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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP OF GENDER TO
QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE ASPECTS OF
SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY

By

Susan K. Wright

This study is a secondary analysis of self-reported delinquency
data which examines the relationship of gender to the quantity and
quality of the delinquent acts of theft and assault. The sample con-
sisted of 197 working class youths from two Boston communities.
Consistent with other research, the study demonstrates that males are
more frequently and seriously involved in delinquency than females.
The analysis further demonstrates that there are striking differences
between girls and boys in the motivational and situational aspects of
their delinquent behavior. These findings provide further evidence
that there is little support for theoretical and empirical research
which suggests that girls are becoming similar to boys in their pat-
terns of delinquent behavior. Methodologically, the findings demon-
strate the efficacy of utilizing both quantitative and qualitative
data in order to avoid exaggerating or obscuring differnces at either

the aggregate or individual level of analysis.
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CHAPTER I

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship of
gender to aspects of specific types of crimes coomitted by working
class juveniles. The specific crimes that will be examined are
theft and assault. Gender related differences on both quantitative
and qualitative dimensions of these crimes will be 1nvestigatedf
Ouantitative factors refer to the frequency that the particular
type of crime is committed and the seriousness of the criminal act.
The qualitative aspects of the crime pertain to the manner in which
the crime is committed and include factors such as the cost of
items stolen and the extent of injury to the assaulted party.

The study will be limited to an examination of working class
youths because of the availability of data and in an effort to
control for a potential interaction between social class and
gender. This will permit a more precise test of the relationship
of gender to both quantitative and qualitative indicators of

delinquency.



The crimes of theft and assault were selected for study
because each of these crimes has, traditionally, been linked to a
particular sex and because of public concern with a perceived
increase in theft and violence committed by females. In
self-report data on delinquency such as that which will be used in
this secondary analysis, a substantial proportion of the offenses
which can be categorized as theft are shoplifting offenses.
Shoplifting is a «crime commonly associated with females
(Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier, 1980:72). Criminal violence, on
the other hand, is most typically ascribed to males. In comparing
the behavior patterns of males and females with respect to these
two crimes, it is expected that boys will report more frequent and
serious involvement with both types of offenses. It is also
predicted that both boys and girls will exhibit similar patterns in
terms of the qualitative aspects of a crime if both report
comparable levels of involvement with the crimes. The specific
hypotheses related to these quantitative and qualitative dimensions
will be restated in testable form in Chapter 3.

These general hypotheses are grounded in opportunity theory
and its specific adaptation by Freda Adler to gender issues. Adler
is one of a number of theorists who has suggested that social roles
which govern gender specific behavior are changing such that the
behavior of females and males is becoming more quantitatively and
qualitatively similar. In Adler's (1975) version of this
theoretical trend, it is predicted that as the social roles of

females and males converge, the criminal behavior of females and



males will become comparable. Examination of this thesis with
respect to a sample composed of working class youths is of
particular interest given the rigidity traditionally associated
with gender role socialization by the working class (for a review
of the 1literature on social class and gender role socialization,
see Pleck, 1981:88-89). It has been suggested that role changes
associated with feminism have been less pronounced with respect to
the lower socioeconomic classes which could result in wider gender

variation in delinquent behavior (Richards, 1981:467).

The Significance of the Problem

Traditionally, criminological theory has provided separate
explanations for female and male criminal behavior (for analyses of
theories that do this, see Smart,1976; Klein, 1973; Leonard, 1982).
Criminological research has 1long shown that boys and girls have
differed both in terms of the amount of delinquency they exhibit
and the nature of that delinquency. There has been a noted failure
in criminological theory, however, to take into account the sex
variable in etiological explanations of crime. Recent research,
however, has begun to question the efficacy of gender specific
etiologies and to incorporate the sex variable into more general
theories of the causes of criminal behavior (e.g. Harris, 1977;

Cloward and Piven, 1978). As Hindelang (1979:154) has pointed out,



the sex variable is "a powerful predictor of involvement in illegal
activity" that warrants closer examination. This recognition that
the critical factor of sex has been so often ignored in the
literature has been a major impetus for research in the area of
gender differences in delinquency.

Research questioning whether the long recognized differences
in female and male delinquency exist today is one of the directions
that this revitalized concern for gender issues is taking. Some
researchers maintain that gender differences in delinquency are
still apparent and explain these differences by pointing to
variations in the socialization of boys and girls (Cloward and
Piven, 1978; Harris, 1977). Other individuals, however, argue that
differences in the delinquency of boys and girls are diminishing
rapidly as a result of changes 1in society which are producing
comparable types of behavior in both sexes (Adler, 1975).
Proponents of the latter stance are attempting to explain why
differences are disappearing rather than why the differences
existed originally.

Adler has provided the most widely publicized theoretical
explanation for differences in the criminality of females and
males. It is particularly important at this time to test Adler's
adaptation of opportunity theory because it has been a major
impetus in the study of female criminality. Virtually every major
piece of research in the area in recent years makes reference to
Adler's thesis. Most of this type of research has focused on the

quantitative dimension of criminal behavior. The emphasis in the



present study, however, will be on the qualitative aspects of the
behavior. This will permit tests of specific hypotheses derived
from Adler's general hypothesis that female criminal behavior will
approximate that of males, not only in gross gquantitative
indicators of | each type of crime, but also on qualitative
indicators of the criminal activity.

It is expected- that supporting or failing to support these
specific hypotheses will add to the growing body of research
aptempting to incorporate gender considerations into a general
theory of criminal behavior. Should gender differences in
qualitative patterns of criminal behavior be identified, further
study of the effect of gender specific socialization and its
relationship to delinquency would be warranted. Similarly,
identification .of comparable patterns of behavior would indicate

support for a critical portion of Adler's thesis.



Footnote

1. The notion of differentiating between the quantitative and
qualitative aspects of ‘criminal behavior is not original to this
author. Richards (1981) used this differentiation in an article
entitled, "Ouantitative and OQualitative Sex Differences in
Middle-Class De]inqdency.“ Although the definitions used in this
study refer to similar concepts, the operational definitions of the

categories are significantly different.



CHAPTER II

THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

In recent years, Adler's (1975, 1979a, 1979b, 1980, 1981)
explanation of female criminality has been a focus of much of the
research on gender and delinquency. This chapter will review that
research in order to facilitate understanding the context of the
present study. In this chapter, the origins of Adler's argument
will be examined and the portions of her thesis which researchers
have found controversial will be discussed. The chapter will
conclude with a discussion of the relevance of the present research
to examining the similarity of boys and girls on the gquantitative

and qualitative dimension of delinquency to Adler's argument.
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Adler's Thesis and Its Oriqins in Opportunity

Theory

~As Adler's thesis is a derivative of opportunity theory, a
brief examination of the basic tenets of opportunity theory will be
useful 1in understanding her application of that theory to issues of
the criminality of females. Opportunity theory has its origins in
strain theory and, as such, puts forth the premise that all
individuals 1in this society share a common goal of success as
defined by social norms. In Cloward and Ohlin's (1960) version of
this theory, the opportunity for youths to obtain these commonly
held goals 1is differentially distributed as a result of both
sociological and psychological factors. As a result of blocked
opportunities and inability to adapt goals downward, youths become
frustrated and seek association with supportive subcultures. If
the subculture with which a youth becomes associated provides
opportunity for achievement via illegitimate means, the youth will
become involved in delinquent activities.

The emphasis 1in Cloward and Ohlin's (1978) opportunity theory
is on the sociological rather than the psychological factors which
block the youth's opportunity to participate in legitimate
activities to achieve a common goal. As support for this
proposition, they point out that the lower class has a more
difficult task in attempting to attain the goals of success by

virtue of being further removed from the accepted goals than the



other classes. In addition, the 1lower class has greater
opportunity to be exposed to illegitimate means of achieving those
goals (Cloward and Ohlin, 19?8). For example, exposure to street
crime is greater for the lower class than for the middle class
youth who resides in a suburb. As a result of this limited access
to acceptable goals and greater access to illegitimate activities,
Cloward and Ohlin posit that delinquency should occur more
frequently in lower socioeconomic groups.

Adler's adaptation of differential opportunity theory suggests
that females, regardless of social class, have experienced blocked
opportunities for both legitimate and illegitimate means of
attaining the common goals (Adler, 1975:105). This interpretation
emphasizes sex as the primary differentiating variable rather than
social class. It rests on the premise that social norms play a
more important role in the development of delinquent behavior than
do economic limitations. In this framework, cultural norms and
prohibitions limit the female's access to both legitimate and
illegitimate opportunities. As these prohibitions are lifted by
the changing role of the female in soéiety, Adler (1975) predicts
that female crime should increase.

In establishing her case of blocked opportunities for females,
Adler (1975:41) firmly supports the side of environment in the
classical psychological debate over the relative effect of
environment versus heredity. Although she acknowledges an undefined
effect of physical differences between males and females, Adler

(1975) posits that the majority of the differences between male and
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female behavior can be attributed to culturally inculcated norms.

She argues that these norms are changing as evidenced by the rise
of the feminist movement. In support of these changes, Adler
(1975) points to increases in the employment of women and purported

increases in female crime rates.

Potential Problems with Adler's Arqument

As previously mentioned, much of the recent research in the
area of female criminality has focused on the refutation of Adler's
thesis. As a body, this research has identified three primary
assumptions 1in her argument which are particularly vulnerable to
debate. These assumptions can be grouped in the following manner:

1. Social norms are composed of sex-typed behaviors

which can be attributed almost solely to envirommental

factors that impinge on females.

2. Social norms pertaining to females in this society

are changing. '

3. The effect of other conditions such as race and

social class on the role of women is minimal.
Each of these three related assumptions is crucial to Adler's
argument and has received the critical attention of researchers.
These assumptions are the foundation upon which Adler's (1975)
proposition that, given equal opportunity, the illegal behavior of

females will approximate that of males 1is based. As there is
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considerable controversy in the field regarding the validity of
these assumptions, the majority of the literature review in this
chapter will be devoted to an examination of the research
pertaining to these unstated assumptions which indicate that
Adler's argument may rest on faulty premises. The hypotheses
tested in the present study are derived from Adler's equal
opportunity proposition and, as such, reflect the biases of the
assumptions on which they are based.

The remainder of this chapter will present a review of the
literature relevant to Adler's three primary assumptions and fhe
hypotheses to be tested in this study. Both empirical and
theoretical ramifications of her theory will be explored.

Social Norms and Sex-Typed Behaviors

Perhaps the most fundamental contention in Adler's argument is
that social norms specifying gender behavior are the product of
differential socialization rather -than inherent characteristics.
This proposition is particularly important to Adler's argument
because inherent differencés between the sexes could reduce the
impact of socialization. According to Adler (1975:28) female/male
differences 1in the fréquency of criminal activity are less related
to sex-typed behavior than to social norms that proscribe the
appropriate behavior for each sex. A&lqr uses the term, sex-typed

behavior, to connote inherent characteristics of the female or the
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male. The term, social norms, on the other hand, is used to refer
to a more amorphous concept of group behavior that is relatively
unaffected by innate characteristics. In stressing that the
primary differences between females and males are the result of
social norms, Adler is suggesting that there are few inherent
differences between the two. With cultural limitations removed,
Adler predicts that males and females would behave similarly.

According to psychological research, the distinction between
social norms and sex-typed behavior is considerably more blurred
than indicated by Adler. The concept of social norms has been
defined by one researcher in the following manner:

Norms are essentially reflections of value
judgements which are tacitly agreed upon by the
influential members of society and which
establish, among other things, the guidelines
for the socialization of children. A1l human
societies have norms which regulate the
behavior of their members; violations are more
or less severely punished, depending upon the
importance of the norm; one who wears
inappropriate clothes to an event may be stared
at, while one who wears no clothes at all may
be put in jail. Such judgements about behavior
vary greatly from one society to another and
even between groups in a single society. But
they all have one element in common, and that
is that they are perceived as necessary for the
survival of the group and for growth to
maturity of the individual (Williams,
1977:318).

This implies that social norms define individual behaviors
appropriate for grbups of people in society. Similarly, it implies
that social norms are composed of sets of individual behaviors that

may vary by race or social class. In making the simple assumption

that individual behavior is learned rather than innate, Adler has
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firmly sided with the environmentalists in the longstanding
psychological debate regarding the relative effect of nature versus
nurture on human behavior.

In the most recent book edited by Adler (1981), she further
confuses her argument by implying that her theory can be applied to
an international examination of gender differences in criminal
behavior. The scant attention to extensive cultural variations
between the countries examined in this anthology is an indication
of the degree to which Adler has avoided consideration of the full
range of environmental variables that might affect gender
differences. By ignoring the potentially confounding effects of
such factors as race and social class, Adler has further weakened
her argument regarding the relationship of environmental factors to
the development of sex-typed behaviors.

In a review of research relevant to understanding the effect
of social class and race on sex role socialization, Unger
(1979:180) pointed out that lower-class white children appear to
exhibit more rigidly stereotyped sex role behavior than
middle-class or upper-class children. The same review also noted
that girls appear to be less affected by socioeconomic class than
boys and noted that racial differences appear to exist regarding
the acceptance by young girls of stereotypical roles for men and
women (Unger, 1979:180,182). These findings suggest that the
relatioship between social roles, race and sex may be considerably
more complicated than indicated by Adler.

Psychological research with respect to environment versus
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heredity issues has not been as definitive as Adler suggests.

Psychologists have identified some types of behaviors such as
aggression that appear to distinguish between the sexes at the
aggregate level (Pleck, 1981:147). Research has not, however,
conclusively demonstrated the degree to which behavior is the
result of innate or environmental causes (Pleck, 1981; Schaffer,
1981; Parsons, 1980). If there are inherent elements as well as
learned elements in sex-typical behavior, it would appear as though
structural changes in society would not necessarily equalize the
sexes in terms of their behavior. By ignoring this classic debate
in psychology, Adler has oversimplified her argument in order to
strengthen her contention that changing norms will eventually
result in comparable behavior for females and males. Although many
researchers agree with Adler's claim that the range of acceptable
behavior for both sexes is broadening, few are as willing as she to
attribute this change primarily to social norms. As Schaffer
(1981:35) has suggested, the relationship between hormones,
chromosomes, genes and specific sex-appropriate behavior is most
probably indirect and complicated, but warrants further research
given the current state of knowledge regarding the interaction of
these factors. In other words, the concept of gender specific
behavior may not be as simple as Adler suggests and may be affected

by factors such as social class and race.
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Increasing Female Crime Rates?

Imbedded in Adler's assumption that social norms pertaining to
sex-typed behavior can be attributed primarily to environmental
causes s the implication that social change will result in
comparable behavior on the part of females and males. This is the
basis for her second assumption which is, to some researchers in
the field, equally problematic to the first. Adler (1975) contends
that the social norms governing the behavior of females are in the
process of changing dramatically. She bases this part of her
argument primarily on circumstantial evidence such as anecdotal
reports of increased female crime and violence. There has been
mixed support for this argument. In this section the literature
pertaining to Adler's claim that female crime is increasing will be
reviewed. Both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of
criminal behavior will be examined.

Perhaps the most unequivocal support for Adler's propositions
can be found in the work of Rita Simon regarding adult female
criminality. Based on an analysis of the Uniform Crime Reports
from 1955 to 1970, Simon (in Adler and Simon, 1979a:48) concluded
that the gap between adult male and female arrest rates is closing
with respect to certain types of property crimes such as larceny,
fraud, emblezzlement and forgery. Although she acknowledges that
arrest rates may reflect other factors such as police discretion,
Simon (in Adler and Simon, 1979a:113) attributes the change

primarily to greater opportunities for women to commit crimes as a
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result of their increased participation in the labor force. Her
conclusion supports Adler's proposition that the women's movement
can be directly tied to an increase in female crime.

In a similar vein, Wilson (1981) claims that the arrests of
females for violent crimes have increased strikingly in recent
years and are 1{ndicative of the changing role of women in this
society. In her interpetation of her findings, Wilson concluded
that those variables associated with violent crime used to be
differentially distributed for females and males. According to
Wilson (1981:122), the woman used to be able to avoid the use of
violence by seeking the protection of a man. Wilson, in an
extrapolation from Adler, suggests that increasing self-reliance on
the part of women has resulted in both the readiness and
willingness of women to defend themselves.

The work of Adler, Wilson and Simon is based primarily on
official statistics and, as such, is most jertinent to Adler's
claim that the amount of female crime is increasing. Since Short
and Nye (1958) first reported their findings from a self-report
study of a large sample of high school youths, however, researchers
have been aware that sex differentials in official rates of
delinquency are not mirrored 1in self-report studies. Some have
used this difference between official and self-report data to
illustrate the contention that increases in female crime have not
been significant (Klein and Xress, 1976). Other researchers such
as Figueira-McDonough et al. (1981) have found that self-report

data indicates that females and males, in terms of the less serious
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types‘ of offenses, exhibit similar patterns although, in terms of
serious offenses, sex differences are siill obvious.

One recent self-report study, however, supports the contention
of Adler that the amount of female crime is increasing. Feyerherm
(1981:90) found that “the evidence...seems to indicate that there
is substantial similarity in the patterns of delinquent behavior
for males and females." Feyerherm (1981:92) further stated that,
_"it 1is clear that the social processes that move adolescents from
the point of commission of a delinquent deed to the point of arrest
tend to operate in ways that increase the 1iklihood of arrest for
males rather than females." Feyerherm's conclusions support the
claims of Adler, Simon and Wilson by suggesting that the amount of
crime by females may more closely approximate that of males than
previously thought.

Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier (1980) conclude, however, that
even official statistics can be misleading in terms of official
arrest rates. In this frequently cited study, these researchers
compared Jjuvenile female and male arrest rates taken from the
Uniform Crime Reports for 1965 and 1972. In their study, they
differentiated between the absolute and relative differences
between the sexes in arrest rates. The relative gap was determined
by dividing the female rate for each offense by the sum of the male
rate and the female rate for that offense (Steffensmeier and
Steffensmeier, 1980:64). In comparing the relative gap for the
year 1965 to the relative gap for the year 1972, these researchers

found that traditional patterns of crime were maintained
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(Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier, 1980:70). A slight increase in
petty property crimes was identified and these authors concluded
this 1increase could probably be attributed to an 1increase in
arrests for shoplifting which is considered to be a traditionally
"female” crime (Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier, 1980:72). In
another related study, Steffensmeier and Cobb (1981) noted that
increases in the arrests of females could be attributed, in part,
to a reduction in the chivalrous treatment of females by the legal
system.

Victimization studies that have examined gender differences
have also pointed to conclusions regarding gender differences in
the amount of crime that are similar to those derived from
self-report studies. The work of Hindelang (1979, 1971) again
challenges the Adler proposition that female crime is increasing.
Based on an analysis of victimization data from the National Crime
Survey, Hindelang (1979:152) concluded that “proportionate female
involvement has been relatively stable, except that larceny showed
a slight increase in recent years. The same research further
pointed out that making a causal inference that the emancipation of
women is vrelated to this slight increase 1is beyond the
generalizability of this type of study (Hindelang, 1979:154).

Despite the findings that suggest that, quantitatively, female
and male criminal behavior is and has been more similar than shown
by official statistics, many researchers have found differences in
the types of crimes that males and females are most likely to

comit. The most prevalent difference identified by researchers
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thus far is that increases in female crime rates have occurred with
respect to property crimes such as shoplifting rather than both
violent crimes and property crimes as is the case with males
(Giallombardo, 1980; Steffensmeier, 1981; Conklin, 1981). In a
comparison of official arrests from 1960 to 1978, Steffensmeier
(1981:64) found "little support for the position that women are
catching up with males in the commission of violent, masculine,
white-collar, and....serious property crimes such as burglary and
robbery.* Instead, he found that more women are being arrested for
petty property crimes and fraud than in the past. Steffensmeier
(1981:62) concluded that *“stability rather than change in sex
differences in patterns of crimes is the overwhelmingly important
observation.”

Canter (1982), in one of the more methodologically
sophisticated studies of the subject, reported that the delinquent
involvement of both males and females followed similar patterns in
terms of the types of delinquency with which the youths were
involved, but noted that males were consistently more frequently
involved in delinquent activities than females. The same study,
however, also reported "that sex differences in delinquent behavior
have remained stable across the decade from 1967 to 1977" (Canter,
1982:389). Canter believes that the results of her study, which
utilizes a newly developed self-report instrument, corroborate the
findings of Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier (1980) which indicated
that the relative differences between males and females with

respect to criminal activity have remained constant over the years.
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In terms of the qualitative aspects of criminal behavior,
research is less complete and conclusive with respect to gender
differences. As qualitative data is usually not available from
official sources, self-report studies provide the majority of the
evidence with respect to this aspect of crime. Figueira-McDonough
et al. (1981) found that the offenses of girls tended to be less
frequent and serious than those of boys. Similarly, Giallombardo
(1980:74) concluded that "females cause much less damage to society
than males do," and that female crime follows traditional
socialization patterns which 1limit the type of involvement of
females with criminal activity.

Gold (1970), on the other hand, found that the types'of'
delinquent behavior exhibited by females and males were similar.
Gold also noted, however, that the girls were less fregquently
involved in criminal activities. The findings of Gold suggest mild
support for Adler's contention that the behavior of gqirls is
approximating that of boys although a cautionary note should be
added to such a conclusion. It is possible that the qualitative
aspects of the criminal behavior of males and females have always
been similar. Longitudinal study 1is needed to ascertain whether
this is a recent and developing phenomenon rather than a long
standing condition.

Richards (1981), in her study of gender differences in the
delinquency of middle-class youth, noted that socioeconomic status
might be a critically delineating factor in differences in gender

behavior. Richards found that the delinquent behavior of
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middle-class girls and boys was very similar and noted that much of
the research with respect to this subject has been conducted on
samples of Jlower-class youths who may be socialized in a more
traditional manner. This finding supports the need for further
qualitative research regarding gender differences that includes the
variable of socioeconomic status.

Parisi (1982), 1in her review of research pertaining to the
qualitative aspects of crime noted that research has been less than
comprehensive with respect to gender differences. Her review also
noted that a lack of baseline data with respect to the
characterisics of criminal incidents "prevents both trend analysis
and statisical comparison of the nature of female crime versus male
crime or female crime in an earlier period* (Parisi, 1982:126).

In a review of recent research on the subject of female crime,
Lee Bowker identified a number of patterns that compliment and
summarize the research pertaining to both the quantitative and
qualitative aspects of delinquency:

(1) female crime and deliquency increased
steadily up to about 1975 and then began to
decrease;

(2) 1in the past several decades, offenses
committed by young women have risen more
rapidly than those committed by adult females;
(3) in the same period, serious property crime
has risen equally for female delinquents and
adults, but violent crimes and other crimes
have risen much more among female delinquents
than women;

(4) total female-male crime differentials have
been decreasing throughout this period;

(5) these decreases have been greater for
adolescents than for adults;

(6) what appears to be a large rise in female

violent crime 1is inflated because of the small
base statistics on which this rise is
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calculated;

(7) 1in absolute terms, the increase in the

number of violent crimes by males has been much

greater than the increase by females;

(8) the significant change in female illegal

behavior has been in property rather than

violent offenses;

(9) at least with respect to deliquency,

male-female differences are more in total

frequencies of the offenses than in the

patterns of offenses; and

(10) there is some evidence that females are

playing more active roles in criminal and

delinquent incidents than they did in earlier

decades. (Bowker, 1978:21-22)
The Bowker review emphasizes that, although there is some evidence
that female arrests for both violent and property crimes are
increasing, the extent of this increase is not as noteworthy as
some researchers such as Adler, Simon and Wilson would suggest.
Furthermore, Bowker found that research has reinforced the commonly
held belief that property crimes for females are increasing at a
greater rate than violent crimes by females. The review also
pointed out that, according to self-report studies, gender
differences in criminal behavior may be more apparent in relation
to the frequency of offense than the type of offense.

In short, Alder's contention that female crime is increasing
may exaggerate changes in rates of crime. Increases in arrest rates
may reflect less chivalrous treatment of female offenders on the
part of the legal system while self-reported criminal behavior has
remained relatively stable over the years. In terms of the type of
crimes committed by girls and boys, the evidence supports the
contention that both females and males continue to engage primarily

in criminal behavior that has traditionally been associated with
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violent crimes and females are more apt to be involved with

property offenses than violent offenses such as assault.

The Equal Opportunity Proposition

Adler's thesis culminates with the proposition that females,
given opportunity comparable to that of males, will behave
similarly to males. Integral to this proposition is her contention
that the women's movement is evidence of changing social norms that
will eventually result 1in equality between the sexes with respect
to both legitimate and illegitimate roles in society. Two
different types of approaches to exploring the relationship between
changing social norms and increasing crime rates have been taken.
In the first approach, researchers have assumed that the
traditional social role of the female has been related to the lower
rate of crime among females. The second, more conservative
approach suggests that there is insufficient information upon which
to base an assumed relationship. This second approach calls for
more intensive examination of the qualitative and quantitative
aspects of female and male criminal behavior. In this section,
both empirical and theoretical research relevant to the proposition

that equal opportunity will produce comparable behavior on the part
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of females and males will be discussed.

As Figueira-McDonough and Selo (1980:334) have pointed out,
the equal opportunity proposition of Adler may rest on a misleading
correlation between an increase in the employment and emancipation
of women and an increase in female crime.

The proportion of fraud among crimes committed
by females might have increased together with
an increase in white-colloar jobs, but it does
not follow that the white-collar female
employees committed all or even most of the
frauds. . Two possible fallacies are joined
here: that of equating correlation with cause,
and the extrapolation from one level of
analysis (aggregate) to another
individual)-the ecological fallacy.
Figueira-McDonough and Selo, 1980:334)
These writers argue that unless a causal link can be established
between illegal and 1legal opportunity, the conclusions of Simon,
Wilson and Adler may be erroneous. In other words,
Figueira-McDonough and Selo dismiss the entire argument of Adler by
simply pointing out that the crux of her argument, that opportunity
and behavior are causally related, is most probably fallacious.

In terms of a proposed direct relationship between the women's
liberation movement and female deliquency, Giordano and Cernkovich
(1979) have taken a different tack than that proposed by
Figueira-McDonough and Selo. These authors agree with Adler that
it is feasible that opportunities for girls to be involved in
delinquent activities may have increased in recent years by virtue
of weakened traditional controls on the behavior of females and
concomitant exposure to delinquent subcultures. Giordano and

Cernkovich (1979:540) point out, however, that this liberated
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behavior 1is not necessarily indicative of a 1iberated ideology that
could lead to peer support for the participation of females in
delinquent activities traditionally associated with boys. Giordano
and Cernkovich use this distinction between behavior and ideology
to explain why recent increases in female criminality have occurred
primarily in property crimes rather than violent crimes.

In an explicit test of the relationship between feminist
attitudes and delinquency, James and Thornton (1980:243) found that
“favorable attitudes toward feminism inhibit involvement in
property and aggressive offenses.” This conclusion again suggests
that positing a direct relationship between the women's movement
and female delinquency may be misleading.

In a vein suggestive of Giordano and Cernkovich, Cloward and
Piven (1979:656) have concluded that aggressive defiance fis
requlated by sex norms. These theorists suggest that the larger
numbers of females who are service recipients in the mental health
system can be attributed to the fact that this role is deemed sex
appropriate behavior for females just as criminal behavior is
accepted behavior for males. These authors speculate that changes
in gender specific patterns of deviance may be altering in a manner
that would permit less self-destructive tendencies on the part of
women.

We think that whether people respond to stress
at all is socially structured. How stress is
experienced is mediated by features of
historically specific social context in which
people find themselves: by the interpretations
they develop of the conditions they confront

and by the assessment they make of the options
in dealing with those conditions. (Cloward and
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Piven, 1979:662)

The primary focus of this argument is that the social role assigned
to the individual by virtue of gender is the principal determinant
of the behavior of that individual 1in response to stress.
Extrapolating from this set of propositions, it would seem logical
that a lower rate of female participation in violent crimes would
be an indicator that this type of behavior is, as yet, unacceptable
feminine behavior.

Following a line of reasoning similar to Cloward and Piven,
Anthony Harris reached a slightly different set of theoretical
conclusions. In his reinterpretation of labeling theory, Harris
(1977) suggests that criminal behavior is not functional deviant
behavior for females. In his formulation of the labeling theory
concept of primary deviance, Harris (1977:13) speculates that the
roles assigned to women as mothers and caregivers are functional to
the “institutional hegemony” of society. Within this framework,
the reassignment of the minority male from the role of father and
poverty level provider to prison, however, is not likely to disrupt
the social fabric in which white males predominate. Harris appears
to be suggesting that the social roles assigned to males and
females reflect the aggregate needs of society and that the
perceived choices of the 1individual to deviate from or meld into
those roles is dependent on the need to maintain the social order.

Regardless of the theoretical orientation, the concept of
social role appears to play a consistently important part in the

construction of explantions of gender differences in criminal
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behavior. As previously noted, psychologists have 1long
acknowledged an insufficient understanding of the origins of gender
specific behavior. Because of the problems inherent in
operationalizing the concepts of female and male traits, much of
the work in this area has been abstract in nature. Some researchers
have, nevertheless, attempted to operationalize the concepts of
feminine and masculine roles. Shover et al. (1979) are among those
researchers who have conducted empirical tests of the relationship
between gender roles and delinquency. In this study, boys and
girls were first classified as having either feminine or masculine
expectations by means of a Likert scale that assessed the strength
of association of the individual to traditional gender roles.

Individuals in the sample were then categorized according to their
opportunity to engage in criminal activities, orientations toward
attachment to “conventional others” and respect for the validity of
the law. While the technique of assigning individuals to gender
roles in this study may be questioned because of its reliance on
stereotypical definitions of gender behavior, Shover et al.
(1979:173,174) found that both boys and girls with feminine
expectations reported less involvement in property offenses.

Another finding from the study indicates that, for girls, a
reduction 1in feminine orientation may be related to increased
involvement in aggressive delinquency. This finding did not hold
true for boys. Shover et al. (1979:174) concluded that a small
increase in female involvement in both property and aggressive

crimes could be predicted as feminine role expectations change.
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Due to the small amount of variation explained by the variables
used in the study, however, these authors qualified their
prediction by emphasizing that the size of the change could be
minimal.

‘The work of Shover et al. (1979) i{llustrates one of the
directions that research 1is taking in attempting to identify the
"nature of the relationship between gender roles and the
participation of the individual in criminal activities. One of the
obvious difficulties with this type of reasearch is the
operationalization of varifables that can be used to classify
individuals along a continuum of femininity and masculinity. As
numerous psychologists (Pleck, 1981; Schaffer, 1981; Seward and
Seward,1980) have pointed out, the boundaries of gender roles may
be considerably less distinct than indicated by these studies. The
range of acceptable behavior that 1{s available to both boys and
girls makes comparisons between male and female behavior difficult.
With this in mind, some researchers (e.g., Parisi, 1982; Giordano,
1978; Leonard, 1982) have suggested that there is a basic need to
develop baseline data with respect to the qualitative aspects of
female and male criminal behavior in order to determine what, if
any, differences are apparent in the behavior of boys and girls who
do engage in criminal activities.

Giordano and Cernkovich (1979:143) were among the first to
call for the development of more "comprehensive baseline data from
which research and theory construction can proceed.® This

direction for future research is based on the recognition that
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etiological explanations such as those offerred by Adler may
reflect stereotypic views of female deviance rather than the actual
behavior of boys and girls. As Giallombardo (1980:79) has pointed
out, it 1is entirely possible that expanded gender roles for both
males and females may result in the deemphasization of violence for
both females and males rather than the acquisition of male behavior
patterns by females. The questions raised by Giordano, Cernkovich
and Giallombardo reinforce the need for research to explore issues
pertaining to the behavior of females and males prior to asserting
that there is a relationship between gender roles and criminality.
In summary, there appear to be two, general theoretical
approaches to exploring the potential relationship between the
women's liberation movement and female criminality. In the first
of these, researchers from a variety of theoretical backgrounds
have assumed that there is some sort of stereotypic relationship
between gender roles and criminal behavior. Some individuals using
this approach suggest that gender roles, which previously inhibited
the participation of females in criminal activities, are altering
such that both the emotional and situational opportunities for
females to become engaged in delinquent activities may be
expanding. Others using this approach suggest that changing gender
roles may result in different types of behavior for both males and
females.
The second approach to the subject is more conservative in that
it suggests that existing knowledge is such that the relationship

between gender and criminal behavior is unclear at this time. In
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the second approach, researchers have recommended further
examination of the motivational and situational context in which
both females and males commit crimes. This approach implies that
predictions with respect to any supposed relationship between
women's liberation and female criminality may be premature and
stereotypic in nature without a better understanding of the

empirical relationship between gender and crime.

Summar

As mentioned in the above discussion, Adler's theory regarding
gender differences 1in criminal behavior is a derivative of
opportunity theory that relies on three, interrelated assumptions.
The first of these much debated assumptions states that socialized
roles are the primary determinants of gender specific behavior.
With this simple statement, Adler implies that changing
socfalization practices should result in comparable behavior on the
part of females and males in both the legitimate and illegitimate
spheres of society. As pointed out in a review of the relevant
literature, Adler's argument ignores the potential interaction
between gender specific socialization practices, inherent factors
and sociological constructs such as race and social class. The
failure to account for these factors in her theory is a serious

weakness in Adler's argument.
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Adler's second assumption is closely related to the first and
posits that social norms pertaining to gender specific behavior are
changing. As evidence of this phenomena, Adler points to increases

in the employment of women and the amount of crime committed by
‘uonen. Support for this portion of Adler's theoretical adaptation
comes primarily from research utilizing official statistics because
longitudinal study is possible using this approach. Substantial
numbers of studies have, however, attempted to refute these
findings which are most frequently based only on arrest rates.
Through the use of self-report data, researchers have consistently
shown that substantial, quantitative differences between female and
male delinquency exist. Self-report studies have also demonstrated
that, although the amount of crime committed by females is greater
than that indicated by official statistics, the overall frequency
and seriousness of female delinquency still remainé less than that
of males. Other researchers have also questioned Adler's
contention that there has been a marked increase in the
participation of females in non-traditional crimes of aggression.

The third fundamental assumption of Adler 1is that equal
opportunity will produce comparable types of criminal behavior for
females and males. This last portion of Adler's argumént has a more
theoretical bent and empirical research in this area has not been
extensive. Adler bases her claim on the premise that there is a
direct relationship between the women's liberation movement and its
effect on society and an increase in the amount and type of crime

coomitted by females. Two basic types of approaches can be taken
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in understanding this claim of Adler's. Some researchers have
suggested that, although the female role may be changing in this
society, there is 1little or no evidence that these changes will
result in the adoption of masculine behavior by females. In the
other approach, researchers have suggested that there is
insufficient evidence to support a direct 1link between the
emancipation of women in this society and criminal behavior. In
this second approach, further research to determine the nature of
the differences 1in female and male criminal behavior is
recommended.

It is the last, more fundamental approach which advocates
examination of gender differences in the qualitative aspects of
criminal behavior that is the crux of the present research.
Adler's theory suggests that, while overall rates of crime may
still reflect gender differences, the behavior of females and males
involved 1in similar types of crime should be comparable. In
addition to the examination of gender differences in the quantity
of delinquency, examination of gender differences in the
qualitative aspects of theft and assault is a primary focus of this
study. The specific hypotheses pertaining to this topic are listed
in the following chapter.



CHAPTER III

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

As this is a secondary analysis of previous research, there
are some problems particular to this type of study. This chapter
includes a discussion of those problems as well as a description of
the design of the present study. The specific topics to be
discussed in this chapter are: the research from which this study
was derived, the sample, the variables used, the problems
associated with secondary analysis, and the analysis of the data.
At the conclusion of the chapter, a 1ist of the hypotheses to be
tested will be provided.

The Original Study

The data used in this study were taken from a larger study of
youths and their experiences within the network of programs

available to youths in the two Boston communities of East Boston
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and Allston-Brighton. The intent of the original study that was
conducted in 1978 was to identify patterns of association between
youths and community programs based on the characteristics of the
youths, the characteristics of the programs serving them and the
types of experiences of the youths in the programs (Morash, 1979).
Nearly 600 youths with a wide range of self-reported and official
delinquency were interviewed for the study.

Measures of delinquency and individual and peer group
characteristics were obtained through structured interview
procedures. The youths were paid ten doilars to take part in
interviews ranging from one to three hours in length.
Self-reported delinquency measures were obtained with an adaptation
of Gold's (1970) scale which measures both the frequency and the
seriousness of the delinquent act. The scale was validated by Gold
and was designed to include offenses which were identified as those
that youths were least likely to 1ie about. In addition, offenses
in which a youth reported contact with the legal system were
crosschecked against police and court records. The original study
found a high correlation between the self-reported offenses of
youths and official records of those offenses. The version of the
Gold scale that was used in the Morash study eliminated items

referring to status offenses.
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Secondary Analysis

As the present study is a secondary analysis, it is
appropriate to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of this
type of research. As pointed out by Babbie (1973:362), secondary
analysis 1is a boon to both the individual researcher and the field
in general. The field 1{s enhanced by multiple examinations of a
data set which are beyond the interests or time constraints of the
original researcher. It is also a less time consuming and
expensive form of research that allows inexperienced or independent
researchers to examine topics of a broader nature than conditions
would normally permit. These advantages of secondary analysis
allow the novice researcher to develop analytic and interpretive
skills that would be beyond the scope of a more narrowly focused
study (Ageton, 1974:83,84).

Equally obvious, however, are the disadvantages of secondary
analysis. As Williamson, Karp, and Dalphin (1977:156) discussed,
the researcher must accept the limitations of the original design.
This has the potential for creating problems in terms of both
understanding the nature of the original data and applying that
data to new theoretical constructs. The Morash study from which
the present study was derived offers few problems with respect to
this type of disadvantage. The self-report delinquency scale used
in the Morash study was a shortened version of the Gold scale that

was developed in 1970. In addition to being a relatively standard
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tool, complete documentation as to how the measurement was used was
available to this researcher. The raw data which consists of the
youth's verbatim responses to all items in the Gold scale were also
available. Appropriate sociodemographic variables (e.g. the
Hollingshead scale for socioeconomic class, 1958) were measured in
the study and a complete description of the study was available.

An examination of the quantitative and qualitative dimensions
of delinquency was not, however, the original intent of the Morash
study. There was a minor limitation in the present study as a
result of these divergent goals. Measure of the frequency of a
delinquent act was limited in the original study to a maximum, for
each type of offense, of two incidents. This means that
differentiation between the sexes with respect to this variable may
be less pronounced than indicated by other research. Responses to
the qualitative variables are, however, categorized according to a
great range of options for the subjects. Grouping these responses
in a manner appropriate for analysis is easily accomplished due to
the numerous categories used.

In summary, the data available from the Morash study are
appropriate for the purposes of the present study. The available
data and the theoretical intent of this study mesh well. A
standard tool was used to measure delinquency and appropriate
sociodemographic variables were measured. Extensive data with
respect to the qualitative dimension of delinquency will permit
tests of Adler's argument that female criminal behavior is

approaching that of males.
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The Hypotheses

As previously mentioned, the hypotheses can be divided into
the two general catagories of the quantitative and qualitative
dimensions of delinquency. In this section, the research
hypotheses pertaining to each of these categories will be listed.
There 1is broad research support for the quantitative hypotheses.
The qualitative hypotheses, however, are derived from Adler's
adaptation of opportunity theory and have controversial and
contradictory research support. The specific hypotheses are as
follows:

Quantitative:
1. Males will report more frequent involvement
than females in both theft and assault.
2. Males will report more serious involvement

than females in both theft and assault.

Qualitative:
1. Females and males who report involvement in an
assaultive act will report;
a. a similar range of victims,
b. comparable levels of premeditation,

c. similér reasons for commission of the
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offense,
d. similar use of weapons in the commission of
the offense,
e. similar types of injury to the victim,
f. similar physical surroundings for the act,
g. similar patterns of assistance from others
in the commission of the offense.
2. Females and males who report involvement in a
theft will report;
a. similar items stolen,
b. comparable worth of the items stolen,
c. stealing from similar types of places,
d. similar methods of stealing,
e. similar types of individuals as victims,
f. similar reasons for stealing,
g. similar patterns of assistance from others
in the commission of the offense,
h. similar use of the items stolen.
The methods used in the analysis of the data that were collected to
test these hypotheses will be discussed latter in this chapter.

The Sample

The sample used in this study is a subgroup of the 588 youths

that were interviewed in the original study. The original sample
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was drawn from school, police and court records. The subjects used
in this study were drawn from the 429 working class youths in the
original study and the actual sample used in the present study
consists of 197 youths. Data for only those working class youths
between the ages of fourteen and seventeen were examined in order
to limit the age range to a more homogenous group and to minimize
the confounding effect of socioeconomic class. The age group was
selected for several reasons. As Wolfgang and Sellin (1964: 253)
noted, the upper limit of this age group represents the age at
which youths commonly leave the jurisdiction of juvenile courts.
In addition, this is the juvenile age bracket most frequently
associated with delinquent behavior (Wolfgang and Sellin, 1964).

A random sampling procedure was utilized in order to adjust for
overrepresentation in the original study of youths who had been
involved directly with the juvenile justice system. The Morash
" study attempted to include all youths who had been arrested by the
police during the past six months, who had been in juvenile court
during the past year or who were under the jurisdiction of the
Massachusetts Department of Youth Services (MDYS). The Morash
Study also included a random sample of youths who had no contact
with the Jjuvenile justice system. In order to adjust for this
overrepresentation of youths with Jjuvenile justice system
involvement, a random sample of the appropriate number of youths
for each of these groups having contact with the legal system was
selected from the original sample of 14 to 17 year old, working

class youths.
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The proportion of youths randomly sampled from the group of
youths having contact with the system was calculated using 1980
U.S. Census data. To determine this proportion, it was first
necessary to estimate the actual population of youths who had
previous contact with the system. The number of respondents
interviewed and the rate of response represented by this number
were available from the Morash Study (1979:A-4) for each of the
three subgroups of youths who had contact with the system in each
of the two communities. In the East Boston community, the response
rates were 65% for the police contact group, 55.8% for the court
contact group and 16.7% for the MDYS group. In the
Allston-Brighton area, the response rates were 47.9% for the police
contact group, 50.7% for the court contact group and 5.9% for the
MDYS group. In the East Boston portion of the sample, 42 youths had
contact with the police, 41 youths had ccntact with the courts and
6 youths were under MDYS jurisdiction. The comparable numbers in
the Allston-Brighton portion of the sample were 54, 34 and 4
respectively. Using these figures, it was estimated that
approximately 422 youths in these two communities had been involved
with the legal system. According to 1980 U.S. Census data, there
were 3,702 youths between the ages of 14 and 17 in these two
communities. The 422 youths involved with the juvenile justice
system represented 11.4% of the total youth population for the area
and this was the proportion that was used in randomly selecting
respondents from the group of officially delinquent youths. The

subjects included in the present study were, thus, randomly
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selected from two, mutually exclusive strata. Of the 197
respondents in the sample, 181 subjects were drawn from the group
of subjects having no contact with the juvenile justice system and

16 subjects were selected from the officially delinquent group.

The Analyses

As previously mentioned, self-report data regarding the
offenses of theft and assault were examined in this study. The
data regarding these offenses was collected by means of an
instrument developed by Martin Gold (1970). In an extensive
interview, each subject was questioned in detail about involvement
in a wide variety of delinquent activities. The complete
questionnaire with respect to both theft and assault can be found
in Appendix A.

The general category of theft includes the two, mutually
exclusive items of theft and auto theft. The general category of
assault includes three, mutually exclusive types of offenses;
assault, threatened assault and gang fighting. Each of these items
and a composite for each general category were examined in the
study. A maximum of two incidents for each of the specific items
could be recorded for a single respondent.

The dependent variables in this study were classified as
either quantitative or qualitative variables within each of the

five offense types. The quantitative measures refer to the
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frequency and seriousness of involvement in assault and theft. The
primary measure of frequency was a count of youths reporting no
involvement, one involvement, or two or more involvements with each
type of offense. Chi-square analyses were used to compare females
and males with respect to their involvement in each of these
delinquent activities.

Three measures of seriousness were utilized: (1) a count of
the trivial and serious offenses of the respondent by each specific
offense examined, (2) a count of the trivial and serious offenses
by the general offense categories of theft and assault, and, (3) a
composite score for the degree of seriousness of involvement by
offense category. For a complete listing of the instructions to
the coder to use in determining whether an incident should be
classified as trivial or non-trivial, refer to Appendix B. The
composite score consisted of a total of the seriousness weights
attached to each incident reported by a subject. The weighting
system utilized in the study was developed by Wolfgang and Sellin
(1964) and takes into account both the seriousness and frequency of
an offense. Trivial incidents were excluded from this weighting
system in keeping with the original design of the system by
Wolfgang and Sellin. Chi-square analyses were again used to
compare females and males with respect to their trivial or serious
involvement with the offenses considered in the study. A series of
t-tests were used to compare the responses of females and males
with respect to the composite score of seriousness.

In order to control for the overall Type I error resulting
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from testing multiple hypotheses that‘might be interdependent, the
Bonferroni procedure was wused (Kerlinger, 1973:389). This
technique adjusts the alpha level when multiple tests of
significance are conducted such that a higher level of significance
is required in order to identify a significant relationship. Thus,
tests do not show significance due to the increased chances in the
mutiple test situation. The Bonferroni procedure was utilized with
respect to each of the four sets of chi-square tests or t-tests
pertaining to the quantitative analyses described above. in
keeping with accepted practice in the social sciences, the overall
level of significance was set at .05 for each analysis. Tests
showing a level of significance at .01 or less are noted as
appropriate.

The qualitative measures used in this study identify the
motivational, physical and social context in which the theft or
assault took place. Measures of the following specific items were
utilized:

1. the reasons for the commission of the
offense

2. characteristics of the victim of the
offense

3. the extent of premeditation

4. the weapons used in the commission of the
of fense

5. the extent of injury to the victim

6. the physical surroundings in which the
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incident took place

7. the patterns of assistance from others in

the commissiop of the offense

8. the type of item(s) stolen

9. the approximate worth of the stolen item(s)

10. the methods of stealing

11. the use of the stolen item(s)
Because of the nominal level of these variables and the wide range
of responses available within each of these items, it was not
possible to conduct meaningful tests of hypotheses with respect to
these items ( see Appendix B for examples of the responses
available to the subject with respect to these qualitative items).
Due to these limitations, these data were considered in raw form as
descriptive information with which patterns of qualitative
differences could be assessed. These data are presented in tébular
form in Chapter IV.
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