disposition given, i.e., he may have fallen 

into two or three or into one of each of these four categories. In order 

to consolidate the data it was decided that if even a single referral had 
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ta.ken place, then the juvenile would be classified as having been re­

ferred; if a release had taken pJ a.ce but the juvenile had a1so had con­

tact for suspicion, investigation, or infonnation and had contacts with­

out disposition given, then the juvenile would be placed in the released 

,cat~gory. Similarly, if the juvenile had had contact for suspicion, in­

vestigation, or information and also a not given, he would. be placed in 

the contact category. This generated a table that was still a bit more 

complex than needed for our purposes, so further consolidation was made 

and all juveniles were classified as either having been referred one or 

more times or having other dispositions. The basic data are presented 

in Table VI for Madison and Racine. 

TABLE VI 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS TO DISPOSITION 
BY' ADULT STATUS AS CRIMINAL OR NON-CRIMINAL 

Number of 
Police 

Contacts 

I 

2 

3-4 

5-8 

9-16 

17-31 

Total 

1 

2 

3-4 

5-8 

9-16 

17-33 

Total 

Adul t Criminal s Adult Non-Criminals 
Referred Other Total Referred Other Total 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

8 57 

7 78 

5 71 

5 63 

9 100 

3 75 

37 ?3 

4 31 

5 83 

9 100 

3 100 

1 100 

22 100 

MADISON 

6 43 14 100 240 

2 22 9 100 107 

2 29 7 100 147 

3 ~8 8 100 100 

33 498 

43 139 

63 85 

80 25 

9 100 61 92 5 

I 25 4 ' 100 14 93 1 

14 27 

9 69 

1 100 

1 

51 100 

RACINE 

13 100 

1 100 

6 100 

9 100 

3 100 

1 100 

669 47 

181 40 

80 56 

74 64 

77 86 

16 89 

3 100 

753 

268 

63 

42 

13 

2 

67 738 100 

57 246 100 

37 232 100 

20 125 100 

8 66 100 

7 15 100 
I 

53 ,1422 100 
I 

I 
, 1 

i 
60 449 100 

4~1 143 100 

3~i 116 100 

lJ' 90 100 
I 

111 18 100 

3 100 

11 33 33 100 431 53 388 47 819 100 

f~1~ ______________________ ~--------------------'----------~~--------~-----------
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Having p~esented the b~sic data, let us see what kind of relat­

ionships are to be found. In Madison~ the 1.'4 coeffident of correlation 

between ,disposition and outcome was ,093, significant at the .001 level. 

Those who were referred were somewhat more likely to have become adult 

offenders. In Racine: the 1.'4 coefficient of correlation was .054 and was 

n~t statistically significant. Obviously disposition is not really re­

lated to outcome in the simple kind of analysis that has just been con­

ducted. If number of contacts is controlled, the following finding is 

made. In Madison, for those with one contact, the 1.'4 coefficient of cor­

rf.1c1ation was .071 and significant at the .10 level; in Racine, the r 4 co­

efficient of correlation was .107 and was significant at the .10 level. 

If we go a step further and compare admIt criminals with three or more 

contacts and adult non-criminals with three or more contacts, for Madison, 

the 1.'4 coefficient of correlation is .027 and is not statistically Signif­

icant; for Racine the coefficient of correlation is .125 and significant 

at the .10 level. It is not possible to say that ~ne decision to refer 

or not to refer was a determining factor in outcome--it appears to have 

little or no relation to outcome. 

Although there was a coefficient of correlation of .2123 among 

the adult criminals in Madison in terms of dispositmon versus number of 

contacts, it was not statistically significant. Among the adult non-crim­

inals, the coefficient of correlation was .3024, significant at the .001 

level, those having two or more contacts being disproportiona1ly referred. 

In Racine, among the adult criminals, the coefficient of correlation was 

.6135, significant at the .01 level, while among the adult non-criminals 

the coefficient of correlation was .2711 and significant at the .001 level. 

In both cases there was a clear relationship between number of police con­

tacts and the decision to refer. 

In Maaison, when the cutting point for adult criminals was VI aced 

at three or more~ the 1.'4 coefficient of correlation between number of con­

tacts and disposition was .1487 and not significant. Among the adult non­

criminals> it was' .3538 and statistically significant at the .1001 level. 

This suggests that in Madison there is a definite relationship between 
number of contacts that a juvenile has with the police and the likeli-

hood that he will be referred to the authorities, but that referral has 
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less bearing on outcome than propensity to engage in visible misbehavior 

has to likelihood of referral. In R~cine, when the cutting point for 

adult criminals was placed at three of more, the r 4 coefficient of correl­

ation between contacts and disposition was .6929, significant at the .001 

level; those who were adult non-criminals had a coefficient of correlation 

of .2759, significant at the .001 level. The data suggest that authorities 

in Madison are disposed to referring juveniles but that referral comes with 

multiple contacts with little or no relationship to the likelihood that a 

juvenile's behavior is predictive of a career in adult crime. In Racine, 

as previously suggested, referrals have been more judicious and the cor­

relation between number of contacts and referral is greater among those 

who had a. later career in crime than among those who did not, and greater 

than for either category in Madison. It is quite apparent that referral 

in Racine is a more meaningful variable in relationship to serious delin­

quency than in Madison. Referr.al in combination with other variables may 

well be a useful predictor in Racine but it is doubtful if it will be of 

much assistance in Madison. 

Summary 

We have now examined in some detail a variety of variables that 

might be used as inputs in order to increase the predictive efficiency of 

our instrument. In the next chapter we shall commence by describing the 

kind of instrument that will'be used, its predictive efficiency based 

simply on juvenile- careers, and then its predictive efficiency when ad­

ditional variables are utilized as inputs. 
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In this chapter we shall attempt to predict criminal careers 

from not only the extent and nature of a juvenile's contacts with police, 

but from other characteristics of a juvenile's career and the setting in 

which it has developed. We shall commence by constructing a simple item 

analysis scale based on the type of police contacts that a juvenile has 

had. The weight for each type of police contact will vary, the correl­

ation of each category of police contact with later criminal careers being 

the basis for determining the VJ~ight of that particular type of police 

contact. The total score on such a scale summarizes the careers of each 

juvenile and arranges them on a continuum which may be partitioned :Ln 

such a fashion as to maximize the potential predictability of later crim­

inal careers from juvenile careers. 

The police contact categories utilized were the same as those 

in Chapter II in developing both the Guttman and Geometric scales. They . , 

are as follows: 1) Theft [theft, auto theft, forgery. fraud]; 2) theft 

involving force [robbery, burglary]; 3) vices [liquor~ narcotics and 

drugsj:gambling]; 4) disorder or threats to order [disorderly conduct, 

vagrancy, family, obscene literature] i 5) incorrigibility [incorrigible 1 

runaway, truancy, escapee]; 6) violence against persons and property" [as­

sault, homicide, weapons, violent property destruction]; 7) sex offens~s; 

8) traffic offenses [including moving vehicle], and; 9) contacts for in­

formation, suspicion or investigation. 

The item analysis weight for each category of police contact 

based on the c91'rE,ilation of that item with status as adult criminal or 

adul t non-criminal :i.s shown in Table I for both Madison and Racine. 1 

lIt should be noted that of the 1643 juveniles in Madison, there 
were 164 non-adult delinquents who still had not reached the age of 21 and 
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The most delinquent juvenile in Madison could have a score of 1.0010 and 

the most delinquent juvenile in Racine could have a score of 1.0723. 

One immediately notes that the greatest weight went to the theft 

category in both Madison and Racine. We Rre concerned, as has been in­

dicated, with whether or not the kind of contacts that a juvenile has had 

are efficient predictors of which juveniles have adult criminal careers 

and which do not, in this case giving each type of contact a weight based 

on its correlation with the criterion adult non-criminal versus adult 

criminal. These weights generate a continuum of scores which tend to sep­

arat~ the adult non-crrilminals who are skewed toward the lower end of the 

continuum from the adult criminals who are somewhat skewed toward the high­

er end of the continuum of scores. Although there is a significant dif­

ference between scores of the adult criminal and the adult non-criminal 

groups at the .001 level for both communities, the coefficient of correl­

ation is only .1073 for Madison and .1446 for Racine. The best predict­

ion to be made, regardless of scale score, is that everyone in either Mad­

ison or Racine will become an adult non-criminal. The scores simply do 

not separate adult criminals from adult non-criminals to such an extent 

that prediction of later status from police contact scores is more effic-., ' 

ient that predicting that everyone will be in the modal category--adult 

non-criminal. It should be added that a variety of cutting points have 

been utilized, yielding some~hat different co~fficients of corre~ation, 

all of which were significant at the .001 level:, but not high enough to 

yield sufficient predictability to consider this item analysis scale as 

a useful device. The point has been previously made, but must be made 

again, that if correlations are to be indicative of predictive efficiency, 

that is efficiency greater than would be obtained by utilizing the modal 

cat~gory of the marginals, they must approach unity unless the marginals 

of the variable to be predicted are fairly evenly balanced. The further 

the marginals deviate from a 50-50 distribution, the higher must be the 

coefficient of correlation to account'for enough of'the varia.mce to even 

6 non.~dult deiinquents who had police contacts between the ages of 18 and 
21 but, who were not 21 at the time of the restudy. In Racine, out of the 
1166 juveniles in the study, 304 were not 21 at the time of the restudy 
and 10 were not 21 at the time of th.erestudy but had further police con­
tacts beyond the age of 17. 
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begin to think of it as a useful p~edictor~ 
; , 

TABLE I 

ITEM ANALYSIS WEIGHTS FOR ADULTtRIMINALS 
AND ADULT NON-CRIMINALS 

Category of police contact Madison 

,Theft (theft, auto theft, forgery, f~aud) 

Theft involving force (robbery, burglary) 

Incorrigibility (incorrigible, runaway, 
truancy, escapee) 

Traffic offenses (including moving vehicle) 

Sex offenses 

Contact for information, suspicion, or in­
vestigaition 

Violence against persons and property 
(assault, homicide, weapons, violent 
property destruction) 

Vices (liquor, narcotics and drugs, gambling) 

Disorder or threats to ord~r (disorderly con­
duct, vagrancy, family, obscene literature) 

TABLE IX 

ITEM'ANALYSIS SCORES BASED ON 
TYPES OF POLICE CONTACTS 

, Scores 

.200 -

.200 + 

Total 

.200 -

.200 + 

Total 
. \ 

Adult 
Criminals 

MADISON 

17 33% 

34 67% 

Sl 100% 

Xl = lS.86~ P < .001; 

RACINE 

9 27% 

24 73% 

33 100% 

Xl = 16.31, P < .001 ; 

Adult 
Non-Criminals 

882 62% 

540 38% 

1422 100% 

1'4 = .1073 

521 64% 

298 36% 

819 100% 

1'4 = .1446 

.2959 

.0943 

.1364 

.0278 

.0160 

.1047 

.0972 

.1543 

.0744 

530 

322 

852 

109 

Racine 

.3677 

.1741 

.1656 

.1064 

.0846 

.0649 

.0602 

.0368 

.0120 

62% 

38% 

100% 
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~ Item Analysis Scale Based ~ Frequency 
and Categories of Polic'e Contact 

llO 

Having presented a simple item analysis -?cale based en categori.es 

of potice contacts, we shall now turn to a semewhat mere complex type of 

scale in \\t'hich the number of times that a person has had a contact for 

each ef the offense categories is taken into consideration.' Here the 

iame weights apply but the score is what one might call "twice or more 

additive," since a person receives a weight fer a contact ef a given cat~ 

egery times the number ef contacts that he has had in that particular 

category. This increases scale scores censiderably and slightly increases 

the correlation between scale scores and status as an adult criminal or 

adult non-criminal in beth Madison and Racine. The data for both con@un­

ities are presented in Table III. When scale scores were calculated an 

TABLE III 

ITEM ANALYSIS SCORES BASED ON WEIGHT OF POLICE CONTACT CATEGORY 
TIMES NUMBER OF CONTACTS FOR EACH CATEGORY 

Scores 

,800 

.800 + 

Total 

.800 

.800 +. 

Total 

Adult 
Criminals -

MADISON 

34 67% 

17 33% -
51 100% 

X
2 

:;> 27.06, p < 

r 4 = .1420 

RACINE 

21, 64% 

12 .36% 

33 100% 

X2. :::: 24.12, P < 

rlj. = .1782 

Adult 
Non-Criminals Total 

1285 90% 1319 90% 

137 10% 154 10% 

1422 100% 1473 100% 

.001 

747 91% 768 90% 

72 9% 84 10% 

819 100% 852 100% 

.001 

this basis, the coefficient of correlation was .1420 for Madison, signif­

icant at the .001 level, and .1782 for Racine, also significant at the .001 

level. The mest discriminating cutting points fer the simple item analysis 
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scores resulted in opposite cells having e~ther a little less than two­

thirds or a little more than two-thirds of the juveniles for that cat­

egory; but the best cutting point for the continuum of item analysis scores 

presented in Table III divided the distribution somewhat differently. The 

adult non-criminals were markedly skewed toward the low end of the distr­

ibution of scale scores while the a.dult criminals, although skewed toward 

the .low end of the distribution on the basis of the cutting points sel­

ected, were not skewed as much as were the adult non-criminals. It Was 

possible to change the cutting points for both Madiosn and Racine so that 

oFPosite cells would have more than half of the juveniles in either the 

adult criminal or adult non-criminal categories but the correlations were 

not as high as those presented in Table III. But here again it is easy to 

see that scale scores do not enable one to predict later criminal careers. 

We have simply not approached the point in the development of a predictive 

device that those who have adult criminal records are sufficiently separ­

ated by their scale scores from those who failed to have adult records. 

An Item Analysis Scale Based on Polic.e Contacts, 
,- -- Their Genesis andSetting ,-

Since we ~ndicated in earlier chapters that variables. other than 

the nature of a delinquent career (as measured by categories of police con~ 

tact) might be useful in predicting whether or not a juvenile would have a 

later criminal I career, we shall now turn to the possibility of developing 

a scale based. on data for which we have lmeasures and which represent other 

facets of a juvenile's career, either in terms of its genesis or setting. 

Among those factors that we touched upon earlier in the p~per are the socio­

economic statlls of the area from which the juvenile came, the delinquency 

rate of the aJt'ea, the crime rate of the area, the age of the juvenill:J at 

the time of 1il.is first contact with police, the span of years over which 

he had police contacts, and whether or not he was referred as a consequence 

of any of thes,e contacts with the police. Accordingly, the correlation of 

each of these factors with whether or not a juvenile was an adult criminal 

o~ ,adult non-~riminal at the time of the restudy was the basis for the 

calculation of the weight of that factor in the total scale score. Thus, 

a juvenile wit;~ numerous police contacts in the categories having the 

highest Weight, and who came from a low socio-economic status area , a high 

J "-,~.---_\\_------------'-P _____ """ """ 
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TABLE IV . 
ITEM ANALYSIS WEIGHTS FOR THE FACTORS RELATED TO GENESIS 

AND SETTING OF DELINQUENT CAREERS 

Additional Factors· 

Crime rate of school districts 1 

Span of time committed offenses2. 

Referral of police contacts 3 

Delinquency rate of school districts 4 

Socio-economic status of school districts 5 

Age at first poli~e contactS 

Madison 

.2837 

.2082 

.2557 

.0978 

.00l3 

.0341 

112 

Racine 

.2185 

.2659 

.1404 

.197'3 

.2528 

.2166 

lSchoo1 districts were divided into two groups: Individuals from the sev­
en school districts in Madison and nine in Racine with the highest crime 
rate$i received the weight; those from the nine school districts in Madison 
and eight in Racine with the lowest crime rates did not receive the weight. 
The crime rate was determined by the ratio of adult criminals to adult non­
criminals for each school district and for the "outside" group. The "out­
side" group for both cities was considered to have a high crime rate and 
received the weight. 

2.Individua1s whose careers spanned 1-2 years did not receive the weight 
and those whose careers spanned_3-12 years received the weight. 

3Individuals who had atJ1east one referral received the weight; those who 
did not have any refe~ra1s did not receive the weight. 

4Individua1s from the ten school districts in both cities with the ~igh­
est delinquency rates received the weightj those from the six school dis­
tricts in Madison and seven in Racine with the lowest delinquency rates 
did not receive the weight. The weight was computed using only individu­
als found within the school~districts. The "outside" individuals were then 
assigned one-half the resulting weight as it could not be determined wheth­
er,they were from "low" or "high" delinquency areas. 

5 Individua1s from the lowest nine socio-economic status school districts 
in Madison and ten in Racine received the weight; those from the highest 
seven socio-economic status school districts in both cities did not re­
ceive the weight. Again weights were computed using only those from the 
$~hoo1 districts and "outside" individuals received one-half the computed 
weight as it could not be determined whether they were from "low" or "high" 
socio-economic status areas. 

6Individuals whose first contact with police came at ages between 3 and 14 
received the weight and those whose first contact was between 15 and 17 
did not. 

delinquency or high itrime rate area, who had police contacts at an early 

age " who had police contacts over a period of years) and who was referred 

would have had the highest scale score. 

i; 



, 

!"'''_ "_," "~"o".,,," ". • ........ ". ' ..... , ............. " ... '. ' .. . 

I 

! 
I 
! 

.. 

I) 

l13 

Weights for each of these additional factors are shown in Table 

IV. Table V presents the dichotomized item analysis scores based on police 

TABLE V 

ITEM ANALYSIS SCORES, BASED ON WEIGHT OF CATEGORY TIMES NUMBER 
OF CONTACTS FOR EACH CATEGORY OF CONTACT PLUS WEIGHTS 

FOR GENESIS AND SETTING FACTORS 

Scores 

.800 -

.800 + 

Total 

1.000 -

1.000 + 

Total 

1.800 -

1.800 + 

Total 

.800 -

.800 + 

Total 

1.000 -

1.000 + 

Total 

1.800 

1.800 + 

Total 

Adult 
Criminals 

MADISON 

Adult 
Non-Criminals 

18 35% 1011 71% 

33 65% 411 29% 

51 100% 1422 100% 

X2 = 28.29~ P < .001; r4 = .1427 

25 49% 1137 80% 

26 51% 285 20% 

51 100% 1422 100% 

X2 = 26.47, P < .001; r 4 = .1385 

76%' 1348 95% 

12 24% 74 5% 
--"-'-

51 100% 1422 100% 

X2 = 26.84, P < .001; r 4 = .1429 

6 

27 

18% 

82% 

33 100% 

RACINE 

405 

414 

49% 

51% 

819 100% 

11.20, P < .001; r 4 = .1207 

27% 

73% 

33 100% 

550 

269 

67% 

33% 

819 100% 

x2 = 20.63, P < .001; r4 = .1621 

21 64% 759 93% 

12 36% 60 7% 

33 100% 819 100% 

X2 = 30.92, P <.001; r4 = .2017 

Total 

1029 70% 

444 30% 

1473 100%-

1162 79% 

311 21% 

1473 100% 

1387 94% 

86 6% 

1473 100% 

411 

441 

48% 

52% 

852 100% 

559 

293 

66% 

34% 

852 100% 

780 

72 

92% 

8% 

852 100% 
) ~. 
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contacts and other facets of juvenile careers. Although these coeffic­

ients of correlation are higher than some coefficil~nts previously obtained I 

they are not sufficiently higher to have made the ()peration worthwhile, 

except as a matter of satisfying intellectual curiosity . 

Three different cutting points are utflized for the data pre­

sented in this table; scores for the adult criminals are skewed toward the 

high end of the scale compared to the adult non-criminals fo-r both Madison 

and Racine. But even with the background va-riables added one cannot p-re­

dict who will continue to violate tha law and who will fail to have a cri­

minal ca-reer after the age of 21. 

Summary 

Bl;I.sic delinquency rates and t-rends,. as -represented by police 

contacts with juveniles, were described in Section I for Madison and Rac­

ine. The foct~s of this report, it was emphasized, was not on the actual 

rate of contact in the two communities, but on diffe-rences between com­

munities and with;in communities--reasons ~or police contact, variation 

by year,' and variation in referrals. 

Diffe-rences were to be expected based on two different, but not 

necessarily conflicting explanations. One explanation hypothesized that 

police contacts represent juvenile misbehavior generated within a social 

context. behavior generated as a result of the organization of the commun­

ity, and even more specifically behavior generated within a social system 

that operates in such a way as to yield greater social and economic re­

wards ~o juveniles in the highest socio-economic status g-roups and fewer 

rewards to those in the lower socio-economic status groups. The second 

explanation hypotheSizes that differences in the social organization of 

conununities produce differences in attitude toward juvenile mispehavior 

on the part of those who make decisions about the extent to which various 

types of juvenile misbehavior should be tolerated or dealt with officially. 

These differences result in variation in police policy between communities 

and generate different rates of police contact for juveniles. , 
Differences in delinquency rates within communities may also be 

based on either of these explanations, or on both. In essence, we are 

saying that delinquency rates vary on a basis of differences in juvenile 

behavior. how adults look at the behavior, and the extent to which they 



H5 

demancl that their perceptions be translat~d into official action. Con­

tact rat,es for juveniles ~re probably more representative of what juven­

iles are doing than are referral r-:i!tes, the latter perhaps being more in­

dicative of how adults look at what juveniles are doing. 

The data revealed that police contacts per thousand juveniles 

age 6 through 17 had not r~sen over the years in a systematic manner in 

either Madison or Racine. Although increases in rates of pOlice contact 

with juveniles took place in some years, decreases in rates of police 

contact were observed in others. It '('la.s concluded that differentials in 

police administration and emphasis on reporting probably had more to do 

with temporal and intercity variation in rates and patterns than did act­

ual behavioral differences among youth. 

Perhaps the most striking statistic suggesting that delinquency 

rates are generated by police administrative policies is that'Madison had 

an average police contact rate per thousand juveniles per year of 138, 

while Racine had ,an average police contact rate of only 84. For an ed­

ucational and governmental city such as Madison to appear to have more 

delinq1.lent behavior than an industrial city such as Racine is almost un­

explainable except in terms of a difference in police b'ehavior rather 

than juvenile behavior; in this case the $tatistics seem to show that the 

. Madison police department places a greater emphasis than the Racine pol­

ice department on recording juvenile contacts, particularly in categories , 

thl:\.t permit .discretl1on. Whereas Racine had a rate of 17 contacts per 

thousand juveniles per year for all types of theft and burglary as com­

pared to 21 in Madison, there: was a wider variation on the more loosely 

definable category of incorrigible and runaway with Racine recording .a 

rate of not quite 15 contacts and Madison a rate of more than 27 contacts 

per thousand juveniles per year.' •. Although plCessures on the police to re­

port and refer contacts undoubtedly resulted in the generation of what 

would appear to be a higher rate of juvenile delinquency in Madison, we 

cannot overlook the influence of the subcultUre of lower socio-economic 

groups in gen<trating a disproportional amount of more serious types of 

delinquency in Racine. 

Further insight into the role of the public, professionals, and 

'. the police in generating relatively higher delinquency rates for Madison 

.' 
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than Racine can be obtained by careful ex~ination of the pattern of ~e­

ferrals for both cities. Madison referred an average of 40 percent of 

its juveniles with police contacts during the period 1950 through 1955, 

which represented an increase in the proportion referred from 15 percent 

to close to 50 percent from the beginning to concluding'year of the study. 

Racine referred an average of about 24 percent of its juvenile police 

contacts~ a fairly stable percentage which fluctuated only a few percent 
,,' 

one way o~ the other in, seven of the 11 years of the study. To give an 

example of referral differences between Racine and Madison, 63 percent of 

Madison's contacts for theft and burglary were referred b:ut only 28 per~ 

cent of Racine's contacts were referred. 'AI though police contact rates 

are probably not completely representative of juvenile misbehavior, they 

are probably more representative than are referral rates. Referral rates; 

as we have suggested, are mere indicative of how adults', particularly pol­

ice officers, differentially perceive the seriousness of what juveniles 

are doing. .JuvenJ.le misbehavior undoubtedly differs in quantity and 

quality, so to'speak, in Madisan and Racmne, but adults perceive juvenile 

police contacts differently in Madison than in Racine. Thus, differences 

between the two:':i ties may be magnified by adult perception and response 

to perception in such a way as to completely distort differences in be­

havior between the two communities. 

While significant differences in rates and patterns of police 
, 

contacts from socio-economic status area to socio-economic status area d 

and school mistrict to school district were found in both Madison and 

Racine, it could not be said whether these differences were based entir­

ely on differences in the social organization of thesub-cornmunities or 

on differences ill the extent to which police recorded contacts with juv­

eniles from area to area. The fact that rates and patterns of police 

contact .varied significantly) systemat:i,cally) and in a sociologically 

meaningful way, within each comrnunityby socio-economic status area and 

school district, gave some support to the hypoth!2.'sis that variations in 

contacts with J,uveniles are based on behaviq;~al differences related to -the 

socia-economic status and social organization of the area or school dis­

trict. 

We may summarize by saying that the nature of differences in 
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police contact pattern.s and rates between .the two cities over periods of 

time suggest that police administration is an important variable in de.ter­

mining how delinquency will be observed and recorded, While differences' 

in social cfi-ga,nization and sub-cultures between and within cities are re­

lated to differences in juvenile behavior. 

In Section II of the report, two approaches to the construction 

of scales were dealt with at great length--Guttman-type scales and Geo~ 

metric-type scales. Problems were encountered in each case, and it was 

necessary to reject the hypothesis of unidimensionality, that is, the hy­

pothes.is that delinquency varies along a continuum in an internally COll­

sistent fashion from the most serious types of delinquent ca~eers to the 

least serious types of delinquent careers. We then turned to the possib­

ility that various types of juvenile careers are discI'ete and qualitative­

ly different rather than continuous and quantitatively different. Delin­

quency, instead of being a continuum, might consist of a few sociologically 

meaningful types best represented by Geometric scores. such a possibility 

had to be rejected as well. Over two-thirds of the total juvenile careers 

were represented by single contact types; if persons with two or three cat­

egories of police contact were also included, then three-quarters of all 

juvenile careers were represented. It was necessary to conclude that 

careers in juvenile delinquency do not fall into discrete, meaningful 

categories but constitute a basketful of divergent types. Following this 

conclusion from the earlie; study, it was decided to select a limited num­

ber of relatively homogeneous and sociologically meaningful categories of 

police contact under which all other categories of police contasts would 

be subsumed. The, data would then be dealt with again in an effort to see 

if a Guttman scale could be developed or if not a Guttman scale, a Geo­

metric scale. Nine police contact categories were decided upon and the 

data rescaled fot both Madison and Racine. When the recoding operation 

was completed" 1643 cases were left for Madison and 1166 were left for 

Racine. The net resul twas, however, that in neither tne Madison nor the 

Racine case was a Guttman scale generated which could be considered a true 
, . ' 

Guttman s~p.il:e. When 'a Geometric scale was constructed H was likewise 

found that about 85 percent of the cases iIi either Madison or ~acine were 

single contact types or included only two or three categories of contact . 
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It was therefore concluded, as in the earlier analysis of the data, that 

delinquents found in Madison constituted a'mixed bag of types since the 

multiple contact categories fa,i1ed to constitue meaningful types--they 

were a heterogeneous lot. When the distribution of dichotomized Geometric 

scores was presented by socio-economic status areas, the distribution was 

significantly different for both Madison and Racine, particularly Madison. 

In Section III of the report, three measures of delinquency are 

related to each other. What became most apparent as relationships of 

various types of scores to each other were examined, is that a person's 

delinquency score varies markedly depending on the type of scale that is 

used. The question then arises as to which is the best measure of de­

linquency and it can only be said that it depends on what one wishes to 

do with it. If some idea of the various types and patterns of delinqu­

~ncy are desired, then Geometric scores are the best representation of 

police contacts, but if some quantitative index of how often a juvenile 

comes into contact with the police is desired, then simple number of con­

tacts is most useful. 

In Madison, the number of polite contacts that a juvenile had 

during his recorded career had the highest correlation with socio-econ­

omic status, .8.2, while the Geometric median had the highest correlation 

in Racine, .77. The question is_ whether or not either measure is a good 

predictor of what we wish to predict. 

A more appropriat~ test of the value of one measure of delin­

quency in comparison with another is its ability to predict later crim­

inal careers. The facts of the case are f,r,lat neither Guttman scores, 

Geometri~ scores, nor smmple police contacts were efficient predictors 

of later criminal careers, although all varied significantly in relation 

to later careers. But no matter which measure was used, the best pre­

diction was that a juvenile would not have a later criminal career. And 

this was true whether Madison or Racine was being considered. 

When the data were recoded into mine meaningful categories of 

police contact and rescaled the same approach to prediction was again 

attempted; although statwstically significant differences existed between 

adult non-criminals and adult crimmnals the differences were not suffic= 

ient that scale scores could be used in order to predict outcome differ-
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ences in either Madison or Racine, that t~., whether a,person would be an 

adult non-criminal or an adult criminal. No matter which cutting points 

were selected on auyof the distributions of scale scores with adult non­

criminals skewed toward the low end of the scale and adult criminals 

either skewed toward the high end of the scale or not quite so much to­

ward the low end of the scale, none of the cutting points were suffic­

iently discriminating to permit a premiction that would be better than 

predicting from the modal category that all juveniles would fail to have 

adult careers. 

In Section IV, added inputs to the predictive device were pre­

sented and their relationships to other, variables described. It is here 

that we examined the possibility of utilizing the socio-economic status 

of areas-within which juveniles resided~ age at first police contact, span 
> 

of time imvwhich juveniles had police contacts, the delinquency rate of 

the area in which the juvenile resided, the crime rate of the area in which 

the juvenile resided, and whether or not he was referred as a result of 

police contacts. Ideally, these items should have had low correlations 

with each other, low correlations with scale scores based on police con­

tacts and high correlations with adult status, if they were to markedly 

increase the efficiency of the predictive device. Of these variables f 

only time span in which police contacts occurred was closely related to 

eachoof the measures of delinquency, number of police contacts, Guttman 

scores and Geometric scores. Unfortunately, time span did not have a 

high correlation with later status as adult .criminal or adult non-crim­

inal. And to further decrease the likelihood that added inputs would 

markedly increase the efficiency of a predictive device, the inputs were 

correlated with each other to about the same degree that they we~e cor­

related with the status of juveniles at 'I the folJ;ow-up period. 

The failu:r;oe of added inputs to signif:i~antly increase the pre­

dictive efficiency of an item analysis scale was described in the first 

part of this chapter. In conclusion, we shall turn to a discussion of 

the theory beh~nd this approach to predicting criminal caree:r:s and suggest 

the next steps that should be taken, building upon the resea~ch that has 

been described in this report. 

:\ 
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Conclusion ~md Suggestions fo.!. Future Research 

Underlying this proj ect has been' the assumption that there is 

continuity in behavior patterns l that human behavior is repetitive. That 

certain aspects of human b~havior are repetitive over deSignated time 

spans is fairly incontrovertible. But the more general propositmon of con­

tinuity in behavior has probably not been questioned to the extent that 

it probably shOUld be questioned by persons in the behavioral sciences. 
, ~ 

This does not happenl in all probability, because a large proportion of 

those involved in research having this as an underlying assumption have 

a psychological or social psychological orientation of such a nature that 

they must accept the idea of more continuity in human behavior than is 

probably warranted. 

This is not the place to go into any lengthy review of the lit­

erature on human behavior or, more specifically, on delinquency and crime, 

but there has been great emphasis on the idea of continuity in delinquent 

and criminal careers, when in fact, the idea of continuity in careers has 

been based on illustrative examples that may not be representative of the 

delinquents arid criminals in our society, much less other societies. And 

in tho$~ studies that have beHn based on large number~ of cases, the idea 

of continuity has been drawn from studies of juveniles who were in a sam­

ple or a population because there was already some continuity in their 

careers. They are representatives of a type that by the nature of their 

career has consistently cd me to the attention of the authorities and thus 

been referred to either public or private agencies as a consequence of 

their behavior. The question is, then, how can one avoid the impression 

of continuity in careers if persons are selected for study on a bas:Ls of 

criteria that almost guarantee a finding of cqntinuity because some con­

tinuity has already existed in the careers of those included in the study? 

As a consequence of the orientation of a large proportion of 

the persons in the behavioral sciences who are interested in this problem, 

that is, a thoroughly outmoded orientation towards traits, or what are 

very often called personality characteristics l it is concluded that rather 
" , 

stable characteristics (at least they are held to be fairly stable after 

early years) in individuals are the determinants of behavior that has not 

been found stable, at least at this poirtt l by carefully designed research. 
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: . 
Since there is some continuity in characteristics acquired relatively 

early in life it is assumed that individual patterns of delinquency and 

crime lik~wise have continuity and persist over long periods of time. 

The assumption here is that understanding delinquency and crime 

comes from studying individuals and how they develop or acquire repetitive 

patterns of behavior. Whatever value this may have, it is probably limit­

ed in that only a portion of the juvenile delinquency may be explained in 

this way and even a smaller portion of the adult crime can be explained 

in terms of evolving careers. As a consequenc~ of this only partially 

correct assumption, research has followed the principle that careers are . 
likely to be continuous and we have attempted to develop measures of car-

eers with emphasis on this facet of them. The research that we have just 

conducted and reported upon casts grave doubt on the principle of contin­

uity in careers. 

Much of the research that led to the conclusion that delinquent 

and criminal careers must be continuous was conducted by persons who also 

drew maps and located juveniles and criminals on them, that is 1 had what 

might be considered an ecological perspective because they did show that 

delinquent careers and criminal careers were concentra.ted in some areas of 

the community at much higher rates than in others. The same persons also 

related delinquency and crime to the organization of the community and 

fostered an interest in a processual look at delinquency and crime. By 

that we mean that they emphasized the learning process in becoming delin­

quent and criminal, but once learned, propositioned that it was more likely 

to continue than not. This app:r'oach, while ecological intnhe sense that· 

delinquency and crime were located in some spaces and not in other spaces 

was not without its social psychological component'. Much attention was 

;also given not only to the process of interaction between the juvenile 

and his peers and adult role models, but also to the percept~on that juv­

eniles had of their hOmEt, their companions, authority figures;~ti.n the nei­

ghborhood, and so on, a~ well as their perception of themselvJ~I' 
, )1 

All of this is, of course, a contribution to an undetlstanding 

of the process by which juveniles acquire the knowledge tha:t;~/hey need in 

order to successfully pursue a career in delinquency and ra:tionalize it 

to themselves and to their peers. Furthermore, this research has shown . 
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how some juveniles havee,xercised sufficient intelligence and persistance 

to make it\ :into the adult criminal world. But this is only part of the 

picture. 

What we have failed to do is to take .all of the criminals from 

a given area, a community such as Racine, foX" example, conunencing at any 

one of several levels--which could be at the prisoh, at the court, 01" eveh 

at the arrest level, and trace their careers backward. to see if their adult 

behavior can really be shown to hlive evolved from their. juvenile behavior. 

In this 'study we have taken a sample of juveniles. who had at least one con­

tact with the police and attempted to relate their juvenile careers, as 

measured by police contacts and other aspects of their careers, to whether 

or not theY,could be characterized as adult criminals or adult non-crimin­

als. This resulted in finding only an extremely small proportion of the 

juveniles in the category of adult criminals after the age of 21. This 

could in part be due to the fact that not a sufficient number of years 

had elapsed after the age of 21 for many persons in the sample, or to the 

fact that many could have co~~itted offenses outside of Wisconsin and thus 

not be in the files of the Division of.Criminal Statistics in Madison. 

Even if the number who had adult careers were 'doubled, we would have only 

dealt with a proportion of those who hadbeem processed through the courts 

in Racine during that period of time .. While the study did tell us some= 

thing about continuity in,delinquent careerS or criminal careers} or lack 

thereof, it did not give us much information about the extent to which 

juven~Je delinquency contributed to the total picture of adult crime. 

What we have completely failed to consider is the fact that only 

some juveniles acquire everything they need in order to engage in delin­

quent behavior and later criminal careers between the age of 6 an.--d-.l7 'in 

the setting in which they find themselves. Although ma¥y juveniles en­

'gage in behavior that resul ts in the acquisition of a record of police 

contacts, in some cases referrals and official dispositons of their cases, 

they have, after reaching the age of 21, moved into different social pos­

itions or spaces as a consequence gf their age, even though they may re­

side in the same residential area for their entire lives. Residence",'.is,; 

only one of their social positions and much of the ti~ea»ter the age of, 

say, 18 or 21, their activities are so prescribed that living in the same 
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spatial place (social position) does not 'Call for the kind of behavior 

that got them into difficulty as a juvenile. And although they may con­

tinue to reside in the social space in which their juvenile career was 

developed, their work or other activities outside of home results in;tTIon­

criminal patterns of behavior throughout their remaining life. 

Now then, there is the other group of persons who have acquired 

the label of criminal or law breaker, in some cases whether they have been 

convicted of crimes or not, but who have not had a juvenile career. While 

juveniles, the s9cial position that they occupied was such that delinqu­

ency was not likely to become a pattern of behavior. In other cases they 

may have engaged ini,behavior that could have been defined as delinquent 

but their social spaces either prevented or limited the probablility that 

they would acquire either police contacts or court records which would 

place them in samples of persons to be studied. Then, later inJlife, when 

in a different social position based on their age and the experiences they 

have had intthe world of work, which may have resulted in either upward or 

downward occupational mobility, or when in different social spaces in terms 

of their marriage and their family, they committed an offense resulting in 

a court record, perhaps conviction and institutionalization. These pemple 

have not had the kind of careers in delinquency that would place them in 

a study such as ours and there is no evidence that the behavior that they 

engaged in could in any way be peiCceived of as a continuation of some sort 

of earlier behavioral patterns. These people are overlooked if one at­

tempts to understand delinquency and cri.me by studying only those who have 

already engaged in behavior of such a nature that they are persons with 

continuing careers. On the other hand, this is not too important if it is 

made quite clear that one's only concern is in predicting who among the 

delinquents will continue into a life of' adult crime. 

In order to obtain a better perspective on delinquency and crime 

and perhaps better evaluate the worth of research that attempts to predict 

crime from delinquency, a different approach is necessary than has most 

often been utilized in the past where the problQffi is approached from either 

the delinquency end or the criminai end of the cycle. 

It is therefore suggested that all persons over the age of 21 in 

a community such as Racine be listed and that either a sample be selected 
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from them to be studied 'retrospectively by turning to the records of the 

Division of Criminal Statistics in Madison, or if not a sample, a cohort 

be selected that has had sufficient time, to develop a criminal career or 

at least some adult police contacts. This cohort would then be traced 

backwards to juvenile records in an effort to discern what proportion of 

the criminals are a product of juvenile careers and what proportion are 

not of the cont:inuing type. Simultaneously, a complete listing of the 

juvenile population would be selected for an appropriate year going back 

far enough that everyone would have had a chance to experiente an adult 

career. Either a sample or a cohort would be selected, a cohort old 

enough to have lived through the major portionoof an adult career, would 

be ideal for following through in order to determine the extent to which 

the continuity principle is applicable. In this way it will be possible 

to answer questions about the proportion of the adult criminal. population 

who have had continuous careers and the proportion of the juvenile pop­

ulation who developed continuous careers. Since we have access to data 

in Racine and have had access to the files of the Division of Criminal 

Statistics in Madison, such a study would be quite feasible and add to 

the information that we have already acquired about crime and delinquency 
in Racine • 
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