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FORE'lTORD 

Juvenile delinquency is a serious, complicated, and growing problem, 

which ha.s received intensive theoretical a.nd empirical investieation in 

most of the social sciences. But virtually none of the empirical investi

gation has been directed tovu:_rd, testing seme of the more general, socio

logically significant theories. 

The purpose of this research is to compare the ch<:.racteristics and 

social backgr01mds of delinquant and non-delinquant adolescent me.les. Two 

groups, one delinquant ond one non-delinquant, ,.,;ere chosen from !'. small, 

isoleted communi ty ne ar él. big city in the southe.?.stern 2rea of Cane.dR .• 

They ~,rere .studied for three months, Febru2.ry through April, by intensive 

observation end intervievring. The general hypothesis of this rese:·rch is 

that the socin.l b:,ckgrounds and ch::œacteristics of the two groups >-rill 

vary according to a number of s~cific hY}:·otheses related to delinquency. 

This thesis is divided into three parts. Part I cont:;:ins o review 

of the li ter a. ture in -vrhich each study or the ory is placed in historie al 

perspective t·dth special attention given to the modern theories of 

prilll8.ry concern to this project. Pa.rt II gives the design of the project 

along Hi th ::. discussion of the methodological problems involved as well 

t:~.s a. description of the pilot study and a brief presentation of the find

ings. Part III is directed to analysis of the major ~uestionnaire 

schedule and other data. 
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BACKGROUND TO PP~T I CHICAGO ~œiRICISTS 

1924-1947 An Era of Grand Studies 

Research between the two :-rorld W<?.rs on the causes 

of juvenile delin~uency was domin~ted qy scholars from 

Chicago. It was a period of exploration on a grand scale 

in vThich sociolozists were e.ligned ;,.rith each other in their 

search to uncover sociological factors in crime causation 

.?.nd in their desire to !lléintain .;m approach 1,1hich was 

distinct from other approaches to the problem - namely 

th0t of psychologists. It was a period in which great 

contributions vrere made to theory and methodology. And 

it provided the foundations for the post "rar theories 1dth 

which this research project is ;:;rim?rily concerned. 



One of the earliest sociolo:;ical theorists to study '3Cientifical1y 

the causes of crime cnct delinquency 1.ras Edt·rin Sutherb.nd whose Princinles 

of Crirr.inoloav (1924) represented a r1ajor brea:-:: <Jith previous appro['.ches. 

The reformist character of J,.meric::-.n sociology restricted most re-

sec,rqh in delinq_uency to problems of treatment 2-nd prevention, and, 1:1he.t 

vras even more significant, impeded the gro-... rth of scientific methocis. 

However, Sutherl2.nd' s emphasis on close em~>irical velidation. his con-

cern for sociology 9.S a science set his ~-rork 2.part from that of his 

~)redecessors. Eoreover, crec.t advances had been made in general socio-

lo~:ical the ory by C0ole;y, De,_.~ey, Thomzs, and ethers. Sutherland vle.s the 

first to a:;?ply these new insights to the old problem of crime, to see the 

criminal as a 11hu.man being rather than a cr:ncept 11 , t0 understand him in 

relation to the socia.l organization and processes of society. 

Crime, according to Sutherland, has no single cause, contr~r to 

'Hidespread belief but rather "is the joint ::-'roduct of an individual :md 

a social vç_l,le, or ••• an attitude and a va.lue" •1 For hirn, all hurrum 

bep~viour is motivated b,y four fundamental drives - fear, r2ge, love or 

. d . •t 2 JOY, an cur~os~ Y• vJhether or not the individual >Jill t1..1.rn to delinquency 

or crime to satisfy e.ny of these drives depends on the canacity of the home 

and community to fulfill his needs, and the degree of consensus behind 

ler;iti:mate socie.l norms. A neighborhood v:ithout any moral standerds 

1 • Ed;dn .Sutherland, Principles of Criminolog;y; (Nevr York: J .B. Lippencott 
Company, 1924) P• 111. 

2 
• Ibid., pp. 118-122. 'l'rouch t.hf! rl.ef~.nition and illustre.tion of these 

drives ~.re mostly adarted fr.om '·i.I. T'n.ome.s, The Unadjusted Girl (Boston: 
Little, Brovm, and Company, 1923), Sutherl.?nd c::refully su:•ported his 
are;ument by referring tt:l c~se historifls .?.nèl emrh·ic~.l investigations. 
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ce.nnot control conduct any more effectivPJ~r +hPn one t-rhich has 2 distinct 

tradition of crime and irnmoro.lity. Hobility, i.ii1n-.:i.Gration, compc·.rtmentalized 

sets of norms, the socj_al consequences of :_ooverty in a mobile society, bad 

companions - 2ll produce diverse. 2.nd conflicting 9att8rns of sociê 1 experi-

ence that Heaken or destroy the force bchind public sentiments, v.rhich in 

any case, are someH1V:ct corrupted b:, a e;ener.:>.l disregerd .for the la>-r.
1 

.Sutherland' s treatment of c.?.usation goes beyond 2. synthesis and appli-

cation of existing psycholoGical 2.nd soc~_olor;ical theories. Lookinc; back 

toda;>r, one c2.n see in his 1-rork the seeds of future advances - part:i..cularly 

his otm theory of differentiai associB.tion. And considerinp; the rnaterials 

he had to T~corl< ,.Jith, it is certainly 2. tribute to Sutherle.nd th.-:t his 

original approach 1-ras so oven-rhelmingzy sociological in orientation. Not 

on~, •·rere most of the sociological theories .?.vailable to him unrelated to 

delinquency but apart from scattered sets of statistics ::ond unstand~rdized 

case histories, most of the previous reset-rch on the causes of delinr::uency 

Has highly psycholocical in orientation. 2 T'nere Here, hovrever, a numb.=~r of 

eclectic studies vrhich did ::ttempt to 2.ssess the signific.2.nce of certain 

~;ociological f2.ctors, but being :r::>rior to the sudden grot·rth in the bienties 

end t)tirties of sociologic:ü theory and methods specific2.lly concerned t,rith 

delinc~uenc~", their contribution to the field 1-:e.s some1.·:h::t liPti..ted. 

l. This whole account 1.:2.s taken fron S'..ttherl:md' s ch.::>.pters on causa ti on. 
Bc1:win Sutherhnd, Op. cit., pp. 72-175. 

2. 
For a complete bibliography of all rese.é·.rch on 

1945 see P.S. de ~. Cabot, Juvenile Delinauency: 
3ibliop;raDh:V (New York: H. \·T. Hilson Co., 191.;6). 

delin~uency prior to 
A Critical Annoted 



S;ymptomatic of this problem are the '>vorks of Hillia.m He::.'cJ.y, notably 

The Individual Deling,uent, vlhich Sutherhnd cites extensiveJ.....v. Healy had 

found. the facts of even the best ;?le.nned projects 11 too muel; for the 

th,::.oril'>s 11 , 2.nd therefore resolved ta collect all possible d2.ta on the 

badc51;round 2.nd ché"r.:>ctAri':'tios of 1,000 individual del:1.nquents, cle.ssify 

it ?.~cardin~ to the results, and ~ di2.gnose the causes. But t.he tra-
1 

ditiorull emphasis on 2.nd HP.e.ly' s trainine in rnedj cine a.nd psychology- re-

stricted his efforts primarily t,o tho-::e are~.s. Hee.J .. y' s firm belief that 

11all conduct is a direct expression of mental lifen2 is re:o.dily app2.rent 

in his impre.ssive 11 Schedule of Data Concerning Delinquents 11 •
3 Using 

interviews, psychoanalysis, ment2l ;:md psychologic-?.1 tests, as ,,,ell as 

educational <:>nd other records, Heë>.ly obtained e. thorout:;h covE->r2e;e 

of the individuel t s physical, mental, 2 nd psychologie al development. 

Fron the vie-vrpoint of current sociology his lll<:'cterial on sociological 

factors is certainly extensive: i t contains complete demo;:;raphic histories 

of each ê.dolescent' s family, religious e.nd academie education, o.ffences 

and institutione.l life along with personal interests, habits, associations, 

and the like. Unfortunately this data vras overwhelmed by psychological 

rather tb2.n sociological 2nalysis and the study lacks ~my kind of control 

croup, sample method for selecting the individuals he examined, cmd precise 

1. 
A certified l1.D., Healy •·"as then Director of the Psycope.thic Institute, 

Jtwenile Court (Chicago) as 1-1ell as Associéte Profe!Ssor of 1-iental and 
Nervous Diseases (Chicago Policlinic), and he was soon to publish Hental 
Conflicts and Hisconduct (Boston: _little, 3ror.m ~nd Company, 1917). 

z. ~..J'illiam Heél.ly, The Individual Delinoyent: (Boston: Little, BrOtm, and 
Company, 1915) P• 30. 

3• Ibid., pp. 53-69. 
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means of mee.suring 2nd as!?essing the importance of v.s.riabJ.es- Hhich >~Tere 

often in:::-.dequ2tely defined pnd/or subse.-;_uently outd2ted in value.1 In 

any case the very idea of being eclectic has long been open to question. 

Bu.t then Healy ,,!as among the first to systeL'l2tize .;:nd eleborate in 

e;reat detail the methods he employed to organize a 11 grandn study utilizing 

diverse types of data for an extremely large number of subjects. A 

:)ioneer in the scientific study of delinc;.uents in order to treat them 

scientifically, Healy1 s efforts Here of great value. 2 

Before sociologica.l ve.riablEScould be Neighed 0e;ainst ps;.'chological 

ones, it Hss necesse.!'"IJ to establish v.1h2.t the social fe.cts of delinquency 

were. Although sorne JO years old the norks of Thrasher s.nd Sh.2:.-i still 

survive as significant sociological stuàies and historical sources. :aoth 

-.;rere at Chicago -vdth Sutherl.2.nd durinc; th~t city' s fieht .s.gainst the 

bire:est crim.e-":.rave the United States has ever lmown, and each had ac cess 

1. 
In his summary for C2.se 24 Healy lists 11Nother irmnor;;ù11 as an outstand

ing feature of the adolescent• s hereditz. (Ibid., p. 19) This kind of 
categorizing is typical a.nd reveals clearly Hee.ly1 s concern for re:form 
as 1:ell as the confusion of the period rege.rding the conce:)t of heredity. 

2. 
In fact he wrote an ;::~.rticle on the matter sorne years later ( 11The 

Practical Value of Scientific Study of Juvenile Delinquants n, United 
States Children1 s Bureau Publication 26 r,.Ja.shington D. C. 1922) and :in 
1926 t·dth August B:ronner published Delinouents and Criminals: Their 
1-.:.a.king .2.nd Uillll.-ùdng (New York: 1-lacmillan Company) - a comparative 
study of delinquants in two ci ties which is very simila.r in orienta
tion and rn.ethod to his previous vro:rk. 



to and finances for fa.ntt~.stic research projects.
1 

Thra.sher 1 s extensive survey of the f'ormation .end characteristics of 

over 1,000 g.:::.ne;s of all ages and sizes as -vrell as both sexes, is rich with 

detailed e.ccounts of' e;ang lif'e and its meaning. It Has from this study 

thzt he derived the ch.ssic definition of' the e;ang ;:.s an interstitia1 

group originally formed spontaneous~r but integr2.ted through conflict >-ri th 

adults or 1-ri th ether gangs. Gélngs e.re interstitial croups in that they 

offer 2. substitute for what society f2.ils to give; they fill a gap and 

offer interstitial activities for their members. ;ThrHshe:i:'1 s description 

of the process by which a crov;d of' boys meeting on the street corner be-

comes a high1y organized unit is most illu.ntl,.nating ::md one of the f' e-vr 

accounts to discuss h01-1 easi1y this solidif'ied unit may breal" detm to 

become a violent mob. 2 Shaw1 s first report, Delin0uency ~\reas (1929),con-

tained a different ld.nd of' st.?.tistical evidence of entirely sociological 

factors. 3y studying delinquency rates and their distribution I·Jithin the 

city from 1900 - 1926, he found that 9 out of 10 offenses vrere COlT'.rrtitted 

by b-ro or more juveniles e.nd thç,t these r:?.tes ve.ried inversely "\dth the 

distance from the center of the city. Bec.s.use the 2.reas 1-iith dispro-

portionate1y high ra.tes 1-1ere zones in tre.nsition from residence to busi-

ness and industry - in effect s1um districts ch;cr~.cterized 11 1Y<J physical 

1. 
l:Jot to be confused VTith the 11Chic2.go Area Project 11 , organized by Shai·T 

f,nd his associetes at the request of the Illinois Stc;.te Department of 
Public 'i·lelfare to receive funds for needy oreas on self-help basis. 
Sha:w' s rel'!lérk to a st2.te ernployer who -vras reluctant to hire ex-convicts 
without ac~demic background shet~s very Hell his approach to the problem; 
he saià, "Th ose V<rho teach delinquents are delinquents, not theorists, 
and those who combat it should operate on the saJne realistic leveP. 
See John B. H::rtin, 11A :New Attack on Delinc.~uency: HoH the Chice.go Lrea 
Project ·,vorks 11 , H~rpers Magazine, May 19Ut, p. 507. 
2

•Frederick Thrasher, The Gang (Chicago: University of Chice.go Press, 
1926), I:Jp.)8-57• See also 11 Gangs 11 , Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 
PP• 564-567. 
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deterioration, decreasing population, ~md disintegr2.tion of the conventionel 

. hb h ad lt d . t·· 11 l Sh lik S ~h 1 d . d d ne~e or o cu ure <:'n orgamza ~on - él:t-I, e u-... er 8.!1 , v~eHe e-

lino_uency as a product of socia.l disorganization. 

&J soci~l disorganization Shaw meant specifically the disintegration 

of the community as a unit of soci2.l control caused largely by the invasion 

of business a.nd industry into residential neighborhoods and intensified by 

the influx of foreign national and racial groups whose cultural and soci~l 

controls break dotm in the new cultural 2.nd racial situa.tion of the city. 

In this context community resistence is let·r. 11 Delinquent and crinù.nal 

patterns arise and are transnù.tted socia.lly just as any other cultural 2-nd 

social pattern is transnù.tted 11
• The section becomes a delinquency area 

over time as delinquent patterns become dominant and shape the attitudes 

and heh2vior of persons living there.
2 

Shaw maintained this position 

throughout his subsequent studies and togeth'?r -vrith Sutherl?.nd established 

a trend which rema.ined virtually unch.sllenged for over a decade. 

v1hat proved to be of lasting ;;;_s well as immediate value to students 

of delinquency (besides Shaw1 s statistics) Here his case histories and 

his interpretation of them. The Jack Roller (1930), the success story 

of a delinc1uent boy whom Shaw personally helped to rehabilitate, <.nd its 

sequal -,-rritten 1-ri.th Haurice Hoore, The Natural History of a Delinouent 

Career (1931) survive ë:>.s detailed accounts of hotr delinc:_uents develop de-

linquent ac·titudes - told from their otm point of view. 

1. 
Clifford Shaw, Delinguency Areas (Chicago: University of Chicaco Press, 

1929) p. 204. 

2. 
~., P• 205- 206. 



This process is further documented in ~ federal government report 

(19ll-2) sumraarizing the ll'k?.jor findings of all the Chicago J..rea Project 

studies. Based on another t~~ical case histOFJ, the report•s chapter on 

"The Developrnent of Delinquent Ct:?.reers111 depicts the successive stages 

by Hhich early patterns of delinquency are acquired through association 

in play-groups and the community. Beginning with petty stealing in the 

neighborhood a.nd truancy from school ( Hhich in Shaw' s vieu is more o. 

response to play-group situations rather than to any conflict or diffi-

culty 1·rithin the school), the first stage of developing a delinc:uent 

attitude is one of dependence on ~.n older companion who acts as a te<:>Gher. 

With continued practise, the juvenile no longer considera his offenses 

simply as a form of play; rather he clevelops an attitude of 1Jride and 

confidence in his ability to steal. Finally he begins to identify with 

delinquents and crimin2ls and to incorporate criminal values. In sui11. 1 

Shaw mainta.ined that delinquenèy arises in e.reas which, because they are 

zones in transition, lad:: sufficient org2.nization ~md control to prevent 

existing ~mti-soci.::.l e1ements from converting relatively harmless garnes 

into distinctly delinquent action. 

11New light11 was indeed throtm on the problem by Healy in his last 

general study on the causes of delinquency.
2 

In contrast to Sutherland 

and Shaw, Healy had been highly influenced by the emergence in this 

1. 
Clifford Shaw-1 and H.D. HcKay, *'Social Factors on Juvenile Delinc;uency", 

National Commission of Law Observance and Enfcircernent, No. 13, VII, 
(Washington D. c.: National Commission of Law Observance and Enforcement, 
1931) PP• 34? - 383. 
2

• T;Tilliam Healy and August Branner Ne\f Light on DelinouencY and Its 
Treatment (Ne-vr Haven: Y~üe University Press, 1936). 
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country of psychoanalysis~ and began to see delinçuency as a reaction to 

frustre.ted desires for ego and affectional needs, of vrhich there are ma.ny 

specifie varieties. Although this view is Hithin the fre.lTie'Vwrk of 

Sutherland 1s theory, Healy1 s focus is entire~ different. As a sociologist, 

Sutherle.nd concentrated aJ .. most completely on showing how social disorganiza-

tian within the fatnily and· especially the conUïlUnity and Hider society 

•·reeJcened or destroyed social control. That this state of a::'f.::.irs was in-

adequate in satisfying individual 11t·rishes 11 was hypothesized but not 

systematica.lly explored. Any pur:?ose or meaning of the delinquant act to 

the individual is only implied in Sutherland' s theory and in sm..w• s account 

of the stages in a delin~uent career. This was the central point of 

Healy1 s study. 

In order to uncover the special experience and conditions which 

activate delinquency in a given individual, Healy again examined the back-

grounds and personalities of 153 delincuents, in three different cities. 

This time, though, he e~so studied 145 non-delinquants and paired 105 of 

them with delinquants as controls. Since the project -vras initiated in 

response to accusa.tions that the fe..mily was entirely responsible for de-

linquency, selection of recidivists was made t-rherever possible on the 

oasis of vrhether or not there v.ras a non-delinquent sibling in the family, 

1-1hich ·He.s taken e.s the unit of study. Apart from a fe".tr other minor limita-

tions (such as the exclusion of the feebleminded end the maintenance in 

the study of the average official ra.tio of delinquant boys to girls) , the 

1. 
In 1930 Healy publi.shed The Structure and Meanin sis as 

Ré1ated to Personality and Behavior l~ew York: Judge Baker Foundation 
Publice.tion No. 6) and five years 1ater co-çuthored -vrith the prolific 
psychoanalist Franz Alexander, Roots of Crime, Ps-vchoanalytic Studies 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf and Company, 1936). 



cases were unselected - though Healy contends th.st they were undoubtedly 

representative of o:ffenders that appenred be:fore Americen courts in urba.n 

communities. During the three years of study, 1930 - 33, the delinquents 

underwent psychologica.l testing, physical exaJTlinations, e.nd psychiatrie 

consultation relative to the 11needs of the individual 11 • vlork -:;·dth the 

total 133 fam:Uies '\-Tas done ma.inly by psychidric social workers and con-

tacts were made "td.th schools and other social <?.gencies within the cornmunity. 

Data on the control group including 5 pairs of twins wa.s accumulated mostly 

through interviews. 

One of the first projects in the field of delinquency to have such 

a large and close control-group, Healy's resulta opened the door to 

entirely new tboughts on delinquency. He discovered that 80 of the 105 

delinquants studied Hith controls had norme.l re.ther then deviate person

alities1 (comparable to the 103 controls di<:~.gnosed as normal) and tha't: 

75 of them came from living conditions evaluated as 11 a.pparently inimical112-

compared to the total 75 controls who 2lso came from this type of situa-

tion. Such evidence was a greot step in dispelling the generally held 

beliefs that personality devia.tions ;md 11 inimical living conditions 11 

were :mejor ca.uses of delinquency. Except with regc.rd to treDtmenJ Healy 

An individual t-Tith deep emotional dissatisfactions or mental conflicts 
was not classified as 2 persona.lity deviate unless definite neurotic 
symptoms (like hysterical vomiting or obsessive ideas) were exhibited. 
2. 

Family life was rated according to home conditions, general fé>.mily 
attitudes t0t·1ards its members 2nd the law, as well as distinct neighbor
hood influences. 

). Actually Healy 1 s treatment programwas one of the most significant 
aspects of the study. Court records had shown clearly that institutional
ization alone was largely a failure as a corrective measure. Healy 
reasoned th~t a delinquent could not be treated successfully in a vacuum, 
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did not emphasize further the meaning end implications of the distinction 

between delinquents with normal personalities and those with deviate ones, 

which was to become, albeit in different terms, so important in future 

research. 

Instead, he turned his attention to the question of why one member of 

a family -vras a deliru:;:uent while the other was not. Having found no causelly 

significant difference in physical, mental, personality, or general home 

1 
factors, Healy compared the emotional experiences of the delinquents and 

controls and was tremendously impressed by the prevalence of emotional 

disturbances among the delinquents. Ninety-one percent of the delinquents 

gave clear evidence of severe inner stress while only 13% of the controls 

were thus characterized and in every instance they ~~ere able to find 

2 
counterbalancing satisfe.ctions. 

that modification of the social environment was the key to rehabilita
tion. Treatment in Healy' s progra.m we.s divided in two parts. The individual 
received treatment varying from psychiatrie aid to ple.cement in a foster 
home or educe.tional adjustments. Treatment for familles consisted mainly 
of psychiatrie services but also included giving economie aid and making 
educational contact. 

Of 143 cases selected for treatment 72 ce2.sed committing delinquent 
acts for 2. period of two years and were considered 11 cured11

• The number 
of successes included five of the 26 cases judged as 11 abnormal11 ; 19 of 50 
cases in which the social patho1agy appe.:œed to ov'erwhelm the possibility 
of successful treatment of th~ delinquent within his family environment; 
and LJ-8 of 67 cases cla::sified as hopeful. (See pp. 158 - 172 for details.) 
The fact th::.t nearly h<:>.lf the lLi-3 c<:>.ses v.rere completely rehabilitated under
lined for Healy and 2.11 students in the field the gre2t practica1 as -vrell 
as theoretical gains to be made in viewing delinquency as a response to 
frustrated social relationships. vlilliam Healy, New Lie;ht on Delinguency 
and its Treatment, op. cit. 

1. There were a number of marked differences in these areas (particularly 
the outstanding predomination of hyperactivity in delinquents) but they 
were not considered ss major causes. Also of importance vla.s the finding 
th?.t 80 per cent of the delinquents strongly disliked their fathers; 52 
per cent their mothers; and 60 per cent schoo1. But this ~ee w~s not 
covered in· the control group .:md no compPrison cou1d be made. llifl•, P• .52. 

2. 
Ibid., p. 122. 
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The data on the nature of these disturbances fell into seven establishèd 

psychiatrie categories. Intense feelings of rejection or insecurity (46 

cases); inferiority or inadequacy (46 eRses); discomfort about family dis

harmonies (34 c<:::ses); and jealousy tovmrds one or more siblings (31 cases) 

were the most common variety. Twenty-eight felt thwarted in the expression 

of urges e.nd desires other the.n affectional; seventeen suffered from in

ternal mental conflict; ~nd only nine experienced deep guilt feelin~s.1 

It was largely on the basis of these findine;s thl"t Hee.ly proposed his 

theory - thE.t delinr:;.uency is a. reaction to frustre.tion. If this •ras true, 

then the act of being delinquant must hold special meaning or value to 

the delinc __ uent. Healy "t-ras able to distinguish seven types of 11 solt.ttions 11 

represented by delinquency or being delinquant. Hi th out p~.ralleling the 

classification of emotional disturbances, these were: escape, compensatOrJ7 

satisfaction, ego bolstering throueh recognition and status within the 

delinGuent crowd, eÀ7ression of revenge attitude, the satisfaction of in-

stinctual urges felt to be thwarted; the •dsh for punishment, EJ.nd the 

attempt to gain maximum satisfaction by exhibiting definitely hostile 

2 
attitudes toward authority. 

"";.fuy delinquency is selected as a mode of reactive behavior w2 .. s only 

discussed in the most general of term..c:;. According to Healy, this happens 

because ideas of delinquency have already been pe.rt of the thought content 

of the individual, 1-rhose acceptance of these ideas (as opposed to ethers) 

is dependent upon v:rhether or not there are other sufficient SE,tisfe.ctions. 

1. 
Ibid., PP• 128-129. 

2. 
~., PP• 133-137. 
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The essentially psychological orientation, the use of such outdated 

concepts as instincts or urges, the overlapping of categories, the 

relatively unscientific criteria em~loyed in the selection of cases and 

rating for the v2rious clEssifications would undoubtedly limit the use-

fulness of Healy1 s study for modern sociolobists. But the trea.tment 

progr<?Jll, his compa.r-2.tive c2.se histories, é'.nd his general interpretation 

of them stand as the foundation of a new ayproach for sociologists as 

~rell as psychologists. It 1-ras some tinte, het·rever, before sociologists 

began to concentrate on identif~~ng ~nd accounting for sociological 

factors generating frustration. They ~rrere more immedi2.tely interested 

in the problems of hm.; and why delinc•uent idee_s rre accepted a.bove ethers -

probably b~cause these c:.uestions were so closely rel.?ted to the tradition 

of rese?.rch set by Shaw, nalllely to discover hor:1 patterns of lor.·;rer class 

delinc:uency are intee;rated ·Hith aduJ.t crimina.lity in slum areas. 

Only two years after Healy' s study had been on the n1s.rket Frank 

Tannenbaum published Crime and the ColTOllU.nitx. Alt':lough undoubtedly in

fluenced ~J the Chicago school of thought more than by Hea.ly, 
1 

his 

account of the cornmuni ty' s role in structuring delinquant a. ct ion into 

patterns of organized crime shows indirectly one way in vJhich the in-

â.ividual cornes to accept delinc:_uent ideas. The community first con-

tributes to the formation of delinquent habits by dramaxi?ing an evil 

pe.ttern so that the juvenile is not only defined as a "bad" person but 

1. 
Throughout Tannenbau.m1 s chapters on the communit.y he ccntinUOilsly re

fers to the various \vorks of Sh8:~-r, Sutherland, and Thrasher but seldom 
mentions those of Healy ~Jhose psychological orientation h<>d prevented 
his 2.ssociation -vrith the more sociological traditions at Chicago - even 
though his original studies had been made there. 



also, being identified in this way, he becomes the thing he is described 

as being through identification with others like himself. Once gangs form, 

they compete f'or allegiance; 2nd to the extent that the gang 11\dns 11 , it 

represents e. failure on the pe.rt of the community to compete successfully. 

Finally, delintments could not develop criminal careers without the support 

of grou.ps Hhose ethical codes ::?.ccept these nctivities; obversely, these 

groups could not survive unless they t·rere fostered by corrupted poli +,icie.ns 

and policemen allowing mi rlillemen t.o sell stolen goods to organized 1112.rkets 

supported b:r other elements of the cornmunity or by harmful punitive 

processes 't-Thich stimulate and perpetuate criminal traditions. 

In l9h2 Sh!?.W and EcKay ~;ublished Juvenile DelinguencY and Urban J.reas. 

'l'his ecological survey covered over tv-renty American cities and established 

conclusively their original finding that the distribution of del:tnquency 

11 follovrs the pP.ttern of the physical structure <md social organization of 

the American city11 •
1 

That is, the higher degree of physical deterioration 

and socié:Ll disorg2nization, the gre.c.ter the incidence of delinq_uency. But 

in comperison to their previous interpretation of this exceptionally high 

correlation, there a mo.rked shift of focus. Sha.vT and HcKay still con-

sidered delinquency a ma.nifestation of social disorganization; but in-

steed of stressing r2.pid social changes, influx of foreign ideas, 2nd so 

on, they em:?he.sized the conflict of value systems vrithin any [;iVen de-

linc:;uency area. In effect, there we.s a conventiom•.l VE'_lue system which 

lé!.cked sufficient organization to control a. highly organized, 'llell de-

velo~d tradition of crime and delinquency so th t within the limits of 

1. 
Clifford Shaw and H. D. NcKay, Juvenile Delinouency and UrbHn Areas 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press) p. ix. 
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a delinquant t s inunediate social ;-:orld and in terms of i ts nvrms and expecta

tions, he may be a well-adjusted person.
1 

Why should delinquency areas be characterized in this way while areas 

wi.th law delinquency rates are not? In answering this question Shaw and 

McKay turned to the differences in economie status, Clearly delinquency 

areas are characterized by low income and status in contrast to residential 

areas whose social and economie advantages are decidedly higher; yet 

despi te these differences, children and young people in all areas are 

exposed to luxu.ry values and success patterns of our culture. Shaw and 

N.cKay argued tentatively that the key to understanding delinquency may be 

f'ound in 11 the disparity of f'acilities available to people in different 

cornmunities for achieving a satisfactory position of social security and 

2 
prestige". For an observation of such crucial importance today, it is 

surprising that so many years elapsed bef'ore its implications were ex-

plored systematically. 

Du.ring that lapse William Foote Whyte 1 s classic study of Street 

Con1er Society (194.3) revolutio:nized the other trend set by Shaw - to 

consider delinquency areas as socially disorganized. Living f'or four 

years in a slum area as a participant-observer (which in itse1f was an 

innovation to research in this field) , Whyte made intimate contacts with 

the members of four groups - the corner boys, the collage boys, the 

racketeers, and the politicians - each representing a different stratum 

1 • Ibid,, p. 4.36. The direct connection between Shaw and Merten who made 
this idea the focal point of' his theory of anomie is very dœbtful. In 
fact, there is no reference to Shaw1 s works in the 1949 edition of 
Merton' s Social Theory and. Socii:J, Structure ( Glencoe, Illinois; The Free 
Press) or in his chapter "Social Structure and Anonire" in The Fa.mily: 
Its Fw:lction api Destim;, Ruth N. Anshem ed.. (New York: Harper and Brothers, 
1949) although Merton does ref'er to Shaw's "Juvenile Delinquency and 
Urban Areas" gp, cit, , in the 1957 edition, 

2
' Ibid,, P• 4.38, 



or we.y of life vJithin the sociP.l system (although the latter t.wo groups 

did perform the same function of being intermedie.ries to the lErger 

society). 

By studying the interaction within each group Whyte was able to 

discern the lines of authority, the charactAristics and function of the 

leader, the ba sis for rnembership 2nd differentiation of statu::; vrithin 

the group, the aims and so on until he had a whole blueprint of their 

respective social structures. Significantly the corner boys functioned 

as a g<:>.ng bOlmd together by ::: network of mutu~ù obliga.tions -vrhereas the 

college boys for·med n democra.tic club for the social advancement of its 

members. The racketeers and ~olitieians were run from the top. 

By studying the interaction among the groups, Whytè discovered that 

Cornerville we.s (e.nd the people vrho live there c~nsidered it to be) a 

closely-knit hierarchical organization in which people' s positions e.nd 

obligB.tions to one another were defined 2nd recognized. In order to get 

ahead, the Cornerville men must choose ei th0r the world of business ?.nd 

Republican politics, Hhere he lvould be recognized as successful by 

society but as alien in Cornerville, or the ·t-rorld of rackets and Demo

crntic poli tics in which c::>.se he 1.Jould achieve 9.cclaim in Cornerville 

but become é'.n outc9.st to the hœger society. Society, in short, ple.ced 

a premium on disloyPlty to Cornerville e.nd penalized those v1ho rose within it. 

College boys, in contra.st to corner boys, ;.mre more likely to 

succeed in getting out and in going 2head p2.rtJ.:y because <:.s early as the 

ninth grade they were set ap2.rt from others and fitted into patterns of 

activity leading toward socia.l mobility. College education and invest

ing or sa.ving instead of spending Here only a pe.rt of that pattern. 1-iore 
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importdnt - the college boy either àid not become tied to a group or to 

close friends or he v1as 1dlline; to sacrifice his friendshi:_1 with those 

who did not advance with him. Yne corner boy, though similar to the 

college boy in his desire to be socially mobile, lacked any kind of prepa-

ration to ri se in anything but the -vrorld of Democra.tic poli tics and the 

rackets. And he vTé'.s so tied to his group by this system of mutual obliga-

ti ons thêt he ei ther could not or \<ras unwilling to break away. 11 Corner-

ville' s problem wa.s not lack of organization but failure of i ts own social 

organization to mesh with the structure of the society around it. 111 

Although lfuyte' s research did not deal directly ivith the nature or 

causes of delinquency, his study contributed much to the field of kn01r:ledge 

about the social ll18.ke-up of delinquency areas. In addition, he is kn01rm 

for his method of participant observation (especially since he included a 

discussion of the adv2ntages and problems of it in the revised edition of 

his book) as well as his characterizations of the corner boy and the 

college boy vrhich later theorists 1 particularly Albert Cohen, have found 

quite useful. 

In sum, as early as the t\-;renties Sutherland and Shaw had laid the 

foundations for e general sociological approach to the causes of de-

linquency. Bath of them considered delinouency to be a product of socie.l 

disorganization wi thin the commu.ni ty -vrhich wa:s, in their view 1 characterized 

by diverse and conflicting patterns of social experience and therefore 

lack of consensus behind legitimate social norms. Sutherland maintained 

th2.t the individual turned to delinquency because his home and colilillU.nity 

l. Hilliam Foote w11yte, Street Corner Society (Chicago: Chicago University 
Press, 19LJ) p. 273. 



failed to satisfy his basic needs. 

The follmring decade was devoted, for the most part, to empirical 

research Hithin this fr2.meHork. Shaw documented many important social 

facts about rates of delinc:uency - its disproportionate concentration in 

l~rer class a.reas, the ove:rv,rheJJning prevalence of offenses among boys 

rather than girls, and the decided~ group nature of committing delinquent 

acts. Sutherl?nd and Shaw established that there were distinct patterns 

of delina_uent offenses, integrated with patterns of adult crimi.nality, 

a.nd that the process of becoming cl.elinc;uent or possibly criminal had 

defini te stages involving a gradual associa.tion e.ncl identification -vTi th 

delinquent juveniles a.nd ve.lues. Thrasher, Tannenbaum, e.nd Healy shm·red 

that the gang, the community, and the family played important roles in 

that process. The gang, having developed into a socially organized force 

of its own, provides the 2.ctivity and social recognition or security that 

the community fails to provide through lack of understanding, adequate 

facilities, and social control. The family contributes to delinquency 

by its inability to satisfy the emotional needs of the individual who, 

according to Healy, turns to delinquency as a means of satisfying his 

frustrations. Also of gree.t import2.nce to future sociology was Healy' s 

discovery that even though 9 out of 10 delinquents suffered from severe 

emotional disturbances, they >-re re normal - not psychotic or neurotic. 

Such were the advances of the thirties. But for every question 

answered new· cnes were raised and the theOI""J of social disorganization 

was growing painfully inadequate. Hoo could socia.l ill-2,organization 

regularly produce patterns of delinquent behavior which are transmitted 

from generation to generation? Hoo could social disorganization 
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predictably lead to the formation of highly organized gangs in almost any 

given urban area throughout the country? 

Even Shaw, its greatest proponent in this field, began to search for 

new explanations when in the earlY forties his survey of delinquency areas 

sh~ved conclusively the consistency of delinquent offense distribution. 

He ce~ close to seeing th2t delinquency could be a response to a structural 

defect ~dthin the social organization of American society when he observed 

that out of all the children exposed to success patterns, only sorne could 

afford to realize them. Unfortunately, though, Shaw did not explore or 

extend this point. So rouch had been discovered about the relationship 

of various sociological elements to delinquency but so little was known 

about their relationship to each other, the.t Shaw did not connect this 

observation to the idea of social organization. No one did, until \fuyte 

had shO\m how organized delinquency areas were. T'nen it was only a 

matter of time before the two ideas were put together and answers could 

be provided to many of the questions ar ising from twenty ye:::.rs of study. 

But the second world war and its aftermath distracted further research 

for several years. 

In the interim a number of studies were conducted which attested to 

the great need for general and middle range sociological theories. One 

of these vras Eleanor a.nd Sheld,()Il Glueck' s Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency.1 

1 • The Glueck's Delinquency in the 11aking (New York: Harper Brothers, 1952) 
is a popularized summary of the material from Unraveling Juvenile De
linouency (New York: Commonwealth Fund, 1950). Nearly all of their re
search prior to this was devoted to studying the effectiveness of various 
forms of peno-cœ'rectional treatment; a summarv of all these findings may 
be found in After-Conduct of Discharged ûffend~rs (London: Macmillan 
Company, 1945). 



Few empirical investigations have received such a violent and lacerating 
1 

attack on methodology. The Gluecks 1 review o~ existing research dis-

closed a tendency to emphasize one approach only. This trend, in their 

view, was inadequate so they resolved to nl.?.ke an eclectic study. 

Five-hundred institutionalized delinquants were matched with 500 non-

delinquants according to age, general intelligence, national origin, and 

residence. Each pair -vras compared at ~our levels o~ inc:uiry - the socio-

cultural, somatic, intellectual, <?.nd emotional. U~ortunately they re-

lied on Rorschach tests, psychiatrie interviews, and capability tests in 

achievement and intelligence as adequate 1nee.sures o~ delinquant character-

istics and social conditions associated with delinquency. This orienta-

tion led them to minimize some o~ their most signtiicant ~indings - namely 

sociological ~actors. By re-arranging the variables in their study, 

Walter Reckless has shovm that their .f!!:m data provided evidence o~ the 

overwhelmingly crea ter importance. o~ sociological ~act ors. 
2 

But i·rhatever 

de~iciencies the project has, the raw data ~rom it has been used by 

sociologists ever since to document their ov,m theories. 

Another project which failed to achieve its goals was the CéJnbridge-

1. 
Frederick Thrasher1 s derogatory comments on it in the 1951 issue o~ 

the Alœrican Sociological Review,. (v.l6) were mild compared to the 
devastating two-part attack on it in the American Journal o~ Sociolo~ 
(v.5?), by Sol Rubin and Albert J. Reiss- titled respectively) 
"Illusions in a Project Using Matched Pairs 11 and 11An Appraisal o~ the 
Research Y.!.9thods". l-1ichael Hakeem' s 11A Cri tique o~ the Psychiatrie 
Approach to the Prevention o~ Juvenile Delinquency11 (Social Problems, 
1957, 5 : 194-206) criticizes the Gluecks specifice.lly (on p. 200) but 
the whole &.rticle is a scathing b1ovT to most psychiatrie techniques -
especially the Rorschach tests which the Gluecks rely on almost entirely 
for their substantive conclusions. 
2• Walter Reck1ess, The Crime Problem (New York: Appleton Century 
Crofts, 1955) second edition, PP• 74-78. 



Semerville study conducted by Dr. Richard Clark Cp,bot between 1935 and 

1944.
1 

By means of' interviews and vari ous psychologic~.l and physical 

20. 

tests 325 pre-delinquant lor!rer class boys 1\fere :matched with non-delinquants 

from the same socio-econornic status. Vast quantities of :material concern-

ing the background, social relationships, and characteristics of the in-

dividuals in each group were collected before and during a five ;)'-aar 

treatment period for over half' of the total 650 sampled randomly. 

Although the experiment in treatment vw.s not successful, the original 

records were re-examined in 1958 by ~tlilliam and Joan }l!.cCord 2 wh ose 

findings will be discussed later. 

1. 
The results of this project are reported by Helen Hïtmer ~md Ed1dn 

Povrers in An Experiment in the Prevention of Delinquency (New York: 
Cola~bia University Press, 1951). 

2. . 
WJ.lliam and Joan IvfcCord, 11The Effects of Parental Role l-1odels on 

Criminality", Journal of Social Issues, V. XIV, 1958, PP• 66-75• 

A more detailed analysis of the Cambridge-Semerville project 
is contained in Origins of Crime (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1959) which the McCords r.-rrote with Irving Zola. 



P..:î.RT I TF.E RESEARCH LITERATURE 

1947-1961 A Period of Dialectical Grov~h 

Research on delinquency since t.Jorld lvo.r II is ch2,racterized by 

theoretical controversy. Throughout this period sociologists aligned 

themselves into schools of thought or in groups of opposition against 

each ether in a so~etimes bitter conflict over the significance of 

certain factors. Most of the controversy centered around the theories 

of Edwin Sutherland, Robert K. l'J.erton, and Albert Cohen, and bas been 

intensified by the absence of conclusive empirical evidence. 

The review of each theory will be followed by a presenta.tion of 

the evidence in su~)port of i t and the evidence against i t, any cri ti

cism implied or stated by ether theorists, and an attempt to put the 

theory in perspective - from wbich questions and hypotheses relevant 

to this research will be derived. After a brief summary of the 

Illé?.terial, the generG.l research design will be considered. 



·cHAPTER I 

THE SUTHERLAND SCHOOL 

DIFFEBENTIAL ASSOCIATI<l~ 



The first major theoretical issue after the ï-rar revolved around 

E&-rin Sutherland' s theory of differential association. iù.though the 

original formulation of Sutherland 1 s the ory appeared in 1937, i t Has 

developed during the forties and restated in the 1947 edition of his 

textbook. As the final account it is this le.tter version which stimu-

lated so much controversy and research during the fifties. 

Several years prior to the original formulation of his theory, 

Sutherland had worked w:ith a professional thief a.nd had been greatly 

impressed by the delinquent 1 s statement thet a person cannot become a 

professione.l thief merely by wanting to be one; he must be trained in 

personal association lvith those who are already professional thieves.
1 

This led Sutherland to conceive of the delinquant and criminal as 

participa.nts in a culturP.l tradition 1-rhich conflicts specifically mth 

anti-criminal codes of behavior. 
2 

Delinquant and criminal beha.vior, 

according to him, is learned like a.ny other behavior - through inter-

1. 
Sutherland said this in an address to the Ohio Valley Sociological 

Society in April 1942. This address w2s published in Ihe SUtherland 
P.?.œrs collected ~md edited by Albert Cohen, Alfred Lindesmth, and 
Ea.rl Schuessler (Bloomingdale: Indiana University Press,l956). A 
full account of that delinquent 1s career was published by Sutherland 
in 1937, The Professiona.l T~ief (Chice.go: Chicago University Press). 
It contains Sutherland1 s first explicit reference to differential 
e.ssociation. Thus, in 1937 he 'tl!'Ote: 11 The differential element in 
the association of thieves is primarily functional rather than 
ecologicall'. (p. 206) 

21. 

2
• Originally, Sutherland had thought that any kind of culture conflict 

caused crime but later he restricted the concept to the area of law 
and crime which he called the 11principle of specificity in culture 
conflict". Albert Cohen, Alfred Lindesmith, and Karl Schuessler, 
The Sutherland Paper§, op. cit., p. 20. 
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action and communication with others.1 It just happens to be delinquent 

because of a greater association with crimi.ne.l patterns than anti-crimi.nel 

ones. Slum conditions, where the lm.; is not respected e.nd Hhere physical 

proximity accelerates learning processes, facilitate individual acceptance 

of delinquent traditions through differential association2 with them. The 

crime rate at any given time is determined b,y differential group organiza-

tion, the interaction between criminal organization, and organization 

.;_gainst crimi.nal activities. 

Sutherland fel t th!:'.t his hypot):lesis of differential association was 

consistent with the principal gross findings in crimi.nology. It e::r.-

plained why the crime rate is higher in urban areas than in rural districts, 

why the crime r2.te remains consistently high in deteriorated parts of the 

city, why the delinquency rate for a given group drops 1-rhen it moves out 

of deteriorated e.reas, vThy males are more often delinquent than fem?.les, 

why crimes do not incree.se greatly during a depression, and so on. 

But Sutherland was his Otm greatest critic.J Until 1944 he h::::td felt 

1
• The most important things which delinquents learn through e.ssociation 

with other delinquents were not techniques of crime (since many criminal 
techniques are also techniques of non-criminel behavior) but rather the 
ev~lua:Üon of behavior and -the definition of the situation in "t<rhich 
crim:i.nal behavior appropri~.!.te. Ibid. 

2. 
Differential associations m2.y vary in fre~uency, dure.tion, priority 

(in the sense that patterns of behavior developed in early childhood 
may persist throughout later stages -r,dthout continued frequency of 
association); and intensity (regarding the prestige of the source of a 
crim:i.nal or anti-crimi.nal patterns and with emotional reactions rel.e.ted 
to those associations). Ibid., pp. 10-ll. 

3• SUtherland 1 s critique of his otm -vrork t·:v.s originally titled nThe 
Sv1an Sonz of Differential Association11 written in 1944 but not published 
until 19.56 as part of The Sutherland P<?.pers, ~·, PP• J0-41. Although 
Sutherland' s fin:ù statement of the theorJ in 1947 -vras slightly modified 
in the light of his own criticism, it remained basically unchanged in 
substance. His 1944 criticisms are presented here bece.use they stil1 
seem to apply. 

) 
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tha.t his theory was the necessary <?.nd the suffi.cient expl2.nation for a 

person' s entrance into a closed system of delinquant and crimina~ behavior. 

Differential associ:2.tion 'l-Ias the necessary explé.nation because, he thought, 

no person could enter the system of criminal behavior unless he had 

associated with criminal patterns. He regarded differential associations 

as the sufficient cause in the sense that all pers ons who 2.ssociate ld th 

criminal patterns participate in criminal behavior unless inhibited by 

associations with anti-criminal patterns. According to this hypothesis 

then, whether or not a person engages in crime depends entirely on the 

ratio between associations vJith c riminêl patterns .and those with anti-

criminal patterns. 

The doubts he had had about the necessity of association ï·Tith 

criminal codes of behavior, he more or less dismissed. 1 It vlas the 

sufficiency of differential association a.s a cause of crime i·Thich 

occupied his attention. He found three factors which were 9.t least 

partially extraneous to his theory. First, l"''hether or not a pers on 

has the opportunity to commit crimes, such as embezzlement, he.s little 

to do with his 2.ssocia.tion .-Tith criminal or anti-criminal goals and 

values. Sec ondly, criminal behavior Ill.?.Y vary -vli th the intensi ty of 

l. 
1bis 2.ssumes thé'.t delinquant and criminal behavior cannot be in

vented. Sutherland discussed this point and concluded that 2lthough 
it was possible for e non-criminal to invent simple crimes, it was 
most Lmnrobable that the individual could do this 1-1ithout some ldnd 
of previous association •.d th criminal GO.!lls and values. (~. , 
pp. 23-24.) At best this position seems theoretic<ùly debatable, not 
only because it denies instances of possibly genuine invention (such 
as in the c2se of Leopold and Loeb) but also because indirect~- it 
rejects the possibi1ity of crimes corrmlitted purely throur;h passion 
which Jee.n Paul Sa.rtre has innnortaliz.ed in his !Ùay Crime Pêssionel. 
Fiœ.lly, it cannot account in any way for the origin of criminal 
pe.tterns. 



d ind d tl f . · ti · d' ~f t' 1 · t· 1 
nee - epen en y o var~a ons ~n ~r. eren ~a assoc~a ~ons. Thirdly, 

crimi.nrù behé:'.Vior in sorne in,;,tances is 11not c.bsolutely determ:Lned but 

only in relation to other behaviors, <:>.t;ainst 1-rhich i t rr.:.::.y be balanced 

in the process of lTk'èking choices11 • 
2 

To explain this statement he cited 

the c<:se history of c.n isol8ted and u.nc.ttractive girl Hho fim.lly chose 

to particip2.te in a homosexue.l relationship over the prospect of remain-

ing lo:nely. Unfortunately, the distinction and relationship betvreen 

commi.tting a. crime through need and committing one through lad: of a 

better t..lterno.tive is not clear in Sutherlf'.nd 1 s criti~ue, 

A fourth factor which Sutherland may have found extraneous to his 

theOI"'J 1-re.s personal tr.?its. In 1937 he proposed that personal traits 

cause crimi.nal behavior only 2 s they affect a _9erson 1 s association. 

Al)::x:rently this pbstul.?.te received extensive criticism from several 

sources, and he discussed the issue in an address in 1942.3 On the one 

hand, he felt the objections were justified; but ot the san1e time he be-

lieved the pr:i.nciple to be sound c.nd preferred modification over 2.bandon-

ment. His subsequent analysis in the s2.me address of the evidr.>nce 

presented by Hea.ly and Branner in New Light on Delinouency Sll~r;ests th2.t 

he neither modified nor abandoned his position. Hl? c.rgued thÇlt emotional 

1. 
Principle n:ine of S,_,_therl<:"nè 1 s 191.;.7 formula.tion states that 11Though 

criminal beh2.vior is an expression of needs e.nd ve.lues, it is not e~r
y·lc.ined b~~ those general needs e.nd values :oince non-criminal behavior 
is ,'ln e.x:!_)ression of those same needs .:ond values 11 • Ji.lbert Cohen, J.lfred 
Lindesrrîth, and Karl Schuessler, op. cit. P• 10. Although v:rriations 
in needs and values 11'l.ay not by themselves account for delinc_uency, the 
development of those needs é>.nd vs.lues manifested in rlelinquency :must be 
at le.:-~st parti~ùly independent of differentiai a:::soci.:?.tions ;dth 
crirnin:ü and é?.nti-crinù.nal codes of behavior. 

2. 
~., PP• 33-34. 

To the Ohio V alle~ Socioloe;ical Societ~,r, Ihid. 



disturb:mce •·ras signific.s.nt in the :,:enesis of delinc:uency only ~-s it re-

sulted in incre2sing the frequency 2.nd intensity of associations Hith 

delinc;uent p2.tterns or in isol.ding the individué'~ from anti-crimin.s.l 

p.s.tterns. Since Suthf?rland never defined persona.l traits or mentioned 

them specific2.lly in his cri tic:ue of 19L:h or the l2.st st['.tement of his 

theory in 19l'7, it is not cle2r i·rhether he fimüly considered personal 

tr2.its to be an addttiono.l extr.:;.neous f:::ctor or -vrhether he subsuJ11.ed the 

concer>t under thA cctegory of need. nmrever, the fact th.2.t his discussion 

of this 2rea c-ras entirely in terms of econoH.i.c 2.nd sexuHl deprivation 

le.s.ves this yossibility r2.ther doubtful ~nd 2.lso indico.tAs th.::o.t the con-

cept of persom>.l tr.sits could be tre2ted in the sEme ~·!<'.Y• 

3ecause Sutherland co,.üd find no pl:~ce in his theory for these three 

or four factors, he concluded tho.t diffprential association H2.s 2.n in-

sufficient expl211ation for .:;:11 crirrd.nal behe.vior. Nevertheless he felt 

that it Has still the best é'..V<?.il.s ble to exyùain delinquency in terms of 

th . ,. 'd 1 1 
. e 1.na~v~ ua • Or at le2.st .:;: valid account of o. cruci<:..l f.s.ctor in the 

genesis of deviant behavior. 

HO\•l did others react to Sutherlc~ncl.' s theory? 5ome 2.ccepted it Hithout 

c.~uestion. But Sutherland h.:cd deliber2.tely encouraged criticism from ail 

sides :md most of his critics 1-rere those who h2.d the creGtest faith in 

his theory, l'eople Hho 1-:ere deeply committed to it. Apo.rt .froT'l the 

critic-isms made by Sutherland himself, the feH Jné'.jor objections prior to 

1955 Here condAnsAd 2.nd built upon by Daniel Glaser.
2 

First and most 

1 • 
.Sutherland was never realJ_y concerned Hi th the or1.g~n of criminal tra-

ditions; he more or less assumed their existence ·2.nd l)roceeded fror1 there -
a t2.ctic ':·rhich cost }1..im much cri ticism. 

Daniel Glaser, "Crimina1ity Theories ~nd Ee!'l::>.vioro.l Im:?_ges 11
, Americ:::.n 

J ourn2.l of Soc; ology, 19.5 5 , 61: l;JJ-442. 
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import2..nt, some critics interpreted Sutherlend • s conception of assot:"i2.-

tion to be synonymous with conte,ct and therefore argued th.:-,t the 

differential learning of crin~ rouch more comylex than intirr~ted by 

Sutherland' s t.heory. But, é',S Gle.ser pointed out, Sutherland included 

identification as lvell e,s contact in his concept.
1 

Horeover, proponents 

of this argument often ienored Sutherland's reference to persoOE~ity and 

ether factors 1-rhich determine differential associ."l.tion. A second t;y--pe 

of c:riticism Has that Sutherland 1 s theory only accounts for one of 

several distinct types of crime. Both issues, in Glaser's view, stem 

from Sutherlë.nd' s failu:re to evoke :::. cleerly recognizable and integr2.ted 

behavioral image of the criminal. 

Using this point ?S e. , Glaser proposed to reconceptualize 

Sutherland 1 s theory in terms of differentie.l identification and role-

taldng. In essence, his theory is this: a person pursues crime to the 

extent th2.t he identifies himself' ;d.th real or imaginary persons from 

2 
-vrhose perspective his criminal behavior seems acceptable. The focal 

point of such ét theory is the interaction v-rhich leads the individne.l 

to chose a nodel; this includes the _;:)ers on 1 s re.tione.lization of his 

conduct to l1imself. Yne theO~J of differential identification cannot 

account for e.ccidental crimes or unprerneditated crimes of passion 

bec::mse it treats criminality .?.s a form of voluntary behe.vior structured 

by yrior identification and present circumstances. But it does provide 

a criterion of relevence for elements in the b:-:èckground of each in-

1. 
In fact, Sutherland stated that 11 identification -,n. th a group of boys 

>·Tho stole t.re.s as important in differentiel :? .. ssociation as actual contact. 11 

Edwin Sutherland, PÎ:incinles of C:riminology on. cit., p. 138, 4th ed. And 
in his posthUJJ".ous :revision of Sutherland, Donald Gressey. added to the 
above statement: nDifferential identification is a clearly implied and 
congruous ~'s::,>ect of the differential e.ssoci:?.tion theory 11 • c::uoted in 
Daniel Glc:ser, op. cit., P• 1})9. 
2• Ibid., p. l;4o. 



dividual case - such es economie conditions, previous fl"..lstrations, 

group pe.rticipations, e.nd the like - 1-1hich may be seen in terms o:f h0t-1 

they affect the choice of the ether fror.l whose pers9ective the individual 

viev1s his own behavior. Thus, the life ~itU.Ettion ce.n be relê.ted to 

criminal behavior by specifying the intervening identification. \·iithout 

this specification, the rele.tionship between the two evokes a dis-

connected image. ·with it, one can look for <:>.nd explain the effects of 

imaginary or highly generalized others, remote reference groups, and so 

on as "tvell as to evoke an integre.ted image of the criminal. 

Despite the essential validity of Glaser's proposal to revise 

SutherL~nd's theory, the idea of differential identi:fication has not 

gained -vrl.de <>.ccept::mce. Ironically, hov;ever, his misgiving regGrding 

the im.dequacy of Sutherland 1 s 12.nguage were immediately borne out. It 

proved to be one of the m.aj or stumbling blocks to operationalizing the 

hypotheses. 

J.<>mes Short, who has attempted to test SutherJE.nc.P s theory in 

several -vrays, found his langu2.ge a handicë>.p in t't.ro ways •1 First, 

Sutherland v-r:::>.s too gener.;:.l and 2.bstr2.ct. HOt-r could one test an equation 

involvinc ~ssociations with definitions of the law or criminal patterns? 

Then, too, there was the problem of determining the distribution of 

opportunities .?.nd avenues of access to criminal and conventional values. 

Second, the apparent siffi9licity of Sutherland 1 s language stood in the 

'-!:TaY of testing. It v-ras obvious, as Short points out, that people de-

velop through a process of comrmmicati ve interaction prœticularly wi th 

1• J rur..es Short, "Differentiai Aé' socie.tion LS a Hypothesis: Problems of 
Empiric<:.l Testing 11 , Social Problem..s, 1960, 8: 14-25. 
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primary relationships. Yet Short and other students of Sutherl2nd knew 

that he meant much more than that. 

A start could be made, he found, by testing the four ~.in variations 

of differential association - priority, frequency, duration, and intensity. 

But before Short and Nye who 1·1orked with him on most of the tests could do 

this, they needed a means of rating delinquency. P~ter conducting numerous 

exploratory testf1 from large samples, they devised a delinquency scale 

based on a self-report system. The scale consisted of eleven items 

ranging from such minor offenses as driving ,,'"ithout a license e.nd dis-

d f t h f . d . . 1 t' 1 
regar o pa.ren al aut ority to major elom.es an narcot~cs v~o a. ~ons. 

The self-report system has many merits. 2 It all~fs the investigator 

to ey.amine the extent and variety of delinquent conduct instead of assum-

ing that institutioruùized youths are ca.teg rically delinquent and that 

non-institutionalized juveniles .9.re completely non-delinquent. Further-

more, it does not restrict the researcher to the use of institutiona.lized 

populé>tions "t·thich may be biased by socioeconomic status, race, and ether 

factors of discrimination. This is not to say, however, that the system 

is useless for study of institutionalized offenders. 

In fa ct, one of Short 1 s first studies used the raale and ferrl2.le in

mates of a ste.te training school .~·.s his subjects.J Measures of di..ffer-

1 • A full report of preliminary tests, a complete listing of the items, 
and a description of the method used for rE.ting them may be found in their 
article, "Scaling Delinquent Behavior"• T,rJhile the advantages of the self
report system are clear and he.ve been accepted, the delinquency sc2.le it
self has not met with equal success; for examp1e, scholars feel thz.t the 
items do not fully represent the range of delinquent offenses. James Short,Jr. 
and Ivan Nye, American Socio1ogica1 Revie>·r, 1956, 22: 326 - 331. 
2

• James Short, Jr., and Ivan Nye, 11Reported Beh2:vior as a Criterion of 
Deviant Beha.vior11

, Soci2.1 Prob1ems, 1957-58, 5: 207-214. 
3 • James Short, Jr., "Differentiai Association é'.nd Delinquency", Soci2.l 
Prob1ems, 1957, 4: 233-2t~. 



ential association -vrere obtained from e..ns-v.rers to questions concernine the 

friends which subjects saw most often, for the longest time; whom they kn~r 

first c::nd considered; closest; é?.nd whether or not they -..;ere delinquent 

.. 11 or crJ.J1n.na • Specifie, general, and total differentiai scores were 

obt2.ined from the res~Jonses. The most notable finding, e.ccording to 

Short, was the consistently positive relationship between delinquent be-

havior and delinquent association. Although the coefficients were of 

2 such magnitude as to give confidence in the theO~J, Short warns that the 

findings must be reg<:.rded as chare.cteristic only of the population 

studied, since the delinquents concerned were necessarily considered 

more seriously delinquent3 than non-institutionalized delinquents and 

since there were no measures of any anti-delinquent and non-delinquent 

associations which :may have been :made by the respondents. 

At the request of Donald Gressey the first 1960 issue of Socia1 

Problems was devoted to a symposium on Sutherland1 s theory. After an 

1
• The idea of asking institutionalized juveniles to discuss directly 

the eÀ~ent and nature of their association w~th other delinquents seems 
somewhat spurious. To begin with, it was not clear from the questions 
1·Thether their judgments should be be.sed on personal opinion (which 
means that the bases of their evaluations tor:ill not be uniform) or 
official records (in which case non-institutionalized offenders are 
excluded). 

z. Sutherland 1 s the oey was concerned >·li th causes yet Short' s findings 
make no distinction betvJeen differentiai association e.s e. cause of de
linquency and differentiai association as a result of delinquency. 

3. In vimv of this, it is surprising thét the original schedule was 
used as many of the offenses indicated or represented by each item 
hardly warrant institutionalization. 
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introduction by Gressey, Glaser 1 nssessed the use of Sutherland 1 s theory 

as a basis of predicting crime. From 2. reviev.r of previous prediction 

studies, he ra.ted individual predictors eccording to their success or 

·failure. Next, he showed that, in contrast to other theories, a majority 

of the most accurate ones could be deduced from diffr-:rentinl association 

the ory, ï·rhile the least accur2.te c ould not. The only tt-to efficient 

predictqrs 't-lhich Glo.ser could not deduce from Sutherland 1 s theor.:r vrere 

t~~e of offense and non-crinünal employment opportunities post release. 

2 All of this, stated Glaser, points to the need suggested by ClOi-Tard for 

subsuming differentia! association theory in a broader theory of d.iffer-

ential access to criminal and non-criminal opportunities. Glaser con-

eludes th;::-..t so far Sutherland 1 s theory is superior to alternetive ones 

in terms of prediction 2.nd proposes th.;;.t a differential e.nticipation3 

theory might meet these standards even more adequately. 

~second article is presented qy Short.4 After reviewing several 

investigations, such as the Gluecks 1 Unraveling Juvenile Delinouency, 

vrhich support but do not validate differential association, he reported 

another =tudy which he conducted regc,rding the variable of intensity. •1 

He proposed that those boys and girls who .::.re most involved in delinquent 

l. Daniel Glaser, 11 Differenti~:.l Association and Criminological Prediction", 
Social Problems, 1960, 8: 6-14. 

2. 
Rich.?rd Cloward and lloyd E. Ohlin, "Types of Delinquant Sub-Cultures", 

un~ubliêhed manuscript, December 1958. 

~. 
"" That is, an interest in an actor 1s anticipation from criminal and non-
crimimù activity wonld lead one to study his self-conception as .-rell as 
his membership fl.nd non-membership reference group. 

4 
• Je.mes Short, Jr., "Differentia! Association as a Hypothesis: Problems 

of EmpiricA.l Testing 11 , op. cit. 
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behavior will characterize their best friands in terms hypothesized to be 

delinquency producing; obversely, those least involved will describe their 

best friends in terms hypothesized e.s delinquenc~~ inhibiting. The find-

ings fram the delin~uency scale and questionnaires given to high school 

juniors
1 

tended to confirm the general theory. although not all the 

evidence sU:Jported their predictions in terms of their 11 somewhat arbitr~œy 

designation of items as delinquency producing, inhibiting or neutral 11 •
2 

In view of the difficulties in testing only part3 of Sutherland's theory, 

Short more or less concluded that it cannot be operationalized
4 

but 

suggested employing it as a general organizing principle to account for 

variations in crime rates. 

Henry Y~Kay in a third article for the symposium showed the utility 

of this approach. Much resee.rch was conducted to evaluate Sutherland' s 

theory as an explanation of why <'Jld hov1 ind.ividuals becorne delinquents 

while comparetively little attention bas been paid to it as an explana-

1• The use of a non-insti tutionali?.ed population certainly adds importance 
to the results yet the use of high school juniors who happen to be in 
school the day of the test excludes truants who may be more than truant 
as i-Tell as delinêjuents who have officially or unofficially dropped out of 
school permanently. 

2. 
Ibid., P• 23. 

3
• Short came ve~' close to operationalizing propositions which dealt 

with variations of differentiai association; he felt that those re
lating to the process by whicb delinguency· occurs were entirely un
testable. 
4. 

Gressey who attempteè to apply the theory to explain trust violations 
carne to the se"rne conclusion. He said, "It is doubtful that i t can be 
shovm empirically tha.t the theory of differentiai association applies or 
does not apply to crimes of financial trust violation or even other kinds 
of criminal behavior11 • See Donald Gressey, "The A~1plication and Verifica
tion of the tbeory of Differentiai Association11 , Journal of Griminal Law 
and Griminolog:y, 1952, 43: h3-52, p. 52. quoted by Gressey in "The 
Theory of Differentiai Association: An Introduction~ Social Problems 
1960, 8: 2-5. p. 4. 
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tion of the existence of both delinouency and non-delinquency in high 

delinq_uency areas. Sutherland had stated, almost in passing, that the 

crime rate at any given time and place is determi.ned by the interaction 

between organization promoting crime and organiz~.tion against criminal 

activities. He never elaborated upon this proposition nor provided a~-

evidence that it wa.s true. 

Henry HcKay showed how his statement, used ~.s a broad principle, 

includes the whole range of participation in community life. His 

2.nalysis focused on progr2.ms for treatment and prevention .::.nd natur.2.l 

or unplanned processes as they affect the delinquency rate. He argued 

that these progr<~ and processes affect the delinouency rate because 

they alter either the ratio of conventional and non-conventional values
1 

or the range of opportunities for participation in conventior~al groups. 

NcK:'.y ended his dissertation on a note of dismay. "At the present time 

the combined influences of those rœograms s.nd. natural processes furnish 

1 • There is more empirical evidence which indic;:;.tes that values e.re not 
as direct]Jr responsible for ve.riations in delinquency rates as proponents 
of the theory would suggest. Eleanor Naccoby, J. P. Johnson, and Russell 
M. Church found in a study of 11Community Integration and the Social Con
trol of Juvenile Delinquency11 , (Journc'll of Soci2l Issues, 19.58, 14: 38-52.) 
what they expected to .find - thr.t people in high delinquency areas tend to 
ignore children1 s pre-delinquant activities somewhat more o.ften than those 
in low delinquency areas end that this tendency provides an atmosphere in 
1i<lhich delinquency can grow more eesily. They bad originally thought any 
difference they found in the social contacts might e.t le2.st be p:ortially 
explained by differences in the ve.lues held by inhabita.nts of each erea. 
This WP.s not so; residents in high delinquency .srea.s felt just e.s strongzy 
<'.bout the wrongfulness of delinquant activities as did those in low de
linquency arec.s. The authors concluded th2.t causes for delinquency lll.?.y 
be closely relc:<ted to p.:orent-child and COirJYIUnity-child interaction but 
they must be centered in other processes than the direct transmission of 
values. 

l"Jartin Haskell made a simih.r discovery r11hile director of the Berkshire 
Farm for Boys, ~ residential treatment school. He found that in therapy 
sessions boys freq_uently identified vievrsof their parents .ss opposed to 
their acts. Martin Haskell, 11 Toward a Reference Group Theory of Juvenile 
Delinc,uency11 , Social Problems, 1961, 8: 220-230. See <.:.lso Joan and William 
HcCord, 11 The Effects of P.-:-rental Role Hodel on Criminality", Jourml of 
Soci-:'.1 Issues, 19.58, 14: 46-7.5· (The findings of this study ~œe discussed 
on P• 62.) 
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only fair prospects for the control of delinquency in the inner areas of 

1 •t• 1 arge cl. J.es. 

McKay' s analysis was à general one csmd did not refer to specifie 

organizations or experiments. Yet one of the most revolutionary and 

promising progr.?.ms for tree.tment wes derived solely from Sutherland 1 s 

theory. In 1955 Doœ.ld Cressey proposed the.t if crimin&.ls are to be 

changed, they must be assimib.ted into groups which emphe.size values con-

ducive to lmf abiding behavior and concurrently alienated from groups 

emph2.si:zàng values conducive to cri....minality. Both reformers and those to 

be reformed must achieve status -vrithin the group by exhibition of 11pro-

reform" or anti-criminal v.e.lues émd behavior patterns. The most effective 

mechanism for exerting group pressure on members is to induce criminB.ls 

to j oin ui th non-criminals for the purpose of chenging other crimimùs. 
2 

In 1956 these principles were put into action as basic tenets of 

the Provo Program designed to aid hë.bitual delinquents. Because it 'Has 

experiment~l, no reports were ma~e public until a trial period of five 

years was completed. An apparently successful program thus far, the 

Provo experiment has two ph9.ses: intensive treatment n.nd post treatment 

attention which involves an attempt to lllë.intain sane reference group 

support and aid in securing employment. The tre::>tment system attempts 

to provide a social structure which "'"ill permit delinquants to examine 

the role and legitimacy of authorities in the treatment program; give 

them the opportunity to examine the ultim::ote utility of conventiona.l a.nd 

l. H. D. HcKay, "Differentiai Association and Crime Prevention: Problems 
of Utilization", Social Problems, 1960, 8: 25-37, p. 37. 
2. 

Donald Cressey, "Changing Cr:i..minals: The Application of the The ory of 
Differential Association", .American Journal of Sociolog:y, 1955, 61: ll6-120. 



delinquent alternE.tives; provide the opportunity to decLsre public1J· a 

belief or disbelief that they can benefi t from a change in values; and 

make peer group interaction the principle rehe.bilitative tool because it 

permits peer group decision-mald.ng 2.nd grants status e.nd recognition, 

not only for participation in treatment interaction, but for willingness 

1 
to help ethers. The real success of this program cannet be judged until 

full studies of the control group activities have been completed and corn-

pared to those of the treatment group. ·,fuo.tever the final judgment of 

these and the following studies, those connected with it feel that it 

is one of the most effective methods of rehabilitation yet devised. And 

its debt to Sutherland for its theoretical orienta.tion is an oust:m.ding 

one. 

In conclusion, Sutherland 1 s theory was an important innovation in 

the study of delinquency and cr:ime. It vras perh2.ps the first systenl.?tic 

attempt to explain the causes of delinquency in terms of culture con-

flict from the point of view of the individual. Shaw and his associ.:.tes 

had expla.ined delinquency r::.tes in terms of culture conflict but until 

1937 the individual delinquent -vw.s generally held to be abnorma.l 

physically", mentally, and/ or psychologically - de spi te the empirical 

evidence provided in 1936 by He.E.ly and i3ronner which indicated th2.t this 

v.1as not so. Sutherland che.nged that c0nception of the individual de-

linquent to one which vie1-1s behavior as being determined primarily by 

cultur2.l f?.ctors. l'Ioreover, the settlement of issues involved in the 

theoretical debate stimul2.ted by SuthArland, e.nd the attempts to V2lid2.te 

1. 
Le)Jat' Empey and Jerome Rabow, 11 The Provo Experiment in Delinquency 

Rehe.bilite.tion11 , American Sociolor;ica.l Review, 1961, 26: 679-695. 
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empirically at part of his theory have led to significant refine-

ments in theory such as the realization of the significance of opportunity 

structures and in method such as the invention of delinquency scales .?.nd 

the use of 2 self report system - to say nothing of the insights which may 

be g2.ined from using the theory as a broad rrinciple of organiz.ation and 

the potentially great practical value of the theory as a basis of treat-

ment and prevention programs. 

Unfortunately, the theory as a whole cannot be operationalized. As 

Glueck ha.s pointed out, no one so f2.r he.s 11 actually counted the munber of 

defini tiens fE>.vore.bJ.e to violation of the 1"w .snd definitions unfe.vora.ble ••• 

and demonstrated that in the pre-delinquency experience of the V.:?.st 

1 
lll?jority of delinr;uents ~md crimin,ls, the :former excAeds the 1atter11

• 

Even those mo::t deeply cornrnitted to Sutherland' s theory doubt that con-

clusive tests cen <We:r be conducted prilll?rily because of the diffic,.l.l ti es 

presented by Sutherh.nd 1 s l?.nguage and i!ll.D.gery. Yet i t is equally im-

prob:>.ble that Cressey' s idea of differenti8.1 identification or Gh.ser' s 

concept of differentb.l anticipation ui11 prove any more testable -

ho-,;ever theoretically frui tful these revisions rni.r;ht be - for the s2me 

re.:-:sons. 

Perhaps the greatest barrier to operationalization is not a linguiBtic 

one but r~:ther eY.ists bec::.'.lse the theory of diffE>rential :;;ssoci2tion 

c.ttempts to )rove the.t 1-1h::t constitutes a 11b.jor portion of becominr, ami. 

being ôelin~:uent, causes delinc;uency. Ralph 'l'urner said of prediction: 

"In any si tua ti on in lv hi ch variable 1 A 1 is s aid to cause variable 'B' , · 1 At is 

of no value as a predj.ctor of 1 B' unless -vre establish the existence of 'A 1 

1
•sheldon Glueck, 11 ?.'1eory and Fact ·in Crimino1ogyn, British Journal of 

Sociolo~, 1956, ?: 92-109. 
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apa.rt from the observation of' '!3 1 •
1 

The same 2rgument could be a.lJplied 

to Sutherland 1 s theory for the very re2son that he believed his theory 

to be the necesse.ry explanation of delinc:uency. If 11 no person can enter 

the system of criminal behavior unless he has csscci2ted (or identified) 

~r:rith criminal p2.ttern11 , then is differentiai association or identification 

not a fact or even 2 result of being delinc;_uent? All the empiric.r.l evidence 

from direct tests by Gressey, Short, and Nye a.s v-Tell as the findings from 

other stuèies which also sw;port but do not demonstrz.te the theory in-

dicate that it is - in Hhich case, the theory becomes tautological and 

therefore c_,-,nnot be used to expla.in th:::t of ,,rhich it is a part. The 

relevant causal c.uestion, then, is 1:1hy do delinquents differenti!ùly 

a.ssocjüe or irlentify vrith criwj_nal acti vities and va.lues or ::i.n other 

vrords, ~·rhat f2,ctors c~mse :i-ntiividuals to chose delinquent f'riend.s .;-md 

e.ccept è.elinçuent codes of conduct over convention:=l ones7 

to 
In answer to those questions ~~ they r~l~te/Sutherland 1 s theory, 

there are two points of depD.rture. First, there 2.re the three f2ctors -

intensity of ne,::>d, l<>.ck of c.ltern2.tive solutions, :::nd op;>ortunity by 

;.rhich he contended could be at least :Jarti;-_l CA.uses of criminal behavior 

out::>ide the fr121!lffi>VOrk of his theory. Yet 2.s far [é.S SutherlD.nd vrns con-

cerned these three f2ctors vrere of causal signif'ic<mce only 11nder e.::-

traordiœ.ry circumstances. That is, need could be only a causal f2.ctor 

a part from differentiai association Hhen i t 1.r:: s extremel;y intense such · 

as thEt found in acute poverty or sexual deprivation. Similarly, re-

sorting to crime through lack of a conventional alterru:.tive was 2. c.susal 

1. 
Ralph Turner, "The Quest for Universals 11 , American Sociological 

Review, 1953, 18: 604-611, p. 606. 



factor only if the individual had, exhausted every ether conceivf'.ble 

legitima.te means to accomplish his goal. And opportunity was a causal 

fcctor ap2.rt from differentiD.l associetion in the sense that it limited 

the range of crimes J.JOssible for .s.n individual to commit; fe>-r people, if 

any, are in a position to engage in the full r<mge of crimin?~ .':Ctivities, 

should they desire to do so. 

In view of these considerations, it v:rould seem that these factors, 

even if they could so.mehow be operationalized, are hrgely irrelevant to 

a situation in which the individuals involved a.re neither povert~ stricken, 

seXtt9.lly deprived, nor (presUJll.t!.bly) lacking in eJ.ternatives to accomplish 

their ends. The question of opportunity, het-rever, is an import2.nt one -

although not necessarily in terms of ce.usation beccuse it does at 1east 

structure the range of possible delinquent offenses. 

With regard to this research project, then, several ~uestions may be 

asked at this point: 1) What is the range of Clelinquent offenses comrnitted 

1 
~r the members of both the delin~uent group and the non-delinquent group? 

Answers to this question may be obtained by simply asking the members of 

both groups to describe the extent 1?.nd frequency of e.ny deJj_nquent offenses 

they may h2ve comrnitted. 2) What is the range of delinquent offenses 

which the members of both groups could commit if they bad a desire to do 

so? This may be established by an examination of any delinquent offenses 

proposed but rejected by the members of both groups end an investigation 

1. 
Since the members of both groups live in a working class area where 

the delinquency r.ate bas been high, it is very unlikely that the members 
of the non-delinquant group have systematically refrained from en
gaging in any kind of delinquent .::;ctivities. An investigation of the 
extent, seriousness, e.nd frequency of those HCtivities must be made for 
compar2.tive and analytical purposes. 



of the actual r<:",nge of offenses conunitted by youths throughout the 

cormml.ni.ty. J) If there is e. signi.ficant difference between the actual 

range and the possible one, vJhat factors may account for this discrepancy? 

Establishing an answer to this question involves two procedures. On the 

one hand, there has to be seme general criteria for discerning whether or 

not the difference, if any, is a signi.ficant one. This could be a.ccomplished 

qmmtitativeJ.y by comparing the number of offenses coJ:t.'11itted to those 

which could have been committed and qualitatively by tj~ing the actual 

and possible offenses according to their objects and degree of seriousness 

E.nd th en compe.ring them. On the other hand, the re nro.st be an investigation 

of any f.:o.ctors arising from the physical and socio-economic status of the 

members of both groups as well as factors generated by the social structure 

1-rhich might serve as berriers to the cornmission of perticular delinquant 

activities. 

A second point of depe.rture may be found in the factors which 

Sutherland contended could be c.':>US<>.lly significant inside the fr2.mevrork 

of his theory - factors which are important insofar as they affect the 

differentia]. 2.ssociation. Because Sutherland belleved his theory to be 

the necessary c2use of delinquency, he felt there was no nBed. to explain 

lvhy a person has the associations vJhich he has. Consequently his final 

stf:l.tement in 19L9 contains only the most abstract answer to this question. 

11 A person• s a.ssociations <'.re determined in a generel context of sociel 

1 
organi.zation ••• including many personal group rele.tionships." H01r1ever, 

in his 1942 address, Sutherlé>.nd did mention thot emotional disturbe.nces 

1 • 
.tUbert Cohen, Alfred Lindesmith, a.nd F.E.rl Schuessler, 212• cit., p. 11 
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arising from dissatisfied social relationships within the family might 

"have something to do" with the genesis of delinquency. Such cases, he 

argued with reference (stated earlier in this chapter) to the findings 

of nealy and Bronner, were in lower economie groups where the delinquenèy 

rate is high; 11 consequent1Y there is a probability that they will come 

into contact with boys who are delinquant with greater frequency and 

intimacy than they would if theywere not frustrated at home 'and that 

they will on that account become delinquent11 •
1 

"vlhile this statement 

may be greatly oversimplii'ied, the role which dissatisfied relationships 

at home might play in delinquency should at least be explored. Relevant 

questions which may be asked in terms of this research project are: 

1) Are the members of either groups dissa.tisfied in any way with the 

social relationships within their famil:-? 'If so, in what way and for 

how long? 

2) Did the members of either group have any frustrations at home prior 

to the time of the research project? If so, in what way and for how 

long? Answers to this and the preceding question may be obtained by 

asking them directl,y to the members of, both groups • 

.3) What is the relationship between frustrations at home, if any 

exist, and any association or identification with non-delinquant and 

known delinquant or criminal goals, values, or persons? 

4) ~mat is the relationship between frustrations at home, if any 

exist, and the c~~ssion of delinquant offenses? Partial answers to 

'r these two questions may be obtained by putting frustrations at home, 

~ •• p. 28 
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associations or identifications, and delin~uent offenses in chronological 

order and correlating them to each other. Of course, more complete 

an~fers to these questions cannet be obtained vr.ithout assessing the 

importance of frustrations and pressures arising from other sources but 

this is the final problem of this research and will be considered at a 

later point. 

On the basis of Sutherland's theory - assuming that the delinquents 

associate differentially with other delinquents as part of the coUl·se of 

their being delinquent - what are the probable outcomes? 

1) The range of offenses committed by delinquents will overwhelmingly 

exceed the range of offenses committed by non-delinquents. 

2) The range of offenses committed by the raembers of the delinquent 

group will encompass the range of offenses which they could commit had 

they a desire to do so. 

3) The difference, if any, between the range of offenses actually 

corŒdtted and those which could possibly be committed, given the desire 

to do so, can be sccounted for either by elements of the physical and 

socio-economic status of the individual or elements within the social 

structure. 

L1-) The members of the delinquent group, · in contrast to th ose in the 

ether group, 'VIill have at the time of the research or at sorne time in 

the past, acute frustrations arising from dissatisfied social relation

ships within the family. 

5) These frustrations, should they exist, lvill correl<;tte historically 

with association or identification with delinQUent or criminal patterns 

and the commission of delinquent activities. 



CHAPTER II 

MERTONIAN THOUGHT 

SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND ANOliJIE 
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The publication of Robert K. Merton' s Social The ory and Social 

Structure in 1949 marks the beginning of a neH trerrl in the study of 

dev:iant behavior. 11erton argues1 that sorne social and cultural structures 

exert a definite pressure upon certain persons to deviate rather than con-

form so th;:-t sorne forms of deviance constitute a normal response - normal 

in the sense of psychological predictability. ~iithin a given cultural 

structure, the pressure which society exerts upon its members to achieve 

socially a.cceptable goals may vary independently of the pressure exerted 

on institutional means of achieving them. 2 If a society continuously 

emphasizes the value of n p<J.rticular goal wi th out a corresporrling con-

cern for the prescribed means of attaining it then the technically most 

effective procedure, whether culturall.y legitimate or not, becomes pre-

ferred to institutionally prescribed conduct. Anomie or normlessness 

develops when this process becomes widespread. Anomie, then, is the 

social situation which gives rise to high r<:>.tes of deviant behavior. 

This general 2.rgu.rnent is the foundation not only for 11erton' s general 

theory of deviance but also for ethers ~cifically concerned vrl.th 

delinquency. 

1. 
This discussion of Herton's theory is b.;,sed on his revised edition 

of Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free 
Press, 1955) Chapters IV and V, pp. 131- 195. 

2. 
Actually, Herten seems to equate the concrete means to achieve goals 

with the cultural emphasis on the acceptability of means. At one point 
he states that 11 a.berrant behavior may be regarded sociologically as a 
sympton of dissociation between culturally prescribed aspirations and 
socially structured avenues for realizing these aspirations11 • 

~., P• 134, (emphasis added). 
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vfuat are the· sources of anomie? Although :tvlerton maintains tho.t there 

may be many different sources of anomie,1 he discusses only one in his 

2 
book - the American success theme "rhich is distinguished by its stress 

on economie affluence and social assent for âJ,1 its members.J That is, 

strivi:ng for success is a socia.ll;y; defined e:x;:pectation. When the 

pressure to be successful is grezter th::n the pressure on legitirna.te 

avenues available to the individuals to achieve it the individual may 

be frustrated to the point where on1y questions of technical efficiency 

lim:it his behavior. ~vere this condition widesprea.d, the social in-

l. I'1erton believes that âEZ cultural goal which receives an extreme 
emphasis without qualification as to the way in which it is achieved will 
lead to znomie. He mentions in a footnote, for example, that this situa
tion may be brought on or encouraged by certain farnily constellations 
Hhereby the parents place so much value on achievement for their children 
that considerations of approved methods are vi t,iated. This is the only 
other source of anomie to l-rhich Merten refers, specifically but Meier and 
Bell conducted a study based on :V~.erton 1 s general proposition and found 
that the lack of opportunity to achieve any life goal, economie or 
otherwise, 1t1as significantly related to anomie. See Dorothy :Heier and 
vl. Bell, "Anomie and Differential Access to the Achievement of Life 
Goalsn, American Sociological Review, 1959, 24: 189-202. 
2. 

During a Conference on Delinquency in 1956, Merten discussed the 
possibility thet anomie might arise from a gre<:lt diversity of cultural 
norrns (as opposed to anomie arising from a conflict between a cultural. 
norm and the means of achieving it). However, there is no specifie 
mention of this type of anomie in the revised 1957 edition of his book. 
For Herten' s discussion of this type of anomie see Helen Witmer and 
Ruth Kotinsky, editors. New Perspective for Research in Juvenile De
linguency (Washington D. C.: U. S. Department of Health, Education 
nnd ~·Jelfare, Children1 s Bureau, 1956) PP• 6)-65. 
3• Later Herten ce.rries this point to the extreme. Apparently, mere 
lack of opportunity is not enough to account for high rates of devinnce. 
11It is only t-1'hen a system of cultural values extols virtualJ.;y- above all 
else certain common success goals for the population at large while the 
social structure rigorously restricts or completely closes access to 
approved modes of reaching these goals for a considerable part of the 
same population, thE.t deviant behavior ensues on a large scal.e. 11 Robert 
Merton, op, cit,, p. 146, This statement was made with reference to a 
particular response (innovation) to .?.nomie, and it is not clear whether 
Nerton meant for it to be applied to all types of response to anomie, 



stability caused by it 1-tould lead to anomie, a breakdown in the culture 

occurring when there is an acute dissociation between cultural~ prescribed 

ends and socially structured means of attaining them. 

~'lhile anomie gi ves ri se to deviant be havi or the obverse may also be 

true; according to 1-:Terton, deviance may in turn generate anomie in a 

vicious-circle process. The higher the rate of "successful" deviance,1 

the less faith in or stress upon the legitimacy of institutionally pre

scribed norms
2 

(unless the situation is counteracted by the use of social 

controls). Thus, deviant behavior itself may engender anomie conditions. 

Assuming that deviance is not random but restricted to a number of 

identifiable responses, :rvierton derives a typology of the various ways in 

vThich individuals may adapt their roles to the situation. H~r a person 

reacts depends on whether he accepts or rejects the culturBl goal(s) and 

whether he accepts or rejects institutionalized means to achieve it or 

them. Of the five "modes of <?.daptation11 - conformity, ritualism, re-

treatism, innovation, and rebellion - both innovation and rebellion may 

chaxacterize different forms of delinquency. (Since the other two t;ypes 

of deviance are passive, they are irrelevant 2-rrl will not be discussed.) 

Rebellion is a transitionE.l deviant adaptation striving to change 

the existing order, goals,and norms by institutionalizing ~ ones to 

1 • Herten does not elaborate upon this notion of "successful11 deviance 
but nearly all the empirical studies on delinquency have noted the im
pact on boys when th~continuous~ see living proof of achievement with
out effort. Conversely, the fact th2t tt successful11 deviance may be 
widespre8.d raises the question: To 11rh.s.t extent does law enforcement, 
or the lack of it, affect the relationship between anomie and deviant 
behavior? 

z. It is conceivable thf'.t this formulation could apply also to foreign 
behavior, to high rates of emigration from and immigration to a community 
from assorted ethnie, nationa~and racial groups. 



be sh~ed by other members of society. Like resentment, rebellion is 

ch~racterized by diffuse feelings of hostility, hate, and envy; a sense 

of powerlessness to express those feelings; and a continual re-experienc-

ing of this impotent hostility. Rebellion is distinctive in that it in-

volves e genuine chC?.nge of values. This does not mean th2.t value con-

flict may be equated w:i.th anomie. If rebellion is not 1ddespread and 

por,rerful, it may lead to the formation of sub-groups alienated from 

others but unified among themselves. Alienated adolescent gangs or 

youth movements exemplifying this pattern ma.,v form subcultures of their 

mm but these groups tend to be unstable unless they are sufficiently 

insulated from those who reject them. 

Innovation, in contre.st to rebellion, represents an acceptance of 

culturC?.l go2ls but a rejection of institutionaliz,ed mea11;s. It is in 

this context that 1'1erton ci tes class control.s and educational recuire-

ments a.s primary barriers to the attairunent of m.sterial wealth - the 

symbol of suc cess. "Numerous studies h.e.ve found that the educatione.l 

pyramicî Operates to keep e. large portion of unquestionably able but , 
economically disadvantEged youths from obtaining higher forn~l educatio~'-

Crime .:url delinquency a.re mentioned specifically ::.s examples oî this 

pattern. 

Cohen said of Herton 1 s reference to delinquency thGt the theory of 

anomie does not étccount for all forms oî deviance, that it cannot explain 

the non-utilitaria.n, destructive, zestful, and negG.tive qualities which 

characterize it.
2 

To the first charge Merton admits. To the second he 

1• Ibid,, footnote 19, p. 145. 
2. ( Albert Cohen, Delinouent Boys, Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 
1955) PP• 35-.36. 



reiter<?.tes th;o_t the deviant behavior resultint, from a discrepancy bebreen 

ends and means is not ra.tionally calculated and utilit2.rian. R.,ther, 

response to these pressures may involve consider<?.ble frustre.tion and non-

rational behavior. Destructiveness and nego2.tivism llb.Y be simil.2.rly under

stood as responses to frustration.)_ On the ether ha.nd, the theory does 

not account for the properties of zestfulness and versr,tility. Their 

source, according to :tvierton, may be found in "the· social interaction 

among like-minded deviants who rutually reinforce their deviant attitudes 

2.nd behavior ••• 112 No mention is m<?.de of the role that inadequate social 

controls, boredom, end the element of play might have. 

Another objection to Herten 1 s the ory came from Ral11h Turner. In an 

article about value conflict and social disorganization, Turner e.rgued 

that e..nomie H:J.S a S!)ecial case of "value conflict 11 
- Hhich he defined 

broadly as an inba.lance between ends E.nd means. "Socially approved 

means constitute limitations on socially approved ends .::nd vice versa, 

but V2.lue conflict in a meaningful sense exists only ·Hhen the b.:ùémce 

betl-reen the tvro is lost. n3 Herten la ter denied emph2.tically th2.t value 

conflict may be equated wi th normlessness. Conflicts beh1een norms 

held by distinct subgroups often create an increased adherence to the 

norms prevailing in each sub-sroup. "It is conflict between culturally 

1 • Dubin rnaintains that an extension of Herton' s ce.tegories may explain 
the destructiveness exhibited by certain g<mgs. If solidary rela.tions 
and internal competition for status institutiO!lé'lized norms ï·rithin the 
group, then destructiveness becomes an operating ilWention - a type of 
beh2voral innovation. See Robert Dubin, 11 Devic.nt Beha.vior and Social 
Structure11 .American Sociolon,:ical Review, 1959, 24: 147-163. 
2

• Robert J.1erton, op. cit., p. 179. 

3. Ralph Turner, "Value-Conflict in Social Disorganization11
, Sociologv 

and Sociological Reseaxch, 1954, 38: 301-308, P• 305. 
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accepted values and socially structured difficulties in livinr; np to these 

V<?.lues, 1·1P..ich exerts pressure tov-rard deviant behc.vior ë.nd disruption oî 

1 the normative system,n 

He.v'ing considered >·lhél.t e.noJTiie is, sorne of i ts sources, <:.nd the 

relevant types of response to it, the important question is: hovr to 

exe.mine i t in an empirice.l situation 1 The re have been sever al ei.'forts, 

mtmely on the be. sis of Srole • s anomie sca.les, 2 to measure anomie fl.s sub-

jectively experienced by the indiviclual; but none of these deals directly 

vdth deJin~uency - possibly bec2use it is taken for cranted that juvenile 

delinquents by definition a.re chP.re.cteri~.ed by ::· sense of social isola.-

tion, futility,.=:md po;.rerlessness, f!.nd cre, in short, o.lien.?.ted from 

society, 

Indices of anomie as an objective condition of Group life have been 

developed by Lmder3 ;,rho identified the clelinquency rate, percent::.ge of 

home 0\•'llership, and percent;;.ge of non-;-rhite residents as me.?.sures of 

social stability :::.nd relative anomie. But z.s both knder 2.nd Herton 

l •. r b t '' t • t .d.o er •·.~.er on, op, CJ. • • pp. 190-191. 
2

•Heier and Bell, op. cit,, used this sc2.le in their study and A.H.Roberts 
i·li th H. Rokeach attempted to replicé'.te Sr ole 1 s study, 11 Anomie, Authori- . 
te.rianism, 2.nd Prejudice: A Replice.tion11 , American Journal of Sociolog.z, 
19.56, 61: 355-358, but Srole questions ;;.rhether it has in fe.ct been repli
cated. (Ibid., 1956, 62: 63-67.) The five items in Srole's scale seek to 
r;J.eEcS1..lre the individu.:?l 1 s perception of his soci2.l environment and his 
pl2ce in it, •:;;uestions in the sc~tle degree of interest in the achieve-
ment of life goa.ls ::::s >-rell o.s the indi vidual 1 s :::bill ty to c..ccom:)lish th ose 

• 
A third study using Srole 1 s Anond.e Sc.::ùe h.r:s conducted by :·Jizruchi 

viho tested for :cnontie in a sm3.ll city. On the basis of his study he 
hypothesi:.E'!d th.::.t J.cr.-:er clr,sses have a gr-:J2.ter tendency to feel anofllie 
due to socially struch1rel differentiel access to supportive subsystems 
:::·.nd the inaccessibility of meanf; for the ach:ievement of socia11y dP-s:i .. red 
ends. See Ephraim H. 1-i:i.zruchi, 11Social Structure md Anomie in a Small 
" . t Il • • ~ • 1 . 1 .,.. . 10 60 '? .- / lt ~ 6 .-5 vl":f , f-..merJ.can ;:iOCl.O Of.J.Ca neVl.fflf t / t < • .): 0 .)- :;J e 

3•Bermœd L.::.nder, l'o-v:erds an Understanding o·r Juvenile Delin:::,uenc,Y., 
(HeH York: Columbia University Press, 19.54) 2nd .~:ortially re~>lic2ted by 
D.<.J.v:td 3orduo., !!Juvenile Delin'::'_Uenc~r r.nd Ano:nie: An ~·~ttèmpt at Re:Jlica
tionn, .3oci:::.1 Problems, 19.58-59,6: 230-237• 



recognize, the se va.ri2.hles 2. t best only serve c.. s ~ very indirect index of 

the r.::to=; of disrupted social rel2.tionships. 

Asswning th2t soc::i.s~l inst2.bility is 2.11 indication of an a.nœnic. situ~.-

tion, l')erh.?.J?S an examine.tion of the ethn:Lc ::md nation~l backgrounds o.f the 

suhjects; the histories of their geogr<.oqhical, education2.l, and occupational 

mobility; .end the ndure and extent of p.::.rticipation in form:ù ?.s well e.s 

informal sroups outside their own peer groups will provide more direct 

yet objective meEsi.lres of disrupted social relationships. Nore pertinent 

to herton 1 s emphasis on the dominant source of e.nomie, though, -v:ould be 

to esta.blish the ertent th.st individu:J.ls in both groups intern::-,lized the 

c'.J.ltur::l success of socié'.l é'.ssent .::nd economie affluence. 

Both concepts, het·rever, present 8. di.fficult problem. ;tlh.at, precisely, 

Qre they and hovr can they be meo .. sured from the viE""ipoint of the individu2.l? 

If a vJOrking ch.ss boy actually1 sets his goal at beiJX; president of a 

cor.::)0r2tion or .::.t re2.ching a.ny of the very top income brackets, there is 

no doubt tha.t he desires to be econorrd.cç;lly affiuent. But Hhat if the 

sallle boy mply i·!ants to move from a blue colla.r job to 12. ~rhite collar 

position; h2.s he internalized the r;oal of economie nfi"lut=mce7 Success is 

such a relative concept; not onJ.y does each clé>.ss hflve its ovm definition 

of success but 2-lso th~'>re is an e.bsolute level of success v:hi.ch everyone 

or at le.?.st a majority considers to be successf'ul. Thus, each ind.ividual 

has tvro definitions of success - one b2sed on his own class or profession 

and one br:sed on the e.bsolute or lll<'tjority standard. Bore importo.nt, it 

possible thGt an over emphasis b.r a given cla§s to achieve success 

tdthin thc.t class :me.y be as conducive to anomie as a 1ddespread desire 

by the me.jority to c-.chieve real affluence. 

1• This is diAtinct .fron dreaming about a goal vJhich there is no likeli
hood qf achieving. 



Herton recogni?..es this but he is not clear on •-Jhether he is referring 

to either phenomenon sep;:œ~te1y or both in combim,tion; T·rhen he spee.ks 

of an 11 over emphasis on success", he does not specify 1-rhich definition 

of success or the exact source of the pressure - a given c1ass or the 

n~jority1 In his anal)·sis he tends to equate the two. Noting that in 

1 
terms of income, Americans e.1-vm.ys want 25 per cent more than they h<:!.Ve, 

he defined monetar;y success as "the point Hhich is a1ways'just ahead'"• 

By this definition, then, e.nyone who has the slightest ambition to'im-

~'rOVe himse1f fin2.nci:üly may be said to h2.ve intermùized the goecl of 

monetE.ry success. Not on1y does this seem extr2.v2.gant but it be1ies 

the genero.l tenor of r.is Hhole thesis and obscures the most important 

point. Tbroughout his discussion of "the success theme" .?.s portr2.yed 

by the :rrl2ss media - the basis of his centre.l hypothesis - he refers to 

success almost enb.re1y in terms of 11 reaching the top", "rising to the 

estate of economie roy2lty11 , "goifl-C: from rags to riches 11
, and so on. 

On1y in p2.ssing does he state that anv stande.rd of achievement !llé'.y be-

coll'le "differently a.ccepted" among the severé'.l soci2.l str2.ta é'.S success-

ful. Thus, it is impossible to determine from Herton1 s discussion ex2ctly 

-v.rh2.t he means by success. 

But even if success cannot be measured on the bDsis of Herton1 s 

thesis, is not the key phrese 11 over emphasis" re.ther than "success"7 

Hmrever one defines success, the i~)ortant point is not measuring the 

extent of internalization of the go.s.1 but re.ther the extent of internali-

zation of the means to achieve -vrhatever one accepts as successful. The 

essentia1 issue, then, is not Hhether or ho;.r far an individua1 desires 

1
• Robert Herten, gp. cit., p. 136 from a study b'J H. F. Cl.?.rk for which 

there is no specifie reference. 



to improve his financial status but rather hO'i<T :much he wants to do :tt 

and hO'itJ frustrated he js in his efforts. Is his desire to rise economically 

so strong that he is willing to use illegal means7 Or is he so frustrated 

in his efforts that he viould resort to illicit methods7 Or is it possible 

th<:tt he could be so frustr.2ted tho.t he rebels against society by violating 

the lavi but not in such 2. vtay the.t he g2ins fin:;,ncially from it? These 

are the main operational questions to be asked from Herton1 s theory. 

A conclusive test for the significance of this source of anomie with 

regard to delinquency would of course involve demonstratil1f:; the,t a sub-

stantie.l number of the working clHss (the class to which members of both 

groups belong) v.rere exposed to an intense pressure to rise financielly, 

without é, corresponding pressure to do it legally, and accepted the goal 

without 8.ccepting the legitima.te means, Such an enormous and complicated 

task would not be necessary, hOtt;ever, me rely to exPlore the possible re-

lationship betl-men this source of anomie and a given delinquent group. 

Thus, on the be sis of Merlon 1 s the ory one could hypothesize thê.t: 

1) The members of the delinçuent group will have experienced a greater 

amount, of s'ocially disrupted rel;:;tionships than the members of the non

delin~uent group.
1 

2) The members of the delinquent group, in contrast to the members of 

the non-delinquent group, will feel or vlill h8.ve felt prlor to this re-

search a defini te pressure, particularly from their parents, to iinprove 

themselves economically without a corresponding pressure to attain their 

ends lege.lly. 

1 • This hypothesis will be explored by :~stablishing &.nd comp2.ring the 
background, mobility, end pP.rticipation factors mentioned on P• 47. 
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::3> The rnembers of the delinquent e;roup vdll have less educational and 

vocational tr;ining than the members of the non-delinquent group. 

4) In contrast to the members of the non-delinquent group, they will 

feel that the qualifications they have or c~m acquire are inadequate 

to achieve their go~ls. 

5) If the members of the delinquent group reject the cultural go.!:'.ls of 

economie progress and social assent, then they will substitute culturally 

unacceptable goals and will consider their deviant behavior either as a 

rebellion against society or as useful in the attainment of their own goals. 

6) If, on the other hand, the members of the delinquent group do desire 

to ri se socially and economically, if the.t desire is intense, if they 

feel they lack the qualifications necessary to the achievement of their 

go::ùs, and if they he.ve not felt a pressure to achieve their ends 

legally, then the members of the delinquent group will h2.ve invented 

illicit methods for the expressed purpose of financial gain.1 

In order to explore these hypotheses, the following will be established 

and cornpared: 

1) Whether or not the subjects have felt any pressure from their 

parents or others to rise socially and/or economically; 

2) ~ihether or not they felt a corresponding pressure to rise financially 

by legal means or to break the law; 

J) lfuat educational and other qua.lifications they actually have to 

attain their economie and social goals, what credentials they perceive 

1. 
It is clear from the wording of these and other hypotheses, that much 

vTeight is placed on the accuracy of individual perception. This 
problem will be discussed in Chapter VI. 
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to be neces:::;ary for such attainment, é:md wh<::,t r:ualifications they think 

would be necessar,y for the achievement of their ideal economie and social 

goals; 

4) Their present positions, their job goD.ls ( v<hét type of job they hope 

realistically to attain in the future), and their ideal job choice; 

5) ',fuat the subjects earn, Hhat they hope reallstically to eenl in the 

future, and what they would like to earn ideally; 

6) Their current styles of life (living conditions, class, and spend

ine hebits), th::t style of llfe Hhich they hope realistically to achieve 

in the fUture, and that which theywould consider ideal; 

7) If their present qualifications, jobs, earnings, and styles of life 

are different from th ose they hope reeJ.istic.glly to e.chieve, what they 

feel ~be done to elimine.te this discrepancy and what they are in fact 

doing; 

8) If the ir actual goals are different from their ideal goals, why 

they are different and whether a change would be possible realistically; 

9) If such a change would be possible, why they do not or will not 

attempt to change; 

10) 'dhether or not they consider material wee.lth so important that they 

would be willing to use any method, legitimate or illegitimate, to 

attain it; 

11) How the delinquants view their own deviant behavior. 



CHAPTER III 

ALBERT CŒEN 

THESIS 
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The third major theoretical controversy during the late forties ~nd 

fifties was cre~ted by the publication of Albert Cohen's Delinguent Boys 

in 1955. Subtitled "The Culture of the Gang11 , this provocative theory 

seeks to explain the peculiar content and origin of vrhe.t, in Cohen' s 

viev:, is the t;:tpical delinquent subculture. Although Cohen's theor;;; is 

based largely on those of Sutherhnd e.nd Herton, he rejects them as 

adequate explanations of delinquency on the grounds th.e.t neither theory 

accounts for the properties vrhich characterize most clelinquent gang 

ectivity. In short, they do not fit the facts. 

Hh:;:.t are the facts a theory must fit? According to Cohen, most de

linquent behavior is non-utilitarian in the sense that it is not moti

vated by profit or gain but rather 11for the hell of it" - for the 

malicious enjoyment of others' discomfort ~.nd the delight in defying 

taboos, for the deliberately negative purpose of doing exactly the re

verse of. vrhat is prescribed by middle cless norms. Other traits of 

gane; ,cctivity .2.nd the structure of the gang include hostilit_;y to non

member ,;_Jeers a.nd ç,dults, versatility rather than specialization of their 

activities; strong grouu .:l.Utonom.y or intolerance of restre.int eYcept from 

•.rithin the group itself; and shortrun hedonism, the lack of interest in 

planning long-term goals or organized recreation. 

Like Merton, Cohen assumes that the .American emlJhasis on economie 

success is basically a middle chss ide.?.l but one which is shared to 

sorne extent by all classes. Since education and certain va.lues are 

prerequisites to competition in an e ssentially middle class system, those 

who lack them are extremely handicapped. The educational system, as 

stated in Oohen's general hypothesis, is structured so that lat·rer class 



boys are alienated from school and lower class cultures do not prescribe 

the kinds of discipline necessary to achieve middle class go.?.ls. 

lliiddle cl.:l.ss ethics, in contrast to working cLass norms, place great 

value on ambition to achieve difficult goals; rational planning and 

allocation of resources as weil .?,s budgeting of time; self-control v-rith 

regard to physical z;>.ggression 2nd violence; the cultivation of manners 

and personability; constructive recreation i.nvolving study, practice, 
' 

and the development of skills; individual responsibility or a reluctance 

to turn to others for help; ~nd respect for property. All of these are 

norms and v <ÙUes which Cohen believes the middle cJœa:;s try to instill in 

their children, "t·rho are taught to evaluate themselves and others by the 

possession of these 11virtuous 11 qualities before they ever begin their 

formal education. 

Perhaps the most systematic introduction Horld.ng boys h~:.ve 

to competition for status by middle class criteria is i~. school. Cohen 

maintains that the 11 democratic conception" of education im:plies that a 

major function of the schools is to revrard middle class ambition and 

conform:it;y to middle class expectations. This happens, in br:ief, because 

middle clE.ss boards of education representing middle class parents hire 

middle cl.?.ss teachers to foster the development of widdle class behavior. 

A;)parently r,relfare agencies, youth groups, <md religious orga:nizations 

(generally sponsored and maintained by widdle class people) tend to 

foll01-r a similar pattern. 

Anyone who does not me a sure up to these stand::>.rà s :is cons:idered a 

problem and a failure as a person. Lackine the necessary preschool 
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t.raining f'nd discipline, it is most likely tha.t working cla.ss children 

will be unprepored and in many cases UI18.ble to meet these criteria. 

~fuether or not l1'.iddle class standards of T,Jorth are applied to individua.ls 

directly, they carmot be indifferent to the se standa.rds becD.use they are 

the norms of people who control their lives in school and in organized 

play, perhaps even in religion, and certa.inly in job choice when the 

time cornes. To the e;...'tent that the 't«rorking clE.ss b~- 1dthout the 

essential prerequisites values middle class status, he is faced 1-rith the 

problem of having his sense of vJorth destroyed, developing feelings of 

insecuri ty along vri th a sense of frustre, ti on. and losing confidence 

in learni.ng thé'.t which he is capable of learning. 

According to Cohen, lower class boys may react tc this problem in 

one of three ways. A fevT decide to conform regardless of their limita

tions; they m.:mage somehovr to overcome their status handicap, acquire 

middle class 11virtues 11 , finish school, 2.nd go on to college. others, 

probably the vast P.Jajority, solve the problem by retreating from it. 

These corner boys, as they are named after '•'lilliam Foote h'hyte 1 s descrip

tion in Street Corner Society, may or may not complete their high school 

training for it is not necessary for the kind of a.cceptable but 11dead

end11 jobs they ldll eventually attain. They prefer not t6 t~.ke the 

risks .?.nd sacrifices of the 11 college boy response" (also named after 

r,-fuyte' s account); th2t might mean giving up a vray of 1ife w·hich is 

familiar a.nd possible failure should they try something else. Both 

college boys and corner boys, Cohen asserts, inhibit their overt 

a;gression "and even their conscious recognition of their ~in hostile 

impulses 11 against middle cl.sss morality 11for (they) acknœ-rledge the 



legi tirnacy of' the rules by 1-rhich they are stigmc tized 11 • 
1 

Despite its obvious costs, the delinquent response has sorne ad-

vantages over that of the corner boy. Delin~uent subcultures are dis-

tinguished by the overt and wholesale repudiation of' middle class standards. 

Should corner boys engage in beha.vior which is defined as delinquant, 

such as truancy, 11it is not because non-conf'ormity to middle class norms 

2 defines conf'oril'ity to corner boy norms 11 • Rather it is because conf'ormi-

ty to middle class norms interferes with his own; the f'act that truancy 

is .s. d elinquent of'fense is incidental to his desire to escape a dull 

and possibly humiliating situation. In contra.st, members of delinquant 

subcultures Hhich are formed through a process of mutual conversion, 

engage in delinquant activity precisely bec2..use it is delinquant, because 

it is the very antithesis of' middle class norms. The corner boy1 s 

recognition of the acceptability of middle class values prevents him 

from being overtly hostile but membership in a delinquant gang legiti-

mizes aggression and eliminates any ambiguity of st2.tus that the corner 

boy might have. 

Just how much delinquants are capable of legitimizing aggression -

to what extent delinquants actually reject middle class society - is 

not cle2r from Cohen' s statement. He argues on the one hand th2t the 

child who breaks clean with middle class morality has no moral inhibi-

tions about expressing his aggression freely 2.gainst the so-urce of his 

frustr2.tion. This connection between st2..tus frustr;::tion and the 

aggressiveness of delinquent subcultures, he submits, is more plausible 

1 • Albert Cohen, Delinouent Boys (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 
1955) p. 132. 
2. 

Ibid., P• 129. 
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than many frustration-asgression hypotheses because there is no doubt 

about the target of the aggression which, in this instance, is the 

manifest cause of their st~tus problem. Yet in the imrnediately proceed-

ing discussion, Cohen applies Parson1 s insight regarding deviant be

havior1 and asserts that these norms do not 11really undergo total ex-

tinction, th2.t instead they press for recognition. In order to cope 

with this threat to their stability, delinquents 1 over-react 1 , probably 

in the form of an 1irrational 1 , 1malicious 1 , 1unaccountable' hostility 

to the enemy wi thin .::ls well as the enemy t.-!i th out: the noms of the 

2 
respectable middle society".. If the mechanism of reaction-formation 

is an element of delinquent behavior, is it a completely effective one? 

In other words, does it ena ble the delin:~uent to make a com:Jletely clean 

break ïdthot~t ::my moral inhibitions regë.rding ::>.ggression, or does it 

merel;y force any inhibitions into the b.eckground to remain a kind of 

underlying ambivalence? Perhaps delinquents cannat fully reject these 

norms at all once they are internalized but r2ther fluctuate continually 

between rejection, over-reaction, .".nd acceptance. In any CRse, the 

idea thc.t ::: cleë.n breélk can be made is doubtful. 

In summerizing Cohen1 s theory, delinquency is one cost of a 

democracy in vThich the middle cl2.;c-s, being overwhelmingly dominant in 

nwnber l:'.nd rxr,.,..er, sets the st.:.ndc.rds of success and provides its young 

-vrith the disciplines, values, 2nd other equipment necessary to a.chieve 

it. Lower classes are either unable or unwilling to furnish their 

l. Talcot P2rsons, The Social Svstem (G1encoe, Illinois: The Free 
Press, 1951) discussion of 11 Ro1e Conf1ict and the Genesi:::; of Deviance 11

, 

PP• 280-28). 
2• Ibid., p. 133. 
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young ;dth these prereauisites, 2.nd consequently the major:tty of them 

are not prepared to compete. For those Hho vrish to coml:"ete this presents 

a :œoblem. Pç~rticipation in delinquant subcultures, vïhich have been 

formed through a process of 1nutual conversion offers a solution to that 

problem. 

Cohen himself is the first to attest to the need for research on 

his thesis. In fact, he is currently engoged in e.n intensive study 

1 
w-hich -vrill be ~1ubl:tshed some time in the near future. Until this and 

other supporting research can verify the theory >-ri th empiric:-.1 evidence, 

Cohen can only continue to answer his critics on theoretical grounds. 

Greshe.m SykE's and David J:.Tatza 1-rere perhe.ps one of the first to 

criticize him. In 1957, e. year after Delinauent Boys 1>Tas publishE'd, they 

2 
2.rgued thn.t IYk?.ny delinquants see:rn to be at leBst pç~rtially cornrrd.tted to 

the dominant social norms because they frequently exhibit. guilt or shame 

Fhen they viol2.te its prescri:f!tions. other evidence of their commit-

ment ma.y be seen i.n thei.r accord or approv2l of certain conformine; 

figures e.nd 

fer their 1}eviance. Delinc:uents do this, Sykes a.nd 

Katza 1112.intdn, bec.:J.use they àevelop mechanisms 1,rhich neutre.lize the 

l. 
A more detailed description of this project is given belo.-r (see p. 88). 

2 
• Gresham S;ykes e.nd David 1-htza, "Techniques of Neutralization", 

American Soc'iolord.cal Review, 1957, 22: rS64-670. 



1 
disapproval flOt.Ji.ng from internalized norms. 

These technic;ues, rna:i.nly in the form of rationallzations and 
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justifications, precede delinquency e.nd perh~.ps Make it possible for i t 

to occur at all. B;J denying responsibility for his &etions, by learn-

ing to viet..r hirnself as a.cted Ul1on rather tha.n acting, the delinquent 

c~m deviate without necessarily atta.cking directly the dominant norms 

themselves. Second, the delin~uent can deny to himself that his action 

is injurions. Third, should the delinquent be forced to adrrd.t the.t there 

bas been an injury, he cc.n vievr i t 2.s a form of rightful rete.liation or 

l)Ul1lsl1nrent. The delincluent ce.n ~)ush this technique to an eJ:treme and 

condemn the conder.'nors; by e.tt2.cking or discrediting othe'~"s, the Hrong-

fuJ..ness of his mm hehEvior tovr2.rds them CG.n more er:.sily be repressed. 

F:tna.lly, he cz.n think of himself as s::crificing the demcnds of the 

l<>.rger society for the c'.emancls of his mm socie.l group. 11 These 1 defini-

tion.s of the situ-rtion' 11,, e.ccording to S~rkes ~.nd Hatze., nrepresent 

tangental or gl-:ncing blo-~trs at the dominant norm system r2.ther than the 

. 2 
cre2.tion of an O~Y;)osing ideolog:r11 • 

1. 
iù.though not directly critical o:f Cohen, the 2.rgument put fort·rard 

by and Jifatza. is suprorted by others. Salomon Krobin in his 
éTticle, 11 Conflict of Velues in Delinquency Jœet!.s 11 , (American 
Sociological RevieH, 1951, 16: 653-662) contends that in any conununity 
where there is a. conflict of norm systems, b oth delinquents a.nd non
dellnquents -vrill internalize aspects of e;:.ch - in fact, Krobin suggests 
tha.t it is the very eY.istence of this duel o:dent2.tion vlhich 9.cco"tmts 
for the delinc;uent 1 s .;:.ggressive destruct.brenes:s. Cl~·rard and Ohlin, 
é'.lso note the significance of various ty-pes of r::-.tionalizations. Richard 
Clo-,Jard .E.nd Lloyd Ohlin, Delincuency é'.nd C'n:Y!ortuni t:v ( Glencoe, Illinois: 
The Free Press, 1960) PP• 130-139. 
2. 

Gresham Sykes and D::vid I'htza, op. ci+~., p. 669. 



Cohen discussed this analysis :Ln 19.58. In e.n article 1-r.citten 1.-lith 

Short, 
1 

he st2.ted thr:.t 2lthough identifice.ti6n of these p2rlicul2.r 

technic:ues of neutralization >vas e. significant Olrô..ssion, his book did 
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emph2.size the importance of reaction-forme.tion. one of the most elemente.ry 

forms of neutre.lization, not only bec~o'Use it is a way of coming to terms 

-vri th one' s delinquent impulses but also be cause i t helps account for the 

specifie content of the deviant behavior in question. In fact, they 

assert the.t the very form.:<>.tion of a delinquent subculture is probab1y 

one of the most universal a.r.d po;v-erful of neutralizing techniques. 

In reviewing Cohen' s comments reg<:>.rding the Sykes and l'Iatza a.rticle, 

i t 1-.rould seem th2..t he does not :;;ctually repudL1.te the essence of their 

criticism: th,:t delinquent norms are not the antithesis of middle cl2.ss 

norms and that the placement and e)~en~ of delinquents 1 b1ows against 

the larger society e.re highly structured rather th,;m being a wholese.le 

attack on the middle class. Sykes and 1-fu.tza cl2.rify and extend this 

point in a later 2.rticle in 1961
2 

vrhich integrates this ç;nd .e.dditional 

criticisms of Cohen' s theory into a general statement. But bef ore 

going into the substance of thct article, i t \·d.ll be useful to revie1.v 

the recent empirica1 findings and criticisms upon 1-;hich it is b2.sed 

as -vrell as the findings of research on the f21llily and the gang 1-1hich 

have signi.ficant implications for Cohen1 s theory. In effect, this re-

vieN· will cover all the major research of the fi:fties. 

Sutherland vrrote about crime and culture conflict in genera.l; and 

1 • Albert Cohen e.nd J2.mes Shor-1:., Jr., 11Research in Delinquent Subculture 11
, 

Journal of Social IssUes, 19.58, 14: 20-38. 

2. 
Gresham Sykes snd David J:Iatzs., "Juvenile Delinquency and Subterranean 

Values 11 , A:merican Socio1ogica1 Review, 1961, 26: 712-719. 
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although there 1v-ere many implications his theory regc.rdine class, he 

2ctually said very little about it. 11erton '"'2.s :-:œimarily interested in 

deviance as a form of beh2.vior distinct fror,1 conforming behavior; con

sec._uently his remarks on delinquency in pe.rticule.r are c1uite sketchy. His 

the ory is clee.rly in terms of class, but i t is essentially 2. theory 

,:._bou.t the social structure. Cohen v.re.s the first among the ma.jor post 

'tiorld vlar II theorists to be concerned solely with lower class de

linquen.cy s.nd until ClO!-rard and Ohlin published Delinauency and ()rmor

tunity in 1961, 1-:ro.s the only one to make a systematic st2.tement about 

its nature (.e.part from statistics). Bec.;mse of this, all observations 

during the fifties about the chare.cteristics of delinquents 2.nd their 

delin0uency have specifie i~Jlications for Cohen1 s definition of the 

problem. 

Horeover, Cohen v-ras the first to ad2.pt Sutherland 2..nd I1erton and 

to empha.size both class and conflict. \v'hile Cohen t s a.pplication. is in 

no ,,ray ;;, synthesis of the two, it represented for subsequent researchers 

and theorists the general stçtement for all those who viewed class 

structure and class relationships as perhaps the major cause for de

linc:uency. Consequently, any attack !'gainst this general position 

vTas directed against Cohen 1 s thesis rather than th ose of Sutherland 

and Merton. Thus • the resee.rch of the fifties is not simply an anti

thesis to Cohen' s theory; in ffié'.ny cases, it is also a criticism of the 

school of thoueht he represents. But bec;;:.use most of it l.Jas an attack 

a.gainst Cohen, evaluation of his thesis will proceed the revier;<J of 

litere.ture for this period. 
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The year 2.fter Cohen ;;mblished Delinnuent Boys, there -..r2.s a series 

of research proj ects on the role of the family. The first of the se <·ras 

conducted by Nye
1 

rvhose data concerning "dolescent adjustment in broken 

and in unhappy, unbroken ho!l'les w<:>.s secured from a 25;& s2.mple of all boys 

and girls in grades nine through b-relve in three medium sized towns in 

'llashine;ton State. Data on the p2rent-child relationship was obtained 

from a 50% sample of the s;::.me population. In both parts of the study 

delinquency scales were included in the questionnaire schedules. Alto-

gether 2,32.3 0_uestionnaj.res were used. Nye found that there ..rere no 

significant differences in the distribution of delinquent behavior by 

socio-economic levels; th.st children from homes broken by divorce did 

not ha.ve poorer ::.djustment than th ose from homes broken in other -..mys; 

that in certain area.s, such as school znd church life, adjustment of 

a.dolescents in un.l'lal:lfJY unbroken and in broken homes does not differ 

. . f' tl 2 
s~gm ~can y. From the second part of the project he found th.o.t there 

1• The preliminary findings of this part of the proj ect 2.re reported by 
Nye in 11Pa.rent Adolescent Relationships ::>nd Delinquent Beh.s.vior" 1 Re
see.rch Studies of the State College of l:la.shington, 1956 1 24: 160-170. The 
complete results zre found in "Child Adjustment in Broken and Unhe.ppy
UnbrokenHomes", 1-farriage andFami~yLiving, 1957,19:356-361. Inthis 
study homes "rere considered broken if the adolescent did not ordinarily 
live vrith his original parents. The unha~>py but unbroken fa.milies were 
those l·rhich fell in the bottom tercile of a perentr'.l interaction score 
computed from the amm1nt of quarrelling, n1utual interests 1 and so on. In 
addition each child rated his relationship with his p2rents in terms of 
happiness. 

2• These findings are substantially supported qy the results of a study 
conducted by Chécrles Brmming who found 2. signific::mt correlation behreen 
delincuency and family integration. l'lore important, the findings 1-rere 
essentially the s2Jne when unbroken and broken homes vrere analyzed 
separately. Broken homes, then, do not appear to be a vali.d i.ndicator of 
f<:<.mil;y disorgani.za.tion, he suggests th.?t the term should be redefi.ned or 
abandoned. See Charles Brrnmi.ng, 11Di.fferential Impact of Fàmily Dis;.. 
organizati.Ol;l on Y.l.él.le Adolescents," Social Problems 1961, 8: 37-45. A 
si.mi.lar analysis 1-re.s made by Jackson Toby, 11 Di.fferential Impact of F2mily 
Disorganization11

, Juneri.can Sociolor:-i.cal Revim.v 1 1957, 22: 505-512. 



was a significant correlation between rejection of one or both parents 

and delinquent behavior. Rejection of this type, he suggested, hinders 

the adoption of the parent as a conforming adult model and therefore 

weakens the p<'œents 1 ëtbili ty to. be :gents of social contro1.
1 

Although :Nye :found little differences in the correlation between 
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delinquency and paterna.l rejection as com~1a.red to the correlation between 

delinquency and maternal rejection, there is sorne evidence that the 

paterna.l relationship is more important - at least for boys. In a con-

trolled study of 11 agrressive 11 and 11non-aggressive 11 boys, Albert Bandura 

and Richard Halters ·round little difference in the amount of warmth émd 

esteem that the subjects in each group shm,red their mothers; in con-

trast, the aggressive boys shot..J"ed much evidence of having experienced 

a severe break in the father-son relé:tionship.
2 

And from a re

examination of the old Cambridge-Semerville study,J ~-lilliam and Joan 

NcCord found that criminal rates were highest among pa.ternally rejected 

boys v.rhose :fethers were criminal. · Hot·rever t consistent discipline 

coupled wit.h love from at least one parent seemed to offset any crimo-

genie influence. If the mother we.s also deviant, the chances of 
4 

criminality i;<ere greatly incre2sed even when both parents i·iere loving. 

1 
• Ivan Nye, "The Rejected Parent and Delinquency11 , 1-1arri2.ge ~.nd F::.m:iJ.y 

Living, 1956, 18: 291-297. Albert J. Reiss, Jr., observed that parental 
authority may also be diminished if economie deprivation leads to sub
jective :feelings of insecurity. See .Albert Reiss, Jr., 11 Delinquency e.s 
the Fülure of Personal and Social Ccntrols 11 , American Soçiological Re
~. 1951, 16: 196-208. 

2 
• .Albert Bandura and Richard Walters, "Dependency Con:flicts in Aggressive 

Delinquents", Journal of Social Issues, 1958, 19: 52-66. 

J. See p. 20 (Background to Part I) above. 

4
• ~'iilliam e.nd Joan HcCord, "The Effect of P::œental Role Eodels on 

Cri:rrà.na.lity11 , op. cit, 
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Closely related to this question of p2rents being effective role 

models is the ~uestion of parents being effective transmitters of values. 

Through analysis of the case histories and therapy progr~s for boys 

enrolled in Berkshire Tr.dnine: School, Hartin Haskell found that lat..rer 

class parents exerted é. definite :;_:lressure on their children to conform 

1 
to the law. Similarly, the l•~Cords fatmd the.t the conscious values 

even ar;1ong crimin2.ls seemed to support the non-criminal norms of society. 2 

The se studies, te.ken together, shat..r that the nature of the relation-

ships within the fari1ily is of crucie.l importance, pèrhaps even more 

significant than the ability of the fami1Y to urenare the child for the 

achievement of its goé'~s. Horeover, they bring into focus the fact, 

somet-rhat denied by implication in Cohen 1 s theory, that lower clas:::es may 

value laH abidine behavior us llD.lch as other groups of higher socio-

economie standing. 

Throughout the fifties (especially the latter half) there VTé'.S a 

~;rovrine trend in social work and in the mass media to recognize the 

importance of sociological factors in delinouency. Con::;ec;_uently, ob-

servations from these sources have incre::1.singly been st<".ted in soci-

ological terms or at least 1dth reference to them. The result is that 

theor:i.sts have begun to exploit these ne-,;..Jly-found resources and cite 

them as valid empiricé'~ evidence of cert3in patterns of lovrer class de-

linquent behz.vior ::c.s well as the physicé:rl and social conditions e.ssoci-

ated with them. Hore imports.nt, these reports attest to a ne-cv variety 

of gang activity. 

1• Mirtin Haskell, op. cit., p. 223. 
2 • .villiam and Joe.n HcCord, 11The Effect of Pcrental Role Hodel on Crimi
nality", op. cit. See 2.lso Eleanor l:iaccoby, J. P. Johnson, and Russell 
11. Church, op. cit. (The relevant findings of this studywere discussed 
above in regard to Sutherland' s theory. See p. 32, Chapter I.) 
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The •vealth of data provided by Sutherland, Shat-t, Thrasher, and 

other :prominent pre-i'Torld \'lar II sociologists 1>1as limited priln8.rily to 

descriptions of professional thieves, organized criminal gangs developed 

and rr.aintained for the expressed purpose of promoting criminal ca.reers, 

and gangs organized on a temporary basis to fill in the gap betvreen 

childhood and cdult status. Delinquent e.ctivity in the latter case, 

noted JTJ&.inly by Thr.ccsher, is the non-utilitarian, 11Ill.?licious 11 form of 

adolescent play l\hich Cohen described in his Delinguent Boys. Criminal 

gangs and semi-professional thieves, however, are decidedly utilitarian 

;:md definitely orients.ted tcr..r.r..rd criminal ca.reers. Conflict in either 

non-utilitarian or criminal patterns is more or less restricted to 

evuding the laH or anyone e.ttempting to stop them end to w.inor fist 

1 
fights with individuals in other ganes. 

In contr.::st to these tzrpes of go.ng activity, those described by 

soci<?.l ",rorkers <?.nd reporters durine the fifties. ·were maiP.ly oriented 

to drug addiction or ·warlike conflict -vrith other gangs. Virtually 

. t' t t• th t f b h H . S 1. , 
2 

w~ nou ... excep ~on e accoun s o o servers suc as _ <?.r~son é:l.ll.S oury, 

l. In fact as la te as 19J6, Healy stated that 11 In FinL:md, fighting 
1-rith .!<nives, which is never seen here, belon.;s to the trc.ditional 
ideas of the people ••• 11 ',filliam Heùy and Augusta Brenner, NevT Light 
on Delinauency, op. cit. (emphasis added). 

2 
• Rarison Salisbury, The Shook-un Generation (New York: Hç~er and 

Brothers, 1958). Salisbury is one of the first to note, contr.ary to 
w·idespread opinion, th.at race is not the basis of g2-ng warfare but 
r.s.ther it is b.ased on geographical location. Not on]_y ~:.re ma.ny gangs 
integr.;;ted but .::.lso there 1-rere several instances of battle among gangs 
of the same race or ethnie origin. 



6.5. 

Paul Craw.ford,
1 

e.nd \·lalter Bernstein, 2 to name but o. fevr, 3 emphasized 

these distinctive features of gang life; the desperate need for indi-

vidual rn.embers to mal<e a re:pu.tation for themselves and their gangs; the 

underlying desire to avoid the violence of their special kind of -vrarfare 

for settling dis;:mtes accompanied by a lack of ex;:>erience and faith in 

other methods of terminatinz quarrels; the rigidity of ideology and 

social stratification Hi thin each gang (the substt>...nce o.f Hhich is <:ÙHe.ys 

well-known to other e;e.ngs); and a universal acce:ptance of rules de.fining 

the procédure of decla.rinG c.nd 1r..aldng 1-r2.r amongst themselves - this 

includes special 1var officers, 11 sumrnitn conferences held on tenement 

rooftops, and t~senals for assorted weapons ranginz from chains and 

1 ' t nd ' . 4 c_uos o guns a 1cruves. The crotesque simila.ri ty bet;-:een gar..g war-

f<::~re .::.nd conventional Har crnong nations he.s been noted by most of these 

;;-;riters Nho, co1mnitted to soci~.l reform, tend to e:rrr;:1h2-si:::e the delinquant 

l. Pe.ul Crawford, ·~rorking ;:ith Teenage Gangs (Nmv York: The \,·Jelfe.re 
Council of Ne•-r York, 19.50). 
2 • 'dalter Bernstein, 11 The Cherubs kre Rumbling 11 , The Ne1..r Yorker, 
September 21, 19.57• 

J. Other accounts may be found in Rea.ching the Unreached (Nevl York: 
Ne1v York City Yout'·: Board, 19.50) Sylvan Fut"man ed.; Stacey Jones, 
"The Cougars - Life Hi th a Delinquant Gang 11 , Harpers Hap;azine, 19.57 
Uovember; :tnd ~<lill Che-san, 11 Teenage G:::ngs from the Inside 11

, Ne1·r York 
Times K:.p;azine, 1957, 1-r~?.rch 21. 

4
• Nearly all of these reyorts h.,.,ve come from l'Je-v• York City. ~my they 

he.ve not been observed before is deb:table. >Jhether it is bec:::use of 
Ne-;-v York' s increased interest in the problem or v-rhether these g:mgs 
have only just emerged is not lmown .for certain. Furthern:ore, the f8.ct 
that so fnr, the se ge.n~s he.ve been :)eculi.<>.r to New York -vmuld indicate 
that their emergence is cle~Jenient upon certain fe.ctors not conmon in 
other ci ti es. Host of the er.r:1irical evidence in the past has cCir..e from 
observers in the Chicago and ooston are~s. 
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nature of the adult 1·rorld which they feel is l.=crgely responsible for these 

1 
soci~l problems. 

In read:tng the accounts of those who hr:lve h2d e;:t,ensive and intil112.te 

contact Hith delinquency - including scholars of the thirties 2.nd forties -

it is interesting to note their constant references also to the 2.cute 

boredom 2.nd strong leadership apparently comrnon to all types of lrnver 

2 class gangs. Yet both of these characteristics have been virtually 

ignored by theorists as factors thc.t m.ight at least structure the particu-

u.r form of delino,uency in any D.ven area. 

Second, the se reports rnalœ the idee. th:o>.t delinquents are rebelling 

2.ge.inst the rr.iddle class al one se~m highly questionable. To begin -vn th 

observers <::.nd social i·rorkers alike noted th<::.t one of the gré?.Vest problems 

é?.mong delinquents in lrn"'er clé:.ss urh::.n aree.s l-l'?.s to introduce them to 

the Forld beyond their street block. Pre-school children in these high 

delinc:ucncy :::.reas tended to be almost complete~r insul:::ted fro1n experi-

ences outside their homes or neighborhoods and any ev2.luation of ~nother 

pers on 1 s beh:o>.vior that they may h:'Ve :tll2de w:s much more likely to be 

JnD.de on the bssis of conformity or non-conformity to the la.iv re.ther th;;m 

1. 
Social reformers are not alone in this vier·r• Amon;:; the many soci

ologi..sts end other scientists Hho subscribe to this position, Fi.ilton 
Barron' s The Juvenile in a DelinC'uent Society (New York: lù..fred 1 .• 
lillopf, 19 54) 2.nd Paul Goodrn.?.n 1 s Grrndng Un Absurd (NeioJ York a K:.ndo:m 
House, 19.56) stand out :os cb.ssic st::.tements • 

..., 

.::... ~ ' ' bly . t• f . J:> • 1 th' , d .t!ixcep"L prooo ~n ne ca.se o. sem-proJ.ess~on.s. ~eves 2.na rug 

.:::.dclicts -vrho genera.lly e.ssocbt.e in very SJ112.ll, relatively unstructured 
Groups r.2ther than large, orc21li?.ed gancs. 



on one of class dL'ferences since they uere 2.11 frorn the s2.me cl2ss.
1 

Public school, ,,;eli·are !?.geney, and church populations, based l::reely on 

2 geogrt':.:phic Jocdion tended to follOi-J the s:::.me !"attern. Life •·dthin 

these districts H2S generally characteri7.ed by disorganized family re-

lationships; ine.deq'~2.te education<::.l, recre.::.tional, <:>nrl religiotls facil~--

ties or procrams; po . .-;;sibly èiscriminç;_ting or ether forms of illicit 

police trer.tment. .t..nd, to r;_uote from Te.nnenba:r.un, 11 0nce the !3211;3 he.s been 

developed, it becomes 2. serious corrt:,etit.or Hith other institutions :::.s 2. 

conLrolling fz.ctor in the hoJI' s 1iff!. The imr,ort:c:nce of the g::mg lies 

in its being the on1y social ':rorld of the boy' s mm age 11 .J In vifO:vl of 

these circUI'lSL~~nces the lil<-elihood that delinc;uents hc,ve HllJ' concept of 

class seems very small. 

Th.ird, this deluge of reports :md observ."tions durine; the fifties 

establishes beyonô OO').ht the e:z:::i.stfmce of entirely diffF:rent patterns. 

L:.:ton~ other thinzs, it r::.ised the cruciGl question of hO\·~ m.."'.ny types 

of del::i.nc:u.ent ~1attcrn::: thet'~' vere. Cohen and others inmediately re-

exélmined the li ter.:. ture ;.nd cc.me up \d.th e. v~rlety of ~nsFers. The 

tern described ln his book Cohen calls the "parent male subculture 11 

l. One social work~~r in do;;mtrnm Detroit estimc.tes that [l..is D-gency de.:"ls 
1..ri.th over 300 delin:;uents ..rho have 11 no co:rlprehension of the middle class 
:system". .'~dd5_tional proof thD.t delinc-_uency there is not :!}rimarj_ly a 
response to middle class control may be seen in the fc.ct th2.t 11 there 
h2.ve been no Iaec.surable cha.nges in delinc·uency pr>.t.terns occ:.'sion('ld by 
the tremendous ch:Emc;e in middle cbss composition (in thGt city) during 
the l2 tl·ro decades". Herrnan Hirtle, Director of the Y.H.C.A., Dmm
tovm Brçmch, Detroit, in 1:. p::,rsonal co:rrmmnication. 
?. • • ..., _, M "" , _• 

Sal~sbury, Barron, anet vrc.vrror,J., are partJ.cularly ad.;:;J'<iê.nt. in their 
denunci<:>.tion of educe.tional, Helfere, é'.nd religious le::>ders for 2.llOT:r-
in:::: dtu::;.ticn to occur end persist. 
-;. 
~ Frank Tannenbaum, Crime _<md the C~rn.munity, on. cit., p. 10. 
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because it is prob2bl;;r the r;·,ost cor,1mon v:criet~r in this countr;y. 11 Semi-

pro.fessionç'.l theft 11 , the second in Cohen 1 s t~}Jolozy, does not correspond 

Hit!l :Sutherl~nd' s concept of 2. criminal elite oi' the same name but 

rather signifies 2. st2.ge in the history of a delinq_uent c::.reer proceed-

ing from trivi2.l to serious, OCCéèsion2.l to frec~uent, aclventitious to 

systematic, crimes by inô.ivid.u:-:ols vrho becoHle isolco.ted into highly 

organi::ec1 ;:::::roups. Then, in addition, the:re 2.r~ the drug ::>.ddict sub-

cultures, middle clét;.;~s delinc_:uent p2.tt.erns, 2.nd conflict-oriented sub-

c,_,J_b_'.res c-rhieh consist of l2.rr;e 2;2.ngs founded on anc1. m<:.intained by 

<-r2,rf.::ore 2.monz themselves.1 The typology subseq_uently developed by 

Clor~cl. ~nd Ohlin is simil~r to C0hen1 s b1.1t they exclw~ed middle cl:!.ss 

delinquency (since they uere only concerned >·rith 10\·rer cl::.ss culturP-s) 

2nd incorpor .... ted drug ~.ddiction .:md .seJlli-professional theft into more 

general types 1-rhich they called resiJectively, the "retre2.tist 11 p2.ttern 

and the "criminal" pattern.
2 

The recos;n".tion th2.t there vrere distinct V?rieties of è.elinc:uent 

behavior led to o.nother import2.nt c;uestion: does each type of oelinquent 

beh2.vior rec~uire an entirely diff Tent expl2mtion? Cohen 2rgued the t 

2.t le::..st m:i.ddle cl2.ss delincn1ency lMY be distinguished from the ethers 

on theoreticol crounds since it probably crises in response to prolüems 

of adjustment Hhich e.re c.h9.mctm::ist~ly prcxlucts of middle cbss social-

1. 
Albert Cohen and Jomes Short, Jr., "Rese.:>.rch in Delinquent Subcultures11

, 

op. cit. 

2. 
R.ich2Td Clo;·rard 2.nd Lloyd Ohlin, Delin:_,uency end Oonortunity, on. cit. 
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J.Za ~on 2.00 _l,:e Sl ue. J.ons. He .2.dmi tted in the end • bOt-TeVe!' 1 th.".t 

there is not sufficient evidence to determine conclu.sively Hhether 

~11 patterns ::.re VE.ri2.nts of 2. common subculture 1-rith quc:ùitatively 

distinct etiologies or quantitative e.xtremes of :::. common subculture 

vr.tth the s:tme vcri~.bl'9s e.ccounting for their e::;r,istence ~ their 

extremity. 2 Subsequent theorists have h~d little to add to this stc.te-

ment. 

r,fuf't h2 s been questioned is 1·rhether or not the structure of de-

linc-~uent groups tvdcall·v· th2.t de seri bed by Thr2.sher, v.rhich virtuaJ.ly 

students of delinquency he.ve accepted. The revievr of em;oirice.l 

literature sug;::;ests tho.t .:olthough there may be a v:;o.riety of delinquant 

l. host theorists tend to agree 1.vith this e.rgUlnent but one of the 
Gre:·test difficulties they have encountered in formu1ating a!"Y ex
plane.tions is that no one se ems to knovr exe.ct1y· Hhat i t is. One of the 
feH attempts lll<l.de in this direction r.·ms by Hi1liz,m ~ilattenburg él.nd 
James Balistrieri ( 11 Automobile Theft: A 1 Favored Group 1 Delinquency11 

1 

American Journ.:::>.l of Sociolor,y, 1952, 57: 575-579) vrho tried to uncover 
some of the sociological variables related to middle class delinquency 
by comp2ring the social ch2r.sct.eristics of boys committing the offense 
of 2.utomobile theft 1:rith boys committing 1..rhst they assumed were more 
ty-pical 10\-rer chss offenses. This e.ssumption vras highly criticized 
by Herbert Bloch and Arthur Neiderhoffer who wrote: 11 Perh2.ps it might 
be 2-dvisable for sociologiGts ••• ~'J2ttenburg and ••• Balistrieri ••• 
to change the em::;;hasis ;;:nd quotation ll'l2.rks to 1 Automobile 'L'heft: A 
Favored ''Group Delinquenc~ •• • • • bec2.use automobiles 2.re stolen in 
every çlass 11 , See Herbert Bloch and Arthur Neiderhoffer, The Gang 
(Nett.r York: The Philosophic2.l Library, 1958). For e.n up-to-d<'.te 
sUlmnary of 2ll the different theories purporting to explain middle 
class delinquency see Robert Bohlke, "Social Nobility, Stratification, 
Inconsistency, and lfrl.ddle Glass Delinquency11 (Social Problell'l:$ 1 1961, 
8: 351-364), which seeks to account for the alleged increase in this 
ldnd of delinquency. 

2. It this problem which Cohen working on novT, 
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patterns, the structure is essentially e. highly organiz.ed one. In 

1959 le'I-Tis Yablonsky1 argued th2.t much of •-vh2t appe.::rs to be rigid and 

cohesive applies only to a very small inner core of the group, which 

leads or coerces the V·ast majority of membership into group e.ction in 

a rather disorganized, haphazard way. Yablonsky came to this con-

clusion E.fter four ye:.rs of reseErch into and direct contact v."ith 30 

delinquent gangs in New York City slwn area.s. Viewing human collee-

tivities on a continuum of organiz<:1.tional characteristics there are 

mobs at one extrerne and cohesive, highly orge.nized groups at the 

ether. G~mgs such as the Cherubs, Black Knights, and Coug<?.rs are 

neither mobs nor true groups, a.rgued Yablonsky, but rather what he 

calls 11 near-groups 11 vrhich, apart from the inner core, are charac-

terized by a minimal consensus of norms , shifting membership, in-

dividualized ~md diffuse role definitions, limited cohesion, im-

permanence, disturbed leadership, and lim:i..ted definitions of member-

ship expect<>tions. These near-groups are midv1ay on the continuum, 

accordine to Yablonsk"'b True groups may m.:mifest near-group structure 

under stress, in trensition, or when temporê:>.rily disorg<mized but in 

any case group activity tends to take on the features of mob or cr~~d 

beha.vior Hhen large numbers 2.re gathered; consequently they can become 

extremely violent at the slightest provoca.tion wtthin or outside the 

group. 

Thr~ùghout his analysis Yçblonsky emphasized the emotional basis 

of le2_dership 2.nd inèividual participation in group activity; he mc:tin-

l. le1-Tis Yablonsky, 11 The Delinquent Gang a.s a Ne2X Group", Social 
Problems, 1959t 7: 108-117. 



tained that the ?rimar.Y function of the gang is to provide a channel 

for acting out hostility and aggression and thereby to satisfy the 

continuing and rnomentary emotiona.l needs of i ts members. The suprerne 

example of this is the function of violence which is a highly valued 

Means for individuals 2.nd groups to achieve a reputation. 

Unfortunately 1 Y2.blonsky did not def'ine cle:e.rly 1·:hat he me<?.nt by 

emotional disturbance or the causes of violence. Y.~ainly because of 

this his 2.rgument ha.s been criticized by H2rold Pf2.utz
1 

who submitted 

that the ch2.racteristics of near-groups c2n be more productivel;y 

orgatù.zed in terms of Hhat Herbert Blwner c.:?.lled expressive social move

ments. Expressive movements 1 according to Blumer
2 

do not seek to change 

the institutions of the social order; the tensions and unrest out of 

"Hhich they emerge r.re not focused on some objective social change vrhich 

the movement seeks collectively to acllieve4 Instead they are released 

1. 
Harold Pfautz, 11Near Group Theory and Collective Behavior11 , Social 

Problems, 1961, 9: 167-174. Actually, Pfautz misinterprets a great 
deccl of "Hhe.t Yc.blonsky s.:ùd. For example, he argues that Yablonsky 
does not b.2.se his ana],ysis of the group-mob continuum on orgatrl.z.ational 
charz.cteristics and that he fails to appreciate that gang and g.2.ng ·Nar
f':;œe constitute collective attempts to solve the· problems faced by a 
pD.rticular segment of 2.dolescents in a p0rticular social situation. 
These criticisms seem to be gross misjudgrnents. Moreover, Pf'autz 
actually accepts the substance of Y2blonsh.--y 1 s 2.rgument a.nd merely 
pl2.ces it in a different, possibly more productive, context. 

2. 
Herbert Blumer, 11The Field of Collective Behavior 11

, Principles of 
Sociology, Alfred }1. lee, ed. (New Yorl-c: B.rrnes and Noble, 1951) 
pp. 170-216. 
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in sorne kind of expressive behavior.
1 

By incorporating the concept of 

near-group into a theory of collective behe.vior, it is f.JOssible to account 

for violence o.s 2.n eJ>.--pression of social protest. R.:.ther than rely on 

the idea thD.t it flOT,rs main:2..y from emotional disturbances or tlk-;.t it is 

merely the 11 ba.dge of guts 11 , violence, according to Pfautz, is the only 

a.nd most elementary 1-vay in VThich these youths can act together in the 

face of the social unrest Hhich is indigenous to their social environ-

ment. Since expressive movements can ha.ve careers, :?.re subject to 

routi~ization, and can become institutionalized, it is entirely con-

ceivable that Yablonsky' s observ:?.tions refer to 2.n e2.rly stage of the 

conflict su'-:lculture '"hich Cohen, CloHard, Ohlin, ::nd etherE> !Tlê.intain is 

hi:;hly org2.nized. 
2 

Pfe.utz does not nncl.yze this idea any further except 

to sa.y that this formulation Ill2.Y be releva.nt for a theory of the origin 

of conflict-oriented delinquent gangs. But it is also possible to 

reconcile the two theories at yet another point - the source of violence. 

Could violence not be the manifestation of emotional disturbances (not 

in the clinical sense) arising from continued exposure to conditions of 

1 • In his study of drug addiction, H2..rold Finestone found Blumer's 
classification of social movements to be a useful frameHork for 
analysis of the social type of the 11 cat11 or drug user who, because he 
is typically Negro, has been denied by a discriminating society the 
opportu~ity to achieve or identify ~~th status position in the larger 
society. The cat, according to Finestone, is .:;.n expression of one 
possible oc:dapta.tion to such blocking and frustration in a segment of 
the population which turns upon itself and attempts to define within 
itself criteria for the achievement of social status. ~;lithin his own 
isol2.ted sociz.l '·TCrld the c.:-~t attempts to give form .?.nd )Urpose to 
dispositions derived from but denied 2.n outlet Hithin the dominant 
social order. See Harold Finestone, 11Ca.ts, IG.cks, and Color 11

, âocial 
Problems, 1957, 5: 3-14. 
2

" This way of resolving two contradictory sets of observations 
sucgested to Pfautz by James Short in a personal cormnunication. 
Harold Pfautz, op. cit., p. 173, footnote 1 • 

See 
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extreme social UIU"est e.nd economie de:privation, intensified by crowd 

mechanisms such e.s 11 circulçœ-reactionn and 11 contagion11 ? 

Although the observ~ctions of Yablonsky 2nd Pfautz. regarding the 

s·tructure of g.:o.ngs >vere b.<> sed on e:mpirical evidence, the extent of this 

tY9e of structure (as opposed to thst described by Thrasher) has not been 

established ste.tistically. But it certainly challenges the view tha.t 

gangs are ty::;ically well-organized and cohesive. Moreover, the interpre-

tations of these men throw a new light on the c~uses of confJict-oriented 

delinquency and bring into focus the importance of crowd mechanisms Hhich 

may stimul2te or structure much of delinçuent behavior in group situa-

ti ons. 

Perhaps the most significant issue which evidence found during the 

fifties broug;ht into focus vras the rel.stionship betvmen delinquency, 

social wùues, and the class structure. It ·H2s not long bef ore theorists 

began to utilize these new sources of evidence and att?.ck the idea that 

delincuency is e. response to the pressures exerted by a predomin.?.ntly 

middle cle.ss society. Since Cohen was the leading proponent of this 

argument, his theory was the main object of criticism. 

In 1958 ;ralter B. Biller published the preliminary findings of a 

six ye[;cr service-resea.rch project covering sorne seventy 2.reas of 

behavior for twenty-one adolescent corner groups in the slums of an 

eastern city.1 Niller' s whole argument is based on the premise that 

motivation in this situe.tion can be 2.pproached most :productively by 

1• -~{alter B. 11:i.ller, 11LOiver Class Culture as e. Generating YJilieu of 
Gang Delinquency11

, Journal of Social Issues, 19.58, 14: .5-20. 
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attempting to understand the nature of the cultural forces irnpinging on 

the :::cting individual r.s they ·are perceived by the 2ctor hirnself' - r2.ther 

than as they a.re perceived and ev1:'.1Uated from the reference position of 

another cultural system. In the cc.se of gang delinquency, the cultur~ü 

system Hhich exerts the most direct influence is that of the lat-rer class 

cornrm1nit~r itself - not the so-called delinquent subculture ·which hes 

<:>.ri sen through co!lîlict vii th the middle cla.ss and is oriented to the 

deliberde violetion of middle class norms. 

By way of describing lower class culture as he found it, Biller 

discusses six focal concerns or velues e.mong lo~<:er class people - con-

cerns 1-rhich cornr!i2nded >ridesprt:>::.Cl and persistent attention along c·rith 

a high degree of emotional involvement. In arder of their importance 

to 1cuer class people, these concerns or values :::.re: trouble, toughness, 

1 
smartness or cunnins, excitement, fate, e.nd .?.utonomy. Each of these 

j_s conceived as a dimension 1-rithin which a v2.riety of alternatives may 

be follov:ed according to the purticular situc>.tion and persan. Thus, 

for example, >·Ti thin the dimension of e~~ci tement, one individual may 

desire thrills and the threat of d2.nger over gp,fety Ç1nd Hhat he 

perceives as boredom. 

Street corner groups, in Hiller' s vieN, represent the e.dolescent 

variant of this culture. The delinqU:ent. gang is only one sub-t:ype 

which happens to be defined on the basis of participation in law 

violating activity e.nd it should not be considered separe.tely from 

1. 
Cr. The velues or concerns of the middle cle.ss as described by 

Cohen, p.53 • 

-----------····-~·~~·····--



lower class culture but rather e.s 2.. VF'.riant of 10\-rer adolescent 

groups. If conformity to the norms of one reference group constitutes 

violation of norms u:;)held by other reference e;roups, the immedia.te 

reference group norms i·rill be much more corn::_Jelling since deviance 

..rithin the group may be controlled by expulsion, its most pOtv-erful 

sanction. Status within conforming 2.nd non-conforrrdng groups is 

e.chieved and rnainb.ined by demonstrated :-:>ossession of the valued quali-

ties in 10\·.rer class society. It involves, for both types of ado-

lescent grou;?, <?n intense desire to be viewed by others o.s adult which 

they do not oefine in terms of responsibility but rd.ther acc;uisition 

of cert2.in symbols of adul t st:otus, su ch as 2 c2.r, rec.dy ce. sb, per-

ceived 11freedorn 11 to drink, and so on. 

As to why one street corner group becomes delinquant Hhile .;mother 

does not, Hiller ansHers only in extremely r;enert::.l tBrms: "the corn-

znission of crime ••• n.otive.ted by the a.ttempt to achieve ends, 

stz.tus, or candi tions 1-rhich e.re v3lued e.nd to 2.void th ose "t·rhich are 

disve.lued In the final analysis this hypothesis seems little 

more than a rather primitive v2riation of the pleasure-pain principle 

but Hiller 1 s empha.sis on the necessi.ty of underst2.nding delinc:.uent 
1 

behavior in terms of the .culture from which it stems end the importance 

of thet culture on motivation does much to discredit the thesis uhich 

sees delinquency 2.s nega.tive and rebellious, a vieH which evaluates 

only ethnocentrically. 

Hore directly critical of Cohen's theory are Herbert Bloch a.nd 

l. Ibl.·d., 17 P• - • 
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Arthur laederhoffer .,.rhose book, The Gang (1958), he.s received T.;idespread 

attention :md sup:1ort. Like Biller, the authors believe th:ot delinquant 

:;;o.ngs ~re just ~variation of youth group cultures developed s;?onte.ne

ously among ~dolescents to fill the g~n? 'Jet1r1een childhood and e.dul t 

st~tus. All social systems recognize that adolescence is a distinct and 

trying period for the young. I~ny societies aid its youth by defining 

cle9.I'ly Hhat is expected of them, vrhen the transition should be 1118.de, 

a.ny necess2ry conditions or prerequisi tes, end the pc.:rficulsr position or 

st?..tus which C<?.ndid.::.tes l~.y have. .American society m2kes little, if fl.DJ', 

formal prep.;•.r2.tion for the induction of its adolescents to ~dult ste.tus 

and consequently :i.t frustra tes 11 the need to be a man • • • ( 1·Jhich) cuts 

<'.cross class 1ines and can be considered a cultural im!:Jerative of g:.ng 

behe.vior11 •
1 The e;ang furniEhes the seme psycholoe;ical content ::~nd 

function es the m.ore form.:?.lized rituals found in other societies: i t 

prû'rides 2 11 custom-built 11 anSt·rer to strivings for !'dult fulfil:ment. 

Hrnv a r;2.ng develops and becomes delinouent based entirely on 

Tannenbaa'111 s description of the vicious circle.2 

This <:.n;:>.lysi '-' :ccconnts for the existence oî sevnr.::ù cang chare.cter-

:1.'3tics 1-111ich cyther theorists cannot e:z:phin or do not even mention. One 

of is geng ;~hiloso:phy, it.s definition of rne.nllne% :1nd its viev1 of 

ot.hers. like Hill~r, Block. and Niederhofl:'er <>rgtwd th2t c2ng 

JlJembers define ~d1.üthood eccording to symbolic evidences of' manhood 

l·rhich lack the sense of res~onsihiJ.ity PO:r'l118.lly <?.ssociated Hith adtùt 

status; p2..rticipation in sexual E>Y:periences ls <'. desired goal but not 

1. 
Herbert Blor:-h <?.nd /œthur 1~iederhoffer, op. qit,, p. ll.t4, 

2 
• See 2.bove, l'• 12fÂBe.ck;;round to Part I). 
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nw.rriage or 11 pulling" a job is considered a ·vrorthy achievement but not 

getting one. On the other he.nd, g~.ng members tc.ke on the responsibili-

ties of ""· soldier - fighting to the dea th 5.f necessary, enduring all 

pressures exerted to reveal inforill2tion, end so on. Driving cars, 

getting drunk, 11 serving time 11 , smokine;, and g2.ffibling are :>.11 g2ng 8.cti vi-

ties 1-1hlch c.;;~rry the 11 mB.gical cur~'. of manhood 11 • l'..nd singling out, for 

exe~ple, the school as a t.:rget f0r a;;gression is not a protest 

against the middle clE.:ss in general, so :much as it is :: reflection of 

hatred directed the one instituti<m vrhich defines them as boys 

rather th2.n men. 

On the question of g2ng values ~md their origin, 3loch and 

Niederhoff<:>r t·lith the Criminologist, Domüd Taft, t-Tho argued th.2.t 

such g~mg values E·.s loyalty, matE:rie.lism, competition ç;.mong groups, and 

so on ere h~.rdly new values but r~::.th<~r conflict 'l'rith velues of the 1::-rger 

l 
g[~.ng Jn(~mbers. Gang members vie-r,r li.fe :::s a b2.ttle and bec?use the gang 

boy 1ra.nts the same securi ty, recognition, Hnd happiness as the rest of 

societ~~ ; c;:mg 2 s T11uch 2. defensP- ,:; gc..inst li fe 1 s blov1s as i t 

"'·Tl attack on autl<ority. If, in this battle, he viol::tes rd.ddle class 

norms, this is onl;:: inci.dent::.l 2.nd not directed specifie ally at them. 

The autbors 1 specifi~ disr.greements i·dth Cohen' s theory c..re many. 

They point out, first of éùl, th~_t Cohen erroneously cites Thra.sher as 

2. supporting ?.'.tthority. ·~uotes from Thr2.sher sl~crvr that he did not s1.l.p-

1. 
Donald , Criminology (New York: The ~hcmille.n Company, 1950), 

p. 181 quoted in Herbert Bloch and i-.rthur Iaederhoffer, OR• cit., p. 171. 
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port the thesis th"t delinquent offenses :·.re deliber:te 2ttacks agd.nst 

. 1 
rrlidè.le soc:tety. 'i>Ioreover, if lov1er class deJ5.rv:;uency is wa.r 

e.g2.inst the middle clé>.ss, it "rould follow, they 2.rgue, the.t overall class 

wsrfe.re would be affected; yet there is less cl;::ss "'.ntegonism now then 

at s.ny time in Arnerican history. Fin,üly, the authors provide much evi

dence from personal experience2 as well as other sources that the de-

linguent gang is not p2.rticularly versatile, th<:>.t offenses 2.re largely 

utilit;:ri;:m, thet long r.:mge plans ["re frec;uently made and meticulously 

carried out, and that re<:>.sons for true.ncy ;::re extremely v;::ried, 

In feirness tn Cohen it must be mentioned th:::t ,.;hile Thrasher' s 

observ~tions on gang motivation do not support the theory of delinquent 

subcultures, Cohen's description of gang ectivity and structure were 

clos ely on em9irica.l data !-)rovided by Thrasher. Discrep.;mcies 

like thi;s r2. t test strongly to the need for an f'.dequate sociological 

definition e.nd classificr2.tion of delinouency. Another extr;meous source 

of conflict between Cohen' s the ory and that of Bloch and Niederhoffer, 

which ma.y :'lso be accounted for by differences in empirical d.;.ta, is 

the question of age. Thr?sher' s d?te . .;md other materic;;.l used by 

Cohen included mu.ch evidence of t:ruly .iuvenile delinquency (as opposed 

to adolescent delinC';.Uency) 2.nd Cohen1 s theo:ry at lee.st attem: .. nts to give 

e.n explane.tion for it. Yet Bloch e.nd l'Jiederhoffer ::œe entirely con-

ce:rned Hith <?dolescent g2.ngs 2.nd do not provide e.ny re:o.sons for the 

allegedly considerd·'Jle extent of deli.nr.::n.ency among p:re-G.àolescents • 

. Another attack ageinst Cohen' s theory c;..me from Cloward e.nd Ohlin. 

1. 6 Ibid,, P• 175-17. 
2. 

Niederhoffer has been a Lieuten~mt on the NeN York City Police 
force for q_uite a nurnber of yee.:rs. 



Like Cohen they contend thç;t delinc;,uency is <'c product of rn.?.rked dis-

crepancies br;hmen culturally induced !2 spirations among JOI,rer class 

;youth 2.nd the rJossibil.ities of' nchieving them by legitimate means. 

They criticize Cohen for his emph<:o.sis on the idea. th<:>t lower clHss 

youths ;:œe not onl~ induced to strive for middle cl2.ss eoals but .<:ùso 

desire r. middle clécss Tt18;J of' lif'e. In their vie-vr, the 1~-rer class 

youths ·who are most likely to become involved in delinc~uent subcu1ture 

do .!:!!2i seek ::: change of group :r1embership : s a solution to the ir 

problems, for they do not "rish to disrupt their present associations. 

Rather, the~r seek the achievement of' higher status in terms of lov;er 

class criteria - vrhich, in contre.st to the upper <:.nd middle class 

em0hasis on money ~ respectability, consista of money· alone.
1 

Acquiring the 11big score 11 , then, gives l01.rer cl2ss youth the status 

they desire Hi thou.t h2.ving to disrupt the ir current relationships or 

obversely to ?"bide by restricting middle class mor:.ùs. Hhile this 

distinction behreen lov;rer b~·s who def'ine success in middle 

class terms o.nd those who def'ine it Pccordine; to loHer class sta:nde.rds 

is an importént one, the idee-. thc,t lo;,rer cle.ss youths in r;enerr,l tend 

to evaluate each other solely on the basis of' m2terial wealth, and 

that they have no value for 11 respectability11 seems completely w1-

v1arranted on theoretical grounds (the distinction irTOuld hold without 

beine; clefi_ned in this p2.rticular way), end conflicts w"ith much of whe.t 

is kn01m about delinq_uency areas. 

Clowc:œd and Ohlin also criticize Cohen1 s accoo.nt of h01-1 delinquent 

1. 
Richard Cl~-rard and Lloyd Ohlin. Delinquency and Opuortunity, op, cit,, 

P• 113. 



80. 

subcultures ère .formed. They aeree vJith Cohen that the evolution of 

them involves the process of mutual conversion s..mong likeminded deviants 

2nd thet there must be some means of hsndling the problems of guilt and 

.fee.r attendent to the co:mmission of devi;>.nt zcts. dut they disagree i·rl.th 

Sykes and Hatz~l as t,relJ. as Cohen that reaction-formation or other techniques 

of neutralization must be used tm·r~rd thi<" end. Delinquants solve the 

guilt problem in 2.dv~mce by v-:ithdr.owing sentiments supporting the 

legitim?.cy of conventional normst- in short by <?.ttributing the cause of 

failure to the social order rather th.?.n to themselves. · Since the rules 

::nd VcÜues of the doiTLi..nant society r.re no longer considered binding, 

the :i.ndividns.l can legitim2tely (from his ovm point of vievr) critieize, 

offenà, retre2.t from, rebel ~:g::J.inst, or <ë'ttempt to reform th.?.t social 

system. 'l'his would also expl<'àn vrhy delinr::uency is genere.lJ.~r a collective 

phenomenon. Shoulà the individual tend to blé',me himself for his problem, 

then his solution would require chc-:nging himsel.f; e.nd he would be un-

likely to join idth others to develop a solution. , on the other 

hand, the individual blames the preveiling eocial order, then his con

seouent 2.lienation from i t gener2.tes a certélin .amount of tension •.rhich 

can be relieved by r;;:.ining support from others in r, simil2r '!JOSi tion. 

Clovr2.rd 2nd Ohlin believe that there :=.re at least tv-ro factors 

1vithin the fr<"meFork of their theory th:::·t -vrould e.ccount for the tendency 

on the part of delinquants to holrl society responsible for their 

problems: (1) 11 the relative discrep2..ncy between institutionally in

duced expectations (as opposed to aspirations) and possibilities of 

achievement, 1-Thich produces 2. sense of unjust deprivation; and (2) highly 

visible b2.rriers to the achievernent of a.spirntions, which give rise to 

feelings of discrimination". 
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Finally, Clo;-rard and Ohlin crit.icize Cohen for his failure to 

account for differentiation of delin~uent subcultures and their relative 

stabilit.y. Cohen, they assert, considers only variations in the avail

ability of ler;it.ima.te means to achieve socie,lly é'.cceptable goals; his 

explan:'ltion ignores the existence of differential access to ille~~itim?te 

means t.o achieve illegitim?te goals. 'Ihese differentiais in addition 

to ether soci2.l conditions, structure the type of subculture that 

develops among diss2.tisfied youths who blame society for their problems. 

Since criminal subcultures require support from other elements of the 

corrnnuni.ty, th2t. kind of subculture is likely to arise in a neighborhood 

milieu ch<:.ra.cterized by close bonds betv.reen criminal and conventional 

values. Consequent1y a new opportunity structure emerges which proVides 

alt.ernate avenues to success-(;Oé'.ls e.nd generates a relatively stable 

subculture. In contrast, conflict. subcult.ures e.rise where severe 

limitations on~ conventional <?.nd criminal opportunities intensify 

frustration, 1-rhere discontent is heightened further by 2. correspondine: 

la.ck of social control from criminal and conventiona.l institutions - a 

highly unstable situation in ~v-hich violence is virtually the only means 

available o.f achieving status. Retreatist subcultures e.rise Hhere 

adolescents ~tre double-failures, t.hose who not only fail to achieve 

legi tima.te goals but also feil to a.chieve status through membership in 

a. crirr.in<?.l subculture or through being violent in a conflict subculture. 

This theory bas been presented in detail here for several reasons. 

By pointing out th2t delinquency ma.y arise out of e. frustrated desire 

to achieve economie improvement in terms of l~.;er class stan:la.rds 1 

Cloward and Ohlin undermine an unwarranted assumption prevailinc in 
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perhaps most post war theories of delin~uency, including that of Cohen. 

Second, the idea that delinquents .form delinq_uent subcultures because 

they blame society rather than thernselves is an extremely pl~usible 

and provoc2.t:.i.ve view though, like the first criticism, only further 

research can determine whether delinquents r:=re t;y-I.lically guiltless or 

typically ambivalent and it is entirely possible that neither is more 

common than the other. Third, in vie-vrinz the individual as hç:.ving 

socially structured access to both conventional and illezitimate oppor-

tuP.ity structures, Clovrard and Ohlin further unite, at least in ;:Ja.rt, 

the theories of Sutherland and Herton, .?.nd consequently their theory 

explains more about delinquency than either previous one taken separately. 

This :review of numerous, different descriptions regardin.;; v2.rious 

aspects of delinc:uent behavior, raises the question: are there any 

cornmon denominatPrs of delinqul':!ncy throughout 2. historical unit of 

t:Lme (post 'd' rld War I) irrespective of location? Based on documents 

datine; back to the early thirties and up to the l<:>.te fif'ties, Sykes 

and l-1-'1tza found empirj.cç:.l evidence of three major themes 1-vhich occur 

Hith ma.rked reg11larity.1 

First, ne2.rly all observers note th:;~t delinquents are deeply 

immersed in a restless se2rch for excitement, 11 thrills 11 , or 11 kicks 11
; 

th2.t an ::cctivi t.y involves breaking the 1.?.-vr is precisel~' the ref>.$on why 

it is exciting. The significance of this pattern, G.ccording to 

and 1/J:?.tze., in the fact th~o.t the delinauent is not simply enduring 

the b;:>.zards of provoking the authorities, courtine; physical d<'.'.nger, 

1. 
Gresham S;ykes and David l'latza, 11Delinquency and Subterrane?.n V<'lues 11 , 

op. citt 



and e:x:perimenting t·lith the forbidden; he is also creating hazards in a 

deliber").te <:dtempt to m.:;.nuf2.cture excitement. 

Second, observers 2.gree th~·,t delinquants commonly exhibit a disd:::..in 

for work ,;.rith a desire for money; that is, the delinquant d.isav01.ors the 

nt:>.terial aspir~.t,ions of the larger society :tnd thus protects himself 

age.inst :inevitable frustration. Sykes and Hatza concur vJith Cohen in 

his interl1retation that delinquant a.ttacks e gainst :::)roperty are often 

:::. !orm of play rather than meons to a materb.l end. HO',rever, they 

argue, this does not mean that delin:::j_Uents do not 1-vant money. Quite 

the contr<:~ry, delinr:~uents are conste.ntly <:.nd deeply concerned with the 

problem of money; 'tvhat they disdain 0. slot·T e.ccurnulé>tion of it. Since 

legal means are rarely effective avenues !or the sudden accuisition of 

large surns of money, the l}.elin:::uent ~·Till employ illegal me2.ns to achieve 

his go:::-ls. In vie1.r of this, it is hardly an accide:at th~'.t 11 smart,ness 11 

is such an importEnt feature of the delincuent 1 s outlook on life. 

A third theme running through accounts of delinquency centers on 

aggression, usu::tlly interpreted .:; s a manifest.?.tion of the delinquant 1 s 

~.lienation from society. S;:rkes 2.nè. NatzB argue tha.t aggression 

more likely an attempt to express toughness and therefore masculinity. 

since m:::.nhood is COJ1UT!Only defined by delinouents to be an ability 11 tO 

t.;tke it and hand it out11
• 

Thus, delinquency appears to be perme2ted by ~ cluster of values 

th.?.t c.e.n be characteri::ed as the search for excitement, the disdain for 

'::ork and a desire for the 11 big score 11 , a.nd the acceptance of a.ggression 

as proof cf masculini ty. ~~Jh<?.tever di.sagreement P.Jllong theorists exists 
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concerning the ultm~te explanation of these values, they are almost 

invQI'iably t2.ken as indicative of the delin:::J.uent 1 s deviation from the 

dominant society. Sykes and Hatza ask: are not these values strikingly 

sirnilar to the code of the lei&ure class as described by Thorstein 

1 ' Veblen? ••hat is not fa:rriliar is the mode of expression of these values -

namely, delinquency. 11In our haste ta create 2.. standard fromwhich 

deviance can be measured, 1,1e have reduced the v;alue system of our Hhole 

society to that at the middle class. lie have ignored both the fact 

that society is not composed exclusively cf the middle class and that 

2 the middle clsss is far from homogeneous. 11 

A closer look at society -vrill reveal the existence of subterranean 

Vr:>lues - va.lues ivhich are in confUct or cornpetitien vrith ether deeply 

held velues but which e.re still recognized and. a.ccepted by ethers; 

values -vrhich are accepted privately but opposed ~oublicly; or v2lues 

which ~.re held ~:t certain times but not ethers. Adventure, for example, 

is seught legitim.dely in sports, travel, and other leisure activities. 

And the iclea th<:t all the members of our society :::.re fully attached to 

the virtue of Hork is as questionable as the notion th2t delinq_uents 

are deviant j n their <:1.tb.chment ta conspicuous consumption or th2.t they 

monepolize the t.s.ste for violence, Even <:>. cursory look at the fiction 

in mass media, not to mention news accounts of aggressien in race riots, 

1 • This vieN" is strongly su:Jported by Ralph Turner who argued that 11while 
there .::.re soJ;le values held by subgroups in a society vThich ~re not recog
nized as legitimate by others, most disorg.:;:.nization consists of conflict
ing interpreb.tions of the a<mlication of certain values". See Ralph 
Turner's "Value Conflicts in Social Disorganization11 , op. cit., p. 306. 

It is also supported by Doœ.ld B. Taft Hhen he said th2.t the basic 
vc.lues in our culture are accepted by beth the delinquent c.nd the larger 
society of "1-Ihich he is a part. See Don~ld Taft, Criminology (Ne~-v York: 
The YJacmillan Corn:.rE>.ny, 19 50). 
2. 



Har, industrial conflict, and so on, shoHs il.l11erica 1 s l·ridespread fasciœ.-

tion for violence ancl. its readiness to resort to its use. Thus, Hith 

regard to a.t least one cluster of v.:ùues, delinquent norms are not 

essentially deviant - only their c.ttitudes tovm.rd the norms and their 

behavior. 

In sum, the ma.j or cri ticisms against Cohen 1 s theO!"'J are directed at 

1 
several specifie p2.rts: his definition of the problem; his claim the.t 

i t 1.,;as the t;ypical or most common response and the consequent implication 

that an eXplanation of it 1·.rould :?.ccount for delinquency in the l01<-1er 

classes; his tendency to view the middle class as a group "rhich is 

stûficiently organiz.ed and pœer:f\11 to define for the rest oi' society 

-vrhat should be strived for, which controls the avenues for achievement 

of the se go:::>ls, fmd which has a monopoly on the value for la-vr-2.biding 

behavior as well &.s other values and disciplines 11unanimouslyn required 

for socia~ and economie o.dvancement. 

Even though the e~)irical evidence supporting these criticisms is 

far f'rom conclusive, it is cleo.r that Cohen1 s theory conflicts 1dth llnlch 

of 't·Tho.t is currently knovm a.bout the conditions of delinquency a.reas 

and the ne. ture of delinquency i tself. Regarding the causes of delinquency, 

resee..rch on the faJ!'.ily suggests that the na.ture of social relationships 

within the :family may be considerably more sicnificant in the genesis of 

delinquency than its ability or inability to prepare youth for the 

achievement of middle class goals and th&.t lovrer cle.ss families in all 

probability support la1·T abiding norms <:>s much es families in other 

1. 
For a detailed analysis of the theoretical soundness of Cohen1 s 

theory see John Kitsuse and David Dietrick, 11Delinquent Boys: A 
Cri tic;ue11 , .A.merican Sociological Re\riec-r, 1959, 24: 208-215. 
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socioeconomic levels. Second, this and other research indicates strongly" 

that delinquants may not be specifically class conscious at all and that 

they may not secretly" v1ant to join the ranks of the middle class, which 

from most accounts is anything but ·a homogeneous and wholly law abiding 

group and which may or may not have a · specifie impact on or distinct clash 

of values with the lower classes. 11oreover, there is some basis for be

lieving that delinquants may be suffering from frustrated attempts to 

rise wi.thin their own class. 

Regarding the nature of dellnqueticy i tself, observations throughout 

the fifties by reporters, social workers, and social scientists alike 

have established beyond doubt the existence of a variety of delinquant 

orientations (conflict, crirninal, drug addiction, etc.) and characteristics 

which are not necessarily" maliciOùs and negative (depending on the point 

of view of the viewer), which are indicative of a capacity for long term 

planning, and which are hostile to the adult world or law abi.ding 

society in general rather than to the middle class specifically". In 

fact, delinquant values may be cOl'l\l'ersi.ons of subterranean values held 

by the larger society and delinquants may uphold many law abiding values 

and goals - in whi.ch case, techniques of neutrali.zation may be involved. 

Or there may be a complete 'Wi. thd:rawal of sentiments supporting the 

legitimacy of conventional values so that the delinquant blames society 

for his ills and thereby solves the problem of guilt in advance. 

Finally, very recent research indicates that IlllCh of what is taken for 

highly organized gang behavior maintaining a high degree of intolerance 

to deviations from specifie group norms, may be near-groups 



"~>rhose targets of atte.ck :1re more a :)roduct of crowd mechanisms and 

gener2liz.ed soci:ü protest thcn discriminc>.ting selection b::.sed on class 

conîllct. 

AlJ this is not to say that Cohen1 s theory has been 11disproved11 , and 

has no support or that the other theories are more adequate. :;:uite the 

contre.ry. Cohen 1-ms perhcps the first to discuss delinquency in terJllS of 

subcultures, emph2.size the necessity of understanding the psychological 

as Nell 2.s sociologice~ basis for them, and present a systematic explana

tion for their origin. For this he has been tvidely appreciated.
1 

Nore-

over, most contemporary theorists with his central thesis that de-

linquenc;y is e. product of the se.me values and social structure vrhich 

support a democr2.cy be.sed on priv~_te enterprise. The dise.greement ~ 

volves m.::.inl.y <:>.round the ~uestion of class relationships -:md their effect 

on the ;;enesis of clelinquency. Then, of course, there is th2t hrge 

9.rea of disagreement over I•Thr.t delinquency is. The of these d'ls-

e.sreemBnts w"hy they exist will be discussed in the next chapter. 

v"lh<.>.t this revievr or the literature does mean the.t the evidence on 

either side of ee.cb issue - Hhat role clŒss membership and the family 

play in causing delinquency; 1·Ihich characteristics of delinquent beh['_vior 

and croup structure <:>.re most universa.l; Nhé'.t these che.racteristics 

re}?resent; r-·hat soci::ù, ps~rcholor;ics~, .;-md physic2.l conditions are associ-

ated with a e;iven cluster of ch?.r::?cteristics as Ofl~1osed to those condi-

tions associrted t-rith all forrolS of delinquency - is sufficiently strong 

to 2dmit a case for it but insu:f:i.cient to at:'cept e.s e. b::.sis for derivine 

1. 
And there are seV8ral theorists, such 8 s l"le.rtin Hê.sl<ell (oP. ci t,) , 

who a.cce:)t the the ory es a. vrhole, 
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specifie hypotheses. In eff'ect, thore e.re no cle2.r grounds for 2.cceptinc; 

Cohen' s the or:'-' ov;:,r the r rgumf'lnts é'f:"ainst i t o.nd vice verse. No doubt 

the 1-:ork in vrhicb Cohen is currently eng2.g~7d •-liJJ clerify rflP.ny oi these 

issues sinc:e his l)!'Oject Ü;; 2ppe.rently an extensive one aimed <:•.t uncover-

ing the overt ch2racteristics of delin:;uent offenses, collective activity, 

and group structure; hoH the se ch.?.racteri:::-tics or clust<:·rs of them 2.re 

distributed throur;hout the social system; Hnd, e.t e. V8ry genere.l level, 

their origins. Dut th!'lre iF still a gre~?.t need for much intensive re-

search centering on the mente.l ?.nd socie.l dispositions of delinqtlents. 

'l'hus, r2.ther thEm submi tting hypotheses derived from Cohen' .s the ory 

or e.n;;' of the cri ticism.s t:cs;::J.nst it, this reseeTch t:·rill ::-ttem:rt to exl;lore 

cor:cerning Lh<'? v::>riOUE:' institutions ::md classes, prim2r:: rel;:·tionships, 

themselves, 1 e.nd in the czo.se of the delinr.::_uents, their cl.elin:~uenc;;. This 

-vdll involve not onJ.y questioning :md ob::::ervinr; the mer-~bc,rs of e~:ch croup 

; it ~ù·so :lnvolve:s 

docunF:ntin:; tlv:;ir socbl 2.nô. in::.ter:L?.l conditions s.s Hell. 2.s the overt 

ch2.re.ct<ristics of the.ir offenses, collective ,r.ctivit:;:, 2ncï sroup 

struct•.1.ce sinee thi:s kind of docunu=,nt2.tion j= e:;senti<?.l to underste.nding 

the ~)rcrtü·u1;;.r crouy} in question c'nd for comp2.ring it ::ith others. In 

short, the :·.im at this point in thA resP.e.rch is to exi:-ùore an<.1 comp<?.re 

systeJTt:?.t:i.cally the ~tyle 0f Jj_fe .s...nd its me<?.ninc for the members of eoch 

1
• The import:::.nce of a delinquent's self-concept iG Hidely recognized and 

diseu::set1 by virtually everyone concerned t_,rith the ~::>rob].em yet e>~x:~rt from 
one or hJO studies this ~re2. h2s hardly bc·en ilwestig:.ted. Eeckless, for 
example, has exmnined knO'.m non-delinquent.s 2.nd a.reue~ thet <:>. non-delin(:nent 
self-concept acts as an insul2ctor ag2.inst delinquency ::.nd Fine::;tone he.s 
discussed. the sel:r."-co11cept of colored drug .:1ddicts, but hoth of these 
studies c.re c::uite limited in coverace. See 1'1.:-:.lter Rr:JcJrJ.ess, nse1f' C0nc-e:)t 
-as e.n Insule.tor e;;ainst Delinr_Ut':mcy11 , .liJnAr-'i cs.n 3ociolo~;ic:ù Rev1eH, 1?.55, 
21: 744-7i'6 en_~ E-I::-.rold FinAstone, on. cit. 



;;;;roup in 1?. re1:tively controllr;d situation • 

.<' .. second ste,;) is to determine the extent to v.rhich the members of the 

delinquent group .::re cornmi. t.ted to the vc.1ues of c, gener2lJ..y 1e.w-<?.hiding 

.society. The main resee.rch C:llesti.ons, therefore, c:.re as fo1lo:-rs: 

1) ::!:xPctly '·rhe.t v~~1ues, norms, ~mel goc·ls he1d by the memhers of the 

delinc;_uent group dH'fer from those held by the members of the non-

1 de1inquent :;roup, those defined by Cohen as hein::; t,y)ically Fàddle c1ass, 

e.nd thosF: l1!8.int2:i ned by <:my ~;ene r·al~' lf'vT--abiding communit;y. 

2) Do the rn•'~mbers of the r1eli.nquent group employ tP.chniques of neutral

i.ze.t:i.Ol) r.s define:~. by Syl::es anr1 F..:ctz<:.?
2 

offenses conmltted by the members of the de1tnc_uent. group 

pri.l'll2..ril;y as;2.:i.nst pers ons, propr~rty, or norms? Are the offenses di.rect':'!d 

more pers ons. property or norrns re1::ti.ng to a r~ rt.ic,_lle.r c1ass 

status or social standing or o:re the;:r more directed e.g~dnst those re1ating 

to G.dult status in gener2.1. 

h) Do the members of the delî.nc;_uent group vie".:-r their delinquency as a 

temporary ;>hé se or do the~' tntend to be corne crimin:'.1s 8.3 e primary rne;:-ns 

of livelihe>oo.? Do the members ol' the de1inc,uent r;ro1lp viev1 their de-

1inc;uency r.s an 2:tte"ck on society or 2 :1rrticult:>.r .s.spect of societ;;.r '·rhich 

they ,ùtim::.te1y ,;ish to join (havj.ng hed their revenge as it uere) or 

as an attack a,zainst a socia.1 vmr1d 1.,rhich they completely reject -s.nd into 

v1hi.ch do not 1dsh to become integrated? 

5) On the ba.sis of answers to these c:_uestions and relev~mt ans-,.rers 

obtained regarding the theories of 3u.thPrk,nd c;nd !v!erton, the finsl 

1. See e.hove, 53, Chapter III. P• 
2. 

See above, p. 5?, Chapter III. 
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r:1uestions are: Are the memhers of the delinquent group so cJ_o5el;:,, 

comrnitted to the of the l2.reer society thet they :rn2.y be Sé'cid 

to be temporar;y rlischief-makers >-rho have converted sone subterranee.n 

values or could they be more 2.ccurc.tely ch<:re.cterized as members of H 

subculture Hhose V<>.lues are distinctly in conflict Tfrith acc0pted V2<.luesr 

The third step in this ph<:.se of tb'3 reseP.rch is t o investig;:-,te the 

be.sü: of 2.ny frustre.tions. Although virtually theorists E,gree that 

delin:ruenc'· is c.. rP:snonse to a Droblem or 
- .... .1, ~ 

of problems, this revie1:.r 

of t~e liter2.ture sho;·rs clet?.rly the dissension of opinion. 'Inerefore, 

the re:;;earch question ;:-,t this point is o.imed sirn:.:?~ s.t uncovering the 

proble:;ms of the members of each sroup. Undoubtedly, this Hill be one 

of the most difficult 2.spects ·:1f the rese2J'•eh since even the most co-

oper2.tive 2.dolescents may be quite unaware of their problems (especi.c>.lly 

the most e.bstrs.ct nnd distant ones), or une.ble to communico.te (?..nd/ or 

ev2.lu2t.e) th0se 'rroblems 0f Hhicl'! they c.re avrare. On the other h2.ndt 

ecy evaluP.tion 10. persoh. m.ay have regarding the !Jroblems he ~1erceives 

cannot be di.scounted completel:'. In fa. ct, ma.cy theorists be lieve th(l.t 

the delinc:uent' s evaluation of his delinc;uency and his pro~)lem is too 

often icnored.1 In viev-t of these ccnsicleretions several efforts Hill 

1 • O.ne of the eerliest theorists to argue the.t the delinquent 1 s expl?..na
tion of his delinc:uency be taken as V<:>.lid wa.s Burgess in The Ne.turEl 
F.isto:rv o-r a Delincuent C:::reer. (Clifford ShBv.r and 1'-J.aurice Hoore, 11Dis
cussion", pp. 23.5-?)4.) ou. cit.; indeed, the 1:JOrks of .Shc:::vr, Thrasher, 
and Sutherland re lied heavil v on the delincuent t s Olm evalue.tion of the 

~ -
situe.tion, .l'ben int.erest shifted to ~;tudylnr; the effect of pressures 
gener<?.ted by 2. re.ther abstrHct social structure, the irœr;edi;;tely pre
vailing z,ssumption vH;,s thr'.t adolescents, and above all disturbed 
adolescents, -vrere gener2lly incsp2ble of ev::tluating or even discussing 
such abstra.ct phenomenon. Recently, however, sociç_l commentators .:md 
theorbts al:i.ke have returned to the old position. In f2.ct, a centr?.l 
thesis in P2ul Goodm.~m• s Growing Up Absurd (r·rhich has been referred to 
by most students of delinc:_uency since its publication) is th.;:·t rîelinc:uent~• 
COPJnents on theroselves and society ere prob<?b]~t more perceptive than 
those of social scientists who tend. to be so committed to the system 
1-1hich prod.uces high delinc~uency rates that their perceptions 2.re dis
torted. 
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be Inade to HVOid a hee.'~' Y'P-liance on the te,stirnon;;: of the d.elinc~uents, 

a.lthough the fr,ct that there is 2. control group should rrove more useful 

here than perh2.ps for any ether aspect of the research. Th2.t is, it is 

absolutely essentia.l to compt.re the :problems of the member~ of ea.ch 

group - as they are perceived by the members themselves and as they are 

observed by the resea.rcher. This 111.eans the.t observc.tion a.t this point 

v.ri.ll be of pa.rticular :i.m:;?ortance. In addition, the general socio-economic 

conditions of the neighborhood will be investie~:tted throur;h intervi.e-v1s 

wi.th proJTJinent civic leaders in every field a:r.rl through ;:..n ex2.mination 

of ;:..ny historice.l documents which might be av?.ilable. 



CHAPTER V 

A S"YNTHESIS? 
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Th:i.s project is prirne.rily concerned with three post vlorld ':l2.r II 

theories ?.nd t,he rea.ction to them. theory hf!.s been described <:>.nd 

evaluated eccording to t,he evidence <".nd comments of other theorists 

relevant to it. .~.ccordine to Clo:va.rd :md Ohlin, a theory :raust account 

for the ])recise nature of the pattern to be ex:>l::>ined, its distribution 

~ .. rithin the soci.oc.l structure, the problems of :::djustment to •·rhich the 

l)attern mi[;ht be 2. response, 1-Ihy the P.dapte.tion h<:.s evolved in the direc-

1 
tion it he.s, e.nd why it persists or changes, E?.ch of the major theories 

-vrill be 11 tested11 briefly for its ability to meet these requirements. 

tests will consti tute a SUJililJe.l'; of each st;;tement ~md the di ~'ferences 

in emphasis an'ong them. Follo:-rl.ng th2.t, there '-lill be 2. discussion of 

the sild.l2rities betvreen these and the criticisms against them. l•'in:üly, 

a discussion of vJhy these theories ht.ve been so c.~ntroversial 1·ril1 form 

the defense for the seneral aims of this project. 

'.lritinc long before it ~·ms ap;_Jarent from statistics 2.nô ernpirical 

liter.'lture the.t there -vras a great ve.riety of delinquent problems, 

Sutherland defined delincuency strictly as 2. violation of thr-; l2:~v-. His 

theory of differential access to favorable and unfavorable definitions 

of the la-;,.r expl:?ins in a general w;:>.y why delinêluents .?.re prime.rily lovJer 

class, 2.dole scent rne.les. His on cririD.n2.l trz,ditions and the 

proce:;s b;; 1<rhich those traditions ?.re o.ccepted 2.ccounts for the per-

sistence of delinquent patterns but not uhy they are accepted above 

others in a conflict of cultural norms or h0t-1 they origin.;o.ted and Hhy 

they ch.:!nged. Nurnerous 2.ttempts to test Sutherland 1 s theory he.ve led 

1. 
Hichard Clordard ::.nd Lloyd Ohlin, Del incuency and Opnortunity, oo. cit., 

PP• 31-46. 
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to the conclusion that is essentie.lly an org~mizing principle, an 

accurate description of part of the process of becominG delinc.uent. 

In contrast, berton' s vieltr thr.t èevümce results from a dislocation 

between the enrphasis on culture~l goals and the means (em1)hasized <"~nd 

actual) of 2chieving them provides a !)Ossible explanation of the origin 

of delinquency. Since he was primarily concerned with deviant behavior 

in r;eneral, he did not consider its evolution, persistance, e.nd so on, 

except to classify it as being either rebellious or innovating. Although 

the theory bas been strongl~r criticized, it has nonetheless been vridely 

accepted. 

Cohen' s theo:r-.r is es sentially a.n <::.da ptation of Nerton 1 s, but the 

emphasis is qu:Lte diffeTent. Both Cohen 2nd Nerton agree thr,t the 

cultur~ü stress on the att<.>inrnent of m-?.terial 1realth creates a problem 

for those 1-rho desire it but lack the me;ms to achieve it. They also 

agree th~'t this :9robler,1 is not rendoml;y distributed throuehout the social 

structure but rather is concentrated among the l~fer clE.sses who, out of 

all the social groupings iP society, 8.re least equipped to meet the 

challenge. HoFever, 11erton maintains th et this is nrime.rilJ:; a structural 

defect caused by an inherent lack of legitimate avenues to attain monetary 

suc cess • ";·!he reas Cohen contend.s that the l1roblem 2.rises main;Ly from im-

-oerfect socialization, that the defect lies in the Hé'.y the lo;rer cle.sses 

prepé<.re their ~;oung to achieve their J_ife go.~'.ls. 'l'hus, I-'~erton 11 bl.::.mes 11
, 

<:> s it Here, the structure of society while Cohen holds the l01mr classes 

themselves responsible for the problem.1 And by emphasizing thct it is 

l. T · 1 C h~s argely accounts for why ohen hé's received the l)~lnt of the 
criticism Hhile l·':erton has received reletively little. 



the midrlle cl.?..sses t·1ho set the goals 2.nd provide G.deqm.te prep.:::cation 

for its young to achieve them, Cohen 2.ccounted for ·Fh2t he thoue;ht 1:12.s 

the peculi2.r content of the t;ypica.l, loHer class, deviant reponse, 

Hhich '·rhen Fidespree.d evolves into a delinquant group response through 
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a process of mutual conversion. Because the r1.evi2nce not onl;r conflicts 

1r!ith the norms of the l<:>.rger society but 2.lso represents a rejection of 

coals originally desired, the croup over-re<'.cts, becomes isol2ted, and 

forms 2. delin;;:uent subculture. Cohen more or less assumes that once 

the suoculture is formed, it is ét stable one a.nd consequently he does 

not oiscu::cs trhy it persists or changes. 

Unllke Cchen, Clow2.rd é'nd Ohlin Ilk'"lintain the origine.l em:;::'hasis in 

Herton' s th-:;ory :md therefore h.2ve 2. solH foundation for uni ting his 

the ory 1l'i th th:.t of S'J.therle.nd, By acce~îtinc: :Herten' s el'1~)h.?.sis on 

differenti2l access ta lee:i timé!.te means of :?.chievinz soc:i.ally c.pproved 

coals, coulcl. not only adapt the the ory to explain the oric;-:l.n and 

evolution of delinquant suhcul i:ures but ~1so link i t te Sutherl.<tnd 1 s 

theory of cliC'ferential associ?.tion - vrhich ir.~plies the concept of 

differential access to illegitima.te means - 1-rithout substantb.lly 

cho.nginz the Vé'.be of the v::o.riPbles. vie1,ring delinquency as a 

proà.uct of differences in o~~~1ortunity structu:res, the~· c01.ùd then e:x

pb.in t.he dii'i'erentiation o.nd persistance or change of delinquent sub

culture. 

P~art from some notable differences in emphasis and, in a f~i 

instances, specifie conflict, these theories :::,re essenti:::ll;y- ha.rmonious. 

Cohen' s theory containinz .?.dapt.::.tions of bath Sutherl.::.nd ~.nd Herten 

could not be very different from that of Clo1:.rard and Ohlin who, 2.fter 



all, successfully 1.:mited the so.me theories. Yet there been 2. great 

c1 ez:.l of ccntrovers:' surrounding c.ll of the se theories, Cohen recei vinG 

the brunt of the attack. Through this conf'lict of views a nwnber of 

int;?ortant distinctions h2.ve emcrged - distinctions l-Ihich have gre.ntly 

refineè. and broadened understanding. At the s.::.me time, though, they 

have usu.:;.lly been made t-rith the ide.:;. tho.t the differences behreen or 

"rithin particular patterns .:::re substantia.l ones and require sorne kind 

of separ::>.te or ::.dditional explçmr:·.tion. Yet most of these di::ferences 

revolve arou.nd the question of delinq_uent v.::.lues
1 

2.nd co,üd be sub-

sumed or incorpor2.ted into one bread distinction based en the e:ï:tent 

to ,,rhich deUnquents are committed to the cultural systems of 12.\-1 

abic1inc society. 

Cle:1rl~ delinc;uent values are somehoH different from those of 

otb::r r;roups. But t·rhich ones, in t<!h:?.t 'VH?.y, to 'N'h?.t extent, and v:rhy? 

AnsHers to these questions 2.re of the utmost importe.nce not only 

because v:ùues r: re consiclered to he :::. T'l2 •• l o:c detorrrùn.:::..nt of behavior but 

also bec::use i t is through them thétt the meaning of behavior for the 

individual himself may be understoo1 by others. In ;:;eneral, there seem 

to be tHo distinct schools of thought. The classists ~vhici1 consist of 

Sutherl:md, Herten, Cohen, Clotrard, ::md Ohlin; and the ;::.nti-classists. 

The classists, vrhatever their differences, areue th.:c.t delinc;uency 

is essentüùJ.y ç~ pro1uct oî class differenc8s .?.nd coD...flict. On the 

whole, they at;ree ,.rith Nh.;?.t l·Tas implic:i.t in Sutherland'~; theory, n211'.el~y, 

that lower class cultures have little reeard for resrectabilit~· or con-

1. 
In the broadest sense the Hard, i.e., encompassing 2.ttit.udes ?.nd 

thoughts. 
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formity to the lmr. These e.nd other differences (p::œticular~ education-

al and economie) combined ·Hith e. -vddespree.d cultural e:mphe.sis on mo.terial 

'tvealth generate cla:::s conflict. Because delinquants are primarily of 

10\-rer class background and beer-use conflict ~·rith the u:::-Jper cl.::J.sses is 

held to be such é>n outstanding .feature of lo:\'er class life, it 

2.rgued that the ve.lues of delinc:ur~nts must be in direct conflict 1-Jith 

those of the upper classes. Due to the ~ount of frustre.tion caused 

by the situ2.tion, the conflict is a violent one; but it is also :m 

ambivclent one, since there is sorne acceptance of at least the go&ls 

of the upper classes. In fact, most of the theorists within this tre.-

di ti on be lieve th.e.t la·rE!r class youth must -vnmt to change their class 

membership1 e.nd th:t inability to do so is ;::>erhaps the J'l'l.aj or C2.use of 

delinquency •. 

Judgi:ng from the general tenor of stotements. and evirl.ence pre-

sented by the classists, members of delin~uent subcultures (criminal, 

retreatist, conflict oriented, rènd the o.lleged parent r;12.le) owe their 

existence to conflict either with the la't·T or >·lith the norms of the 

micl.dle clé"ss; consequently hçve no guilt })roblem and need no technic_ues 

1. 
Although Cohen does \Vhyte's classific.::tion of corn::;r boys 

and colle ge boys, he :identifies the very small rn:i.nori ty of colle ge 
boys '.vith the middle cl3.ss c.nd suggests th:;.t corner boys secretly 
uphold delinc;,uent or middle cl:?.ss VéÙUes but refuse tctake the 
riskl:' involved in eithcr res::7onse. Thus, in Cohen1 s scheme and all 
the others for thé>.t matter, there is no :;:lace for the vJOrking class 
boy tvho apyreci.o.tes his Oïm culture 2nd genuinely does :not uish to 
rise above it though he may l·Jant to rise 1·rithin it. 



of neutr2.liz.e.tion?select te.rg'3ts on the l;;::sis of 2.ccess :md oppor-

; are 1.1ore or less unlimited in their l'.;mge of offenses; 
2 

and 

tend to sup:)ort delin:::~uent v2lues perl'll.2_nently - usu:=ùly by lbecoming 

integr2.ted into pstterns of orge.nized crime. 

Against this school of thought are the snti-cù:t.ssists, includinz 

1/Iiller, Bloch and Ki.ederhoffer, Ye.blonsky, and S:rkes e.nd I·k.tz,a. l·'i:iller 

2ctually somew"here in het"''Teen the t~>ro traditions. Although he does 

not compr,re one cl.?.ss to snother :c,nd rejects the vie;.v of the classists, 

he does believe thc.t delinquency is a product of V2.lues v-rhich are dis-

tinctly 101-rer cle.ss. He distinguishes beti·Jeen law e.bidinc;, lov.;er 

V<:üue systems ~-rhich, if accepted, tend to generate l<.'V>l abidinr; behavior 

and VD.lue systems which ë.re themselves legitimé'.te but in the extreme 

form teno to genere.te la1-J-viol2.tinc; beh2.vior. And he implies that 

f2.shi oned according to the former vtould be so dulJ., blélnd, and 

uniroriting th.:.t discontented youth must choose the le.tter. 

The other theorist2 -sre more distinctly e.nti-classist. 3loch and 

Niecl.erhoffer diff~rentie.te delinquents 1 velues from others by con-

1 • As defined by Sykes and Hatza. It IT12.Y be 2.rgued thD.t this generaliz.e.
tion does not appl;y to CohAn sj nee, as stetted eor lier (p. 59), he agreed 
1d.th S:'kes 2.nd Hz.t::~e. th<:'t techniques of neutraliz.ation .s.re needed and 
in foct pointee\ out th.;.t 11 over reactinen or ree.ction-f'orll18.tion ue.s e.n 

one. Yet Cohen does not viwr the .0roblePI 2.s one of guilt 
but one of 11 seduction11 • The delinc:_uent, according to Cohen, over-
re&.cts bec." .. Use he does ~ -.;v-ant to 2.ccept the ve.lidity of middle-chss 
nor11ts; re2.ction-forma.tion is a defense against ~ intern'llized norms 
tho.t h.:'.Ve b(~en rejected but <:>.re still pressing for recognition. In 
contrast, Sykes and lfi ... .,tz2. contend that techniques of neu·L.réùization 
are r3tion:ùi'7 <:ctions to rret <".round or neutralize the flot\' of è.isapproval 
fro:11 norms Hhi<-h are e;ener2lJ.;y accented by the delinquent. 

2. 
\'ihile crimirœ.l c~ncs uho PI.::.intD.in distinct contracultures restrict 

p:rime.rily to v:--.rious forms of steclini3 (uhich in itsel=:' has 
ra.nge of possibilities) and rarel~r enc2e;e in 6rug c.ddiction or 

ga.ng 1J:-rfare, it is because these latter 2ctivities interfere ~·rith the 
accom:Îlishment of criminal go2.ls. In contr~.st, less serionsl:· de
linquent groups v.rho e.re rr1ore con1nLi.:t.ted to societ;y tend to avoid certain 

of offense bec2.use of th::o.t corflll"itment. 
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trast.ing them ~rith those of adults since, a:::cordin~~ to then, delinc:uents 

e.re not p~rticularly cl::: s conscious :md l."eel that i t is the «d,ll t r-rorld 

in general, not specifie cl.!'cSS , vrho e.re to bl2.me for their 

Ye.blonsky, ?.lthough l'ril1'12rily concerned with the structure of delinc;.uent 

groups, is quite clear in his th2t most delin;uents uphold le_-vr 

ab:i.din~~ v::-lues most of the time P.nèt th;:-_t it is only 1-:hen they succmnb 

to thA rrtechélnisms of c, crowd led by canfirmed delinquants that they 

engZ'ge in delinc~uent beha.vior. and K:::tt?e r-einte.in that the 

tr;;held by àelinquents are in most c&.ses extensions or conversions of 

subterrane~.n v.:clues e:;d_ st:i.ng in abicling society. 

:n-~ether indivir.'.uals t-rithin school of thought contrP.st the 

v2.lues of ùelincuent ta those of CE"l't::in 101-:er cb.ss cultures, to those 

or r:.clults, or simply to la:t..r a biding valu.,es, they all aeree th.::.t- de-

linr;_uency cc,nnot be ex~lained b:' conflict since it C9.nnot <:tccount 

for middle .?.nd u~1per cl<::3S delinquency Hhich u.sua1ly occurs ~vithin lai:T-

abidinc: com;·nunities. ..:\.pe.rt from l·Iiller, they tend ta argue that de-

lj_nc:'J.ency of 2.11 classes ce.n !'.nd sho:1.ld be ex:;ùained by r:. 
1 

the ory. 

imo the~, 2.11 e.gree th9t delinquents <:>.re generally con·un.itted t0 the goé>.lf5 

G..nd many, if not most, of the values of la'ir-e.biding society. Finally, 

the over:?.ll picture of delinquency wh.ich emerges f'ron~ the date and 

st2tements of theorists 1-:i thin this tr2.Cli tian is c:uite different from 

·-~:-hat of the classists. In this view e.s summed up or implied :l.n the 

.Sykes snd M2tza thesis, ml"lmbers of delinquent subcultures, being com-

mi tted to many law-abiding values, are qui te limi ted in their r~mge of 

1. 
Though of those who have a causal theory, none of them produced 

one which is é s theoretice.lly sound <?.nd T,rell supported 2.s th['_t of the 
classists. 



offense, select specifie te_rgets of 2ttack (which may or may not in-

volve members of the middle clç,ss), and nAed techniques to neutralize 

the i'lovr of dise_pprovû frol"l the internalizecl norrns of l<'n-r-abiding 

society ,,:rhich they will eventu:.lly join (b;œring colnplications) bei'ore 

ree.ching adult st='.tus. 

In consider<?tion of t,hese di.stinct sets of differences it would 

seem th2t sociologists have only rcppe.rently been discussing the same 

phenomenon; thr.t, in fg_ct, the tl..rO schools of thought he.ve been re-

ferrine to t\.;ro cn_ùte different pe.ttérns of deli.nquency - the classists 

t.o 1•The.t 1-J:ilton Yinger cells contr2.cultures, 1 and the anti-classists to 

vThat Sykes ,;_nd :tvt?.t'Z,R might h::.ve called suhterranean cultures. 1'-Iembers 

of contrP.cultures, according to Yinger, ,1phold counter VFclues which 

e.re founded on and lll8.intained by a. definite conflict 1-1ith the le.rger 

society. Llthough Yinger introduced this concept in 1960 before Sykes 

e.nd He.tza published their e.rticle on subterr:mean values, he tvftS e.vrc:tre 

of the subste.nce of that .erticle; the r;rowing tendency to vie-..J de-

linquent velues !:'.S extensions or conversions of values held by the 

lare;er society; e.nd the need to distinguish deviant cultures from 

temporo.ry collective movements (fads e.nd fe.shions), 2.dolescent peer 

cultures whj.~h simply involve playing the roles ::lrescribed bJ~ the 

dominant culture, and subcultures vrhich e.re Vécriations of the dominant 

culture but ~1till Hith:tn the limits of acceptability of that culture. 

Yinger sU.e;cests the.t th~ term contre.culture be used wherever the 

normative system contains, as a prima.r:y element, a theme of conflict 

with the rest of society. 
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l 
-• !IJilton Yinger, 11Contracultures and Subcultures11 , American Sociolop;ical 
Revie1.f, 1960, 25: 625-635. 
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Judging fron: his argument a.gainst the Sykes and 11?.ba thesis, he 

be~i..eved th:'t thts concept 1-TOUld su::'ficiently distinguish delinquent 

from other subcultural systems and movements since subterranee.n velues 

converted J118.Y become counter v2.lues by virtue of the conversion. Eore

over, i t can be argued that uhC'.tever the nature of subterranean values 

converted, the :rxœamount fact is th2.t vJhen used as a basis for action, 

they do of fend the ve.lues of others ·~:md in this sense are in conflict 

vrith law e.biding society. Yet the di:::tinction bet,.;reen contrEcultures 

!md sul1terranee.n cult.ures is e.n extremely significent one because i t 

directs attention to a number of theoretical and enwirical differences. 

Tbeoretically, the distinction represents two separate schools of 

thought -vthile at the Sétme time, it brings together and encompe.sses the 

many specifie end otherwise separate differences within each one. 

And, although the exact ne.ture and extent a vital question for 

future resee.rch, there !§. a difference in ree.lity betNeen a subculture 

w·h.i..ch entirely delinquant, upholds co,mter ve.lues, e.nd is founded 

on c onflict Hi th the values oi' the le.rger society and one which is 

certe.inly devü.>.nt but in a quite lirllited way and which is not in 

direct conflict -..rith the majority of law·-abiding values. Furthermore, 

the distinction is not ~.ltogether a new one either in theory or in 

ree.li.ty; for the difference bebreen contr2.cultures and subterranean 

cultures is quite similar to the difference between the e.?.rly ShaH

Sutherland descriptions of semi-professional thieves bound for 

crimine.l careers 2.nd Thrasher' s concept of the ~::ang as ~.n interstitue:>.l 

group, fillin~:: the ge.p betvTeen childhood. é.md .:::;.dult status. l''inally, 

that the re is a di.ffr:;rence ~,n the ory e.nd in rea. li ty beb:reen the b-10 

types of c1.1.ltures, EOes a long we.y t01-1erd e:xple.ining ;.rhy there h-?s 



been so much controversy. 

Th.at the controversy he.s bAen such a long 2rrl involved one is 

perhaps better e.ccounted for by the status of resee.rch on the subject. 

101. 

In the first place, none of the me.j or theories nor the critieisms ageinst 

them have been tested directly in the sense thEtt empiric::>.l projects 

have been designed to test specifie hypotheses. Beca.use they are 

c2.use.l statements, conclusive proof -vroulcl. demand that investig2.tion 

of the problem beg.:o.n be fore i t happens and that a numbAr of highly 

abstr.?ct e.nd corm)liceted VPrie.bles be measured and controlled for. This 

v1ou.ld involve devising n11merous means to measure the extent that certe.in 

11 elements 11 in the 11 social structure11 exert 11pressures" toHe.rd noncon

formity. And because many of these st2tements deal Hith such highly 

psycholoeical phenomene. as ree.ction-formation, status-frustration, 

guilt problems, e.nd the like, sociologists Hould he.ve :much difi.'iculty 

in est2.blishing conclusively their existence e.nd effects. 

Heeting of these requirements would be extremely difficult 

but possible if it l.Jere not for a second major :problem; there is 

virtually no agreement on the definition of cruci1:>l v.e.riable:.. How 

can socioloe;ists test for the ce.uses of delinquency when they do not 

agree on 1·Jhat it is? HoH can they consider and investigete the effects 

of class membership and reletionships v.rhen there is no consensus about 

the structure of each class, their value systems. socia.lization 

practices, extent of mobility bet't.reen them, and so on. Underlying these 

definitional disputes ~nd, at the same time, because of them, thAre 

simply is not enough quantitative or qualit<:>.tive evidence to provide 

C>. b2.sis for e~greement or resolution. To be sure, there have been some 



instances vlhere the evidence has been sufficient to accept one view 

over another, if only in very broad terms. No doubt even Cohen i-J"Ould 

recognize the heterogeneity of all cl2.sses as he and others have dis

covered and D.ccepted the e:xistence of a v~criety of delinc:uent orienta

tions. And even though the av::tilable de.ta he.s made these discoveries 

possible, i t is on the wh ole w.dequate to settle most of the current 

conflict. 
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Before 1\Torld War II, research, Hhen it Ha.s systematic e.nd com

pfl.rative, dealt primarily 1·rith ecological, demographie, <md physiologi

cal variables, -vrhile those who uere ccncerned with the social relation

ships of the delinquent generalJ:y Jn.;:tde no attempt to be: compe.ra.tive 

and their cov,_::;rage of material vras quite limited, at least by modern 

sociological standards. Thus, there is much information from Thrasher 

and Sha'''• about social relationships within the gang <md from HeBly 

about social relationships t-rithin the f2-mily; but virtu~üly no 

knowledge of the relationship between g<?ng life and f~mily life nor 

any ~tt.eri81 on class relationships. De.ta e.fter the l·Tar, provided 

large}J by social workers, reporters 1 and reformera consists almost 

entirel;i• of observe.tions <?.nd does not cc·nst.itute scientific reseerch. 

wnile it has been extensive, it has hardly been systematic or standard

ized in covere.ge of varie.hles e.nd in their definition; nor is any of it 

controlled by comparative research. Finally, very little of the re

search has bRen historical. 

Despite these inadequacies, av2.ilable data both before and after 

the v1a.r has provicled greet quantities of material on nu.'llerous aspects 

of delinquency and enabled the sociologist to make many import::mt 
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distinctions reg~rding types of delin~uent orientation, gç~ structure, 

values, target selection, ré'.nge of offense, and so on. On the 't·Ihole 1 

these distinctions h~ve more or less emerged from conflicting sets of 

ma.terial from P. variety of sources; v:hat needed desperately is 

knovrledge of hoH· they a. re related to each other - composite .:•.ccO\mts 

of the different t~~s of delincuent subcultures. But before causal 

statements c2.n be Ill<?de, it -vwuld be necessary to ha.ve composite and 

historical accounts of the background anf! socifl.l life of these ~ 

èelinc~uent subcultures compa.red to those of non-delinsuent subcultures. 

\iithout d. le:::.Rt <>.ttempting to do this, it not possible to evaluate 

which V2.riables to v.rhich t;ypes of delinquency; -vrhat the tirne-

sequence of caus?.l variables is, nor to wh:;..t extent the se variable 

are relev2nt to both delinquency and non-delinr:;.uency. 

In snm, there exists a vicious ci~cle ïdth rega.rd to the study of 

delinc:uency. Conflicting ~nd inadequate knowledge of the œ.ture of 

cruci2l, jndenendent a.s ï·rell <?.s rleœndent var:i..étbles crea.tes (::::.nd . ~ 

created by) conflicting definitions of them and consequently prevents 

conclusive testing which, in turn, intensifies the conflict of theories. 

In view of this st!il.tus of research, the gener2.l étims of this project 

a.re tv.rofold: to , Hherever l'os~'ible, h~1)otheses derived from 

the theories of Sutherl;:md and Herton and more import2.nt, to provide 

a portrait of one delinq_uent group in its social setting :::.nd compare 

i t to that of a non-del:i.nc;.uent group. investie:::.ting e. large v.:::œiety 

of the social ch.:::,r::cteristics and bé'.ckground f<:.ctors o: the members of 

each r,roup, it hoped that the portré'.its will be fair1y coMposite ones. 

.And by attempting to uncO"rer those s2.me characte!'istics :md b::1ckground 

elements "t·Tith re~:::.rd to certain }leriocls in the past of each indj.vidual, 
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it is hoped th::>.t the portr2its 1dll be historical :o.s Hell. 

Clearly this project has outstanding limib.tions - Ik"1.111.ely, tl""Jing 

to cover 2. lc.rge q_uanti ty of !Tk."'!.teriul c. relatively short period of 

tirne, attempting to find differences betv;reen groups whicb are too small 

to achieve statistic~l significence, and ê'.iming to be histor:'Lcal Hithout 

being a longitudinal study.
1 On the other hL'nd, it has considerable 

potentials. The sJ:n.:>.llness of the groups somet·rh2.t obvic..tes the diffi-

culties presented by ~. limited e.mount of time and allovrs 2. grer>.ter 

depth of study th.::n one dealing Hith a. much larger nUJl1ber of individua.ls. 

'dith so fe'~ subjects involved, it is possible to est2..blish rapport on a 

personal and to observe e<?.ch one in nu.rnerous conte:xts. l.Joreover, 

the comrmni ty in which they li:ve extrem.ely slTk'1.ll émd uell-defined 

geocrc.,phicully, poli tically, religiously, f:.nd economically. This 

unusual situa.tion minimizes the usual difficulties of becoming familiar 

·v.rith it as a whole, :making generaliz<:>.tions about 5.t, 8nd checlr.ing the 

accuracy of statements l'll.:lde 1J'IJ the subjects rer;2.rding the:i.r living 

conditions and histories. 

Even if the se potenti2.ls are not fully realized, i t hoped that 

the combined :m.ethods will yield a slightly different kind of picture 

from that produced by studios conducted prior to it. Its historical 

emphasis is cert.z.inly si:milar to the biographies presented by ShaH 

and Sutherland though it lacks the depth ::>.nd attention to det.?.il 

achieved by studying one person at a tin1e. Yet being concerned system-

.::tic ally vr.i. th the pasts of a number of delinquents .:md non-delinquents 

gives it a different dimension, one someHh.::-.t co:mpare.ble to that obtc.ined 

1. 
T'nese a.nd other rroblems will be discussed in det<:il j_n the next 

chapter. 
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by Healy and Brenner when they contr2:sted the backgrounds oî several 

hundred adolescents of both t:Jrpes. This ~)roject, hovrever, is pri:mé'.rily 

sociolog;ical in orientation r;:ther than psychological and physiologic~ù. 

'L'h2.t the individu.sls involved forrn hi:;hly organized groups and may be 

observed in a v2riety of social situations are premises of the re-

search plan. In 2.ddition, the smallness of the total nu.raber of indi

viduals of'fers an opportunity for more intimate contact Hhich, in any 

case, is not biased on either side by reformist objectives. 

i:..ctually, the who le orientation of this proj ect i s more like i:'/hyte 1 s 

study of street corner societ:; than any of others dealing specifi-

cally vrith delinquency. Ne.turally, scope is quite narrow in co:m-

parison but like that of i·Jhyte, this project is concerned -vrith all 

facets of life and tries to see ee.ch group in its relation to the soci2.l 

setting of Hhich it i~ a part. Secondly, the groups are s:i.Jnil<:.r in 

si;::e to those 1Jith vJhich Whyte lived, and require :rm:tch the sa.me role of 

participant observ::,tion though in this :9roject a some1.;h::.t more for:mé'.l 

relationship l.J"as cre.::.ted by interviewing 2.nd the use of c_uestion.naires. 

Obviously, these methods combined vrith the historiee;.!. emr1hasis give it 

a quality unlike ·,·Jbyte 1 s study. Although it took ·whyte some t1.;o ye:?.rs 

to accomplish his goals, he was workinr; 1·rith several groups and much o:f 

that time •·r2.s spent establishing re.pport, vüth the politicians 

and racketeers, ot-ling to the secretive character o:f their professions. 

3u-l:. the detailed .2.ccount o:f his rnethocl.ological problems end their solu

tion furnishes an excellent guide to any subsequent rese.2.rch !n•oject 

attemptin~; to provide a com:::>osite picture of groups. 

Finally, researchers in the past have made many great contributions 



106. 

to knowledc;e but numerous c;aps remain. There are ma.ny factors Fhich 

have br::en discussed in theory but h['.ve never been inve.stig~ted empirically 

at all. others <:-.re l:not·m to e::d.st in f2.ct but in many instances their 

rel.:::tionshi:;_:J, as it is pro .•osPd in the ory, hê.s yet to be subst::mtiated. 

This project CEnnot begin to fill any one of these g2.ps for above all 

it is a pilot study eX9loring several of them in a very limited way. 

3ut it does represent a start. 



CHAPI'ER iJI 

HE'l'HODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS 



The va.:dous lines of enquiry within this project ~>rere ~)resented 

throughout P:::œt I. In brief • the s;yecific hypotheses to be tested <:md 
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the ~roposed means of testing them ,,Tf<re st2.ted at the end of the chapters 

on Sutherl2-nd and 1-:lerton. The se hypotheses center m:ün1y on tl'..ree factors: 

the re.nge of offenses colllrn:i.tted by the è.elincuents: frustrations cree.ted 

by socic.l relG.tionships within the family; and emphasis on and bo.rriers 

to the achievement of economie gocls. Llthough Cohen 1 s theory dealt with 

these factors~ his thesis as a 1-Jhole is so controversial the.t no other 

hypotheses were rn.ade. Instead, gener2.l to;;ic2.l ~ ree.:=; 1-rere chosenfor 

study; namely. the specifie ch.<Jracter of delinquency, the individu<:-11 s 

concept of himself, and pressures t01-rard nonconformity rener<:.ted by 

institutions and class relations. All lines of ::i.nquiry Here to be 

investigated by severc.l months of observing and intervie~-ring intensively 

bro srnall <?.dolescent groups, one delinc::_uen:t and the other non-delinquent. 

Before giving an 2.ccount of the research situation ~nd analyzing 

the results of the inquiry, it is necessary to consider a nurnber of 

methodolo;:::ical and empirical questions. Severcl of these c1uestions re

fer to :)roblems vrhich are inherent in the design of the project and 

can.>1ot be solved entirely. Hopefully, though, the suggested prec<:utionary 

measures ~nll reduce them substantially in importance. Also there is 

the c;_uestion of defininc delin~uency. Finally, there \f?.s the ~)roblem 

of finding e suitable empirical situation. To:-rard this end a pilot 

study v.rts conducted. Ti:>..is chapter -vrl.ll deal with the methcx:lological 

c:uestions. Chapter VII discusses the pilot study and major c:uestion

m.ire schedule. 
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Regarding the desj_gn of the project, there is one ~uestion >-rhich 

encompasses .;:dl the others. ·..-J'hat kind of generaliza.tions may be made? 

Host of the observr.tion and interviewing c.re directed at docwnenting 

hat·: indbridus.ls behave in different contexts, Hhat their values are, 

and wh.r.~t they think about partj_cub.r peo;ùe, externe.l conditions, and 

themselves. Given the length, diversity, and intensity of involvement 

in the proj ect, 1 certainly i t is ~1ossible to make relati v ely smmd 

generalizations about these aspects of delinquency in the community 

h f' • t• t• 2 
c os en .. or :tnve s :tg P. :ton. But any study of the causes of a given tj:1?e 

of hu:man behavior necess2.rily rec:uires exHmina.tion of the conditions 

which e.re exter!kù to the individual(s) comrnitting th2.t behavior. No 

doubt e. complete and longitudinal comrnunity study 1-muld be the best 

means. ~Jhile such an approach is unc:_uestionably outside the sCOl•e of 

this pilot project, it noes 2im 9t least to e:xplore these external 

conditions l)y several r.1ettods but me.inly thro11gh intervietvs Hi th the 

membt~rs of e.2cch s;roup. 

This asswnes thnt the perceptions of the individuals involved 

bear a fairly close relationship to rea.lity. If anomie, for 

, is perceived to exist by all or most of the individuals in 

both , then presumably it exists objectively also. It is possible, 

although highly improba.ble, th2t anomie does not eY.ist but is perceived 

l. 1,-Jhile it is true th2t adolescents especi2.lly might at.tempt delihere.tely 
to l;roject certain im-:ges of themselves, the nature of the involvement 
ïrl'ith them (described in Chapter VII) and the checks for accuracy (dis
cussed helat.J") shou.ld provide a very firm basis for separatins calculated 

from those ivhich 8.re not. 

2
• N.:::.ture.lly, the e:xtent to wbich these r;ener2clizations ~y be applied 

to delinquency else1è~?.re depends on whether the ent;?iricel situ2~tion j_s 
tyy)ical or aty-pical. 
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or th8t it does eYist but is not perceived. Such a case of collective 

distortion in the first instance, or collective insen::"it.ivity 

even repression in the second, would be e:dremely unlikely to occur. 

'Illiat is much more likely is that the members of one group being differ

ent in che.racter from the other group, may have e. different perspective 

of conditions. l{oreover, la.ck of ex:t>erlence anri education may 

lim:U percertiveness on the pP,rt of both croups a great deal. 

Additional difficulties arise when the r~rception concerns ~ 

Sj-'ecii'ic soctB.l relationship. In this ce.se the pP-rs:)ective ,,tiD. probe.bly 

be bis.serl b;y the needs and ~ ·~-st experience of the vieHer; :.nd becéluse it 

is a vievJ of somethint: Hhich involves t110 only, verification, 

\•;herever ~'o::sible 2.t all, lacks the weisht of numbers. Euch the s:;cme 

may be for perceptions concerning some point of person;tl h:istory -

exce!)t that any bias ·Hould be nore the _'lroduct of prF:sent rather tha.n 

In order to combat these problems others c~useù by the ar;e 

:'nd orient::>.tion of the subjects, SEWf;ral w~thocls •d.ll l.1e emr>loyed. 

First, the F1ateri:ù nr,ture of the comnuni ty Fill be oh:::erved intens:lve

ly, includins visits to the homes of each subject. Second, e.t lee.st 

one p2.rent of ea.ch subject and V?.rious leaders of the corrununi ty T-ri.ll be 

interviewed informe.lly e.nd/ or observed. Third, the hif;tory of the 

commurlit;y (pe.rticule.rl~ social and econo:mical) ;.Till be investig.?_ted. 

Fourth, there e.re v~criD'lS other check~ for accure.cy 'trrithin the inter

vieH schedules. It is hoped th.:;.t these extra prece.utions cornbined w·ith 

the J.ength and intensity of general observ.::ltion will check factually as 

F'ell as supplement in e. large ":r:l.y the ste.ternents made by the s'.lbjects 
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so tb::,t undu<:! distortion is prevented ;:md s0'1nd e;ener:::liz.Etions l"lHY 

be the si tn:;.tions 2.0 Hell as the perceptions. 

Ape.rt from. the c;uestion of accuracy r:.mother difficulty in making 

gt'ner<:.lizations is measurement. If the statements 1l'k'1de in the inter-

views a.re accure.te end the .beha.vior observed 
1 

norn1.2.1, how is it 

to measure c.nd generEèl:Lz.e ç:>))O•Jt either one Hhen the total 

number in ee.ch c;roup is s o srr12ll? r.:oreover, the n12.j or (iU<'~stionnaire 

schedule, e.lthoue;h stand2.rdiz.ed, is open - end on rnan;y c:uestinns and 

s built-in T·1Aé"',DS for the : nc1ividual tc wh<?.t irnport<'.nt or 

prob1ernatic to him. Certnin be havi ors, backgrounds, f2.ctors, e.nd 

ristics of the :m~?-mbP.i'S of one ~~roup Pte.y be so Hidespreç,d and 

distinct from those 0f the otber group th2.t definite p~tterns emerge 

rnay comp2.red. The difficult~: arl.ses if any given pa.ttern is 

not cle:.r eut or if severc.l I'é'.ttern:; are distinct but not \·iidespre:::.d. 

In the~ 

t::J.ined lH.tle else c-:::.n be d one except doc1Xment .:md di:;cuss it. The 

tt"!' c~:sf: Hill rw:uire sep:;.r.s.te cr cross l:'is. 
2 

r::.ises the question of significance. Cle.e.rly no statistic.s.l 

for significr:.nce c2.n he !n2.de. Cn the other hcnd, if 2.ll or most 

of the rnemben> of one Grou.p .:re definitely diff'=':rent in seme >:my from 

1 
-• Thd is, if images c::.lcula.ted to impress the rese:>.rcher in 2. certç..in 
H<>.y c.sn he sep2.r.'?.ted from beh2.vior Hi th out éleliher~.t.ion. 

2. 
In other wor0s, if the jndividuals in one group vary in religious 

f.:lctors 1-rill hnVe to 
signlficz.nt c::>.us::.l con11eetion. 

and ethnie b2ckgrounds for example, then 
cro::::s ::ne.lyzed to see if there is o.ny 
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the Hlem'bers of the other groul) 1 it •·fC''_ùd seem then th~.t the diff.:'rence 

is h:::Tdly one of che.nce 2.lone. if.."lile the c-::.usel im:)ortv.nce C'!: such <:. 

difference cannot he f1eh·r!:rined con<:?lusively (only sugg("'sted tentatively) 1 

:tt is hoped thc:t there ::.t lee.ê;t sorne v::::lue in +.he i..tJentification and 

compErison of the differences behveen the b-ro groups. 

The other maj0r methodolor;ical question, defining ciel:i.nq_uency, 

re.i.ses _:>roblems of a diffp:r•ent kind. All delinc;uent activity is a 

specif'.l category of deViD.nt behavior 'nhich is generally defined 2.s any 

ff • t +h b • n • t ]_ o ense .:g2.~ns . _, e 3.s~c norms OI soc~e y. Some forms of deviance, 

such 2.s over conformity, -2.re tolerr.ted. Delinquency is not, according 

to CloH2rd r:.nd Ohlin. They re2.scn th2.t 11 2. cl.evi::nt ~-.ct ( ':-rhi ch) is 

fratmed npon but othert-rl.se ignored by of.'fici.s.ls \-Till not mee.n the seme 

thing either to the corrurt1.mity or to the ol.'fender e.s 2.n act thrt Hould 

ordine.rily result in delinc:uency :eroceeding;s 11 • 
2 

:'he cowrru.nl ty may not 

tolerete 2 devit:::.nt :::.ct by sllo;-Ting its disapprov::.l or even t2.king 2.ction, 

but deviant acts become delinquent offenses only •·:hen 11 they result or 

e.re likely t.o re~mlt, in the initiation of official proceedings by 

agents of criminal justice 11 •
3 

1 
-• J>.t lenst this is the central idea of most definition~' of deviance. 
Some theori , such a.s Cohen. stress th:::t it is instituti.onalized 
expectations Hhich 2.re violated. others, n.9mely Lemert, refer to 
deviation jn terms o.f the limits of tolere.tion for vsr·i:'.tion from any 
given norm. See Chapter I especia.lly p. 57 for the wrolerance •:;;uotient, 11 

Ed•-rl.n lemert - Social P2thology (New York: NcGra1·r Hill, 1951). 
? 
-• R:'Lcharcl Clat,rard and Lloyd Ohlin, Delincuenc;x. and Op-,ortunity;, op. citu 
page 6. In fa ct, they ho;.ve a.rgued thd the V.?.lue of studies r<:.te:m;_)ting to 
me::.sure hidden delinquency are limited becr,use the likelihood of rle
linc:_uency proceed~.nc;s. ho.d these acts been detected, is not lmo-vm .. 
Although it true th2.t in most cases deli.nquency proceedtngs (beyond 
or.~ce.si.omù appeo.r~mce d.:. court) were not initiated, the:J ~rrere detected, 
Hhich constitutes 2.n officio.l response. 

J. Ihid., p. 4. 
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th?.t Llefi!'1:i.. tians of crime or delinr:_uency which ;;.rf'O not b:::.sed upon legal 

statistics can on1y be biased. For in arder to elassify wh<:,t is 

11 socially injuri011s 11 , 11 conduct ~gainst norms 11 , or 11 e.nti-social behavior" 

one must dec::i.de Hho ha.s been ô.amaged and Hhat social interest h2.s bf'len 

offended. It evident the.t e.ny such attempt could not avo:id making 

all kinds of ethic2.l çmd polit;i..cal value-judgments. Until these notions 

are 11 structurally embodied vrith distinct criteri<'. or norms - as is now 

the Cé_·se in the 

Lll of 

11 2 system - they ere useless for .['Urposes of research • 

:::>.rguments m9.ke it clear the.t the e.nticipated oc-:'ficié.Ù 

response is essenti<:<.l to underste.nding the n::>.ture of delinc;uency and 

th:.t lec<ù indi.ces ::z.re necesse.ry for objective rese2rch stand<:>.rds. 3ut 

is thb enough? 

.Althoucb criteria mu.st be employed, their inadequ;o.cies cannat 

be ignorecl. St.;;.te le.Hs differ t:.remendously on -r:rhë~t 2.ge 

covered by the term 11 juvenile11 as well a.s lvhe.t offenses .2.re considered 

11 delin:::;uent 11 • 3 Certainly the more serious violations, like robbery and 

1. p ~ ,, · aul _app<:l.n, "~·lho is Crinùna1? 11 , J...merican Sociolor.ical RevlevJ, 1947, 
12: 96-103. 

2. . , 
Ib~o.. • P• 97. Speakins 2s a. lavryer Tappan emphe.sizes the nr2.ctical 

dr.nger of using ar bi trary stando.rds: they ellow unqutüified pers ons to 
label as cril'1inal any individua.l or -v1hich they conceive neîe.rious. 
In f.::·.ct, 11it hAcor.;e common practice to adjudicate e.s delinquent e.ny 
child 1Jeemed to be antisocial or a behavior nroblem. • • instead of re
c~uiriTIG ••• proof of specifie reprehensible ~onduct ••• 11 (Fn 9. p. 99) 
Final}y, he Fe.rns that to <:ssume an unconvicted suspect s. violator is to 
subvert the deepest of our politic2l end ethical tenets. 

3 • Tapp:m himself reports tha.t the lmrs in aD. the United States .s.nù 
Ce.na.di2.n provinces contain on~· one class of clearly defined nelinr::,uency: 
any act Hhich, comnd.tted by an e.dult, t-rould be a crime. See P2ul Ta[.!pan, 
Comoe.rative Survey of Juvenile Delincuenc;y (Part I l';orth J.J!It:;rica), United 
Nations Division of Social lvelfa.re 1952-53. 



113. 

r2.pe, constitute delinr:;uent acts; but exectly uhot bPhé1.Vior is included 

in such spurious charges ~~- s incorrisibi li ty, disturb.,_nce of the peace, 

and loi terine; is rarely (if e.t all) defined precisely. 

In addition to the se J.imit2tions within the la'l.-r i tself, official 

prç_ctices cree.te even more vr.riations. N2.than Goldman1 s study of 11The 

Differenti2.l Selection of Juverrl.le Offenders for Court Appe2r2.nce111 

skillfully distinguishes the extra-legal factors Hhich determine >èether 

2 
an offender of the b1-1 becomes officially cl.e.ssified 2.s a Delinquent. 

A'l)2rt from the actmù infraction, Gold1n2.n found that arrests and con-

victions s.re structured by three m-=:.jor criteria. First, velues e.nd 

attitudes of the community l{hich influence official referral to court 

include Hhether or not the juvenile viols.ted conventiom-'1 cc~nduct norms, 

the Nay in which the offense ;;-ms cormn:itted, and the ability of the 

P'='.rents to T:U>.inta:in discipline I·Tithin the home. Secondly, the vü,ibility 

of the offense 2.nd the offender are tEcken into account. It is in this 

oateEory th2.t minor:ity groups 2.nà certain clRss groups may be 11 seen11 

1. 
Hé>than Goldman, unpublished dissertation, Un.i..versity of Chic2go, citcd 

2s the bc.sis for a subsec:uent p.::.per 11Definint: the Delinquent Child 11 
, read 

at the E2.stern Sociologicël Society (Phil20.eJ.phia, 1958). 

2. 
In this pë>.per Goldm..<J.n defines the fl;enus and species of deviant children. 

All la'l.-r breakers e.re members of the genus or class of Transgresser. 
Using the extent to 11Thich the connnunity recognizes the juvenile 2.s a 
Trans::ressor as an indices, he may be further classified as: 1) a Violator -
if the offense rerr1.2.ins unkn01m to the ~)ublic, 2) an Offender - if the 
transcression is kmn.,î1 to the police and public but no offici;ù action 
is t2.ken, 3) or a Delinquent - if the transgression is J:n01m and exposed 
to officié·.l action by a court. Delinquents may be sub-div:irled into 
Unofficial Delinquents if no action is taken, Adiucated Delinouents if 
any action short of institutionalize_tion is të'.ken; and Institutionaliz.ed 
Delinouents. This classification has been described at lenr;th because 
it makes clear importe.nt dbtinctions '1.-rhich are particulorly relev.:mt 
to this rese2.rch, and 1--Till be used throughout. Ibid. 
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dif:ferently. And last, oîfici~ù decisions C.?.n be inf1uenced by the 

tolerance of the community1 which, in turn, is affected by its 

socio.l and class organization, its history and tradition:::, and its 

economie ~nd po1itic21 character. Another determinant of official 

action vihich could be added to Goldman' s list is l1olice corruption. 

!l.lthough no sociological study bas been made, it is corronon lrnovrledge 

that corru::'t police :rractices do exist a.nd consequently must af•:·ect 

official statistics. 

If legal judgments 2.re highly subject to extr2.-legal circurn.stancE>?, 

then they represent only a selected popul:\.tion of convicts and e~œlude 

a VThole of violators e.nd offen::lers who, but for those extre.-

lq;al circœnRt.;mces, 1·muld have a different status. ii.ftt?-r '-" 11 the 

p:cofession;:ü thief is no less a thief bec2.use he is not r:p:prehended or 

becçmse of peculiar local c ondi ti ons he does not anticipa.te an o.fîicial 

2 resl:)onse. The s2.l..i..ent point for the sociolot.;ist is the fEct that he 

-vrilfully and habituall;y- violates the le.-v1. He is in the s2.me socio-

logicol c::~tegory as the one who is apprehended and convicted, beth 

are t:uilty of conunitting criminal offenses, both identify themselves 

1àth these crimes, nnd prob.r>bly both .?.re id.entif'ied by at least. others 

in the profession, perhE~ps even the public • as thieves. 

1. 
These t-vro determinnnts of court action reflect strongly Lemert' s 

theor;y of deviant behavior. Cp, cit. 

? 
'--• 

It m.:;ty be true that .?,n e.nticipated response to :::.. serious crime 
such 2.s murder may prevent him from conunittin · it; hovJever, this does 
not :cl ter his st~tus :::..s th2.t of a thief. 
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By the s2.me token <?. s Herton 
1 

!:'.nd others h2.ve pointed out, the 

college youth Hho .)urloin.::; a b:osebal1 is in a different sociological 

category from the undetected but professiom.l thief. \J'hile both are 

vj_ol.:.tors, one vieHs himself 2.s a generally la>or-abiding citizen >·rho 

has engaged in an illeg2.l, easily forgivable prank; the other 1s self-

concept is founded on conflict Hith the laYT. Rightly or '·lrongly both 

\.JOUld be vier..;ed accordincly by the public .:c.nd the laH uho, ~i..ven the 

OlJl:'lOrtunity to judge, >-rould prob.:?.bly :pronounce the college youth a 

non-delinn.,uent and the other 2. delin~uent. Renee, there E.re leg::~l as 

,.;ell 2s social grounds for differenti~.tinc occo.sioœ.l pett:;: viol<.:.tors 

Hho 2.re not socialJ..y or leg~oll~r crnsidered delinc:_uent .::'rOiï: the h2.hitu2.l 

violator Hho identifies hi!nself .:nd is soci:?.lly identified by hit; r1er-

sistent infractions ::o;:;2.inst the leJ-r .:.nd who s!1ould be cl efined legally 

2.s a delinc;uent. ':·1hether he is depends Jargely on extra-leg:ù con-

ditions. 
2 

Anc1 if Q.lilt is estoblished by self-2.dmi.ssion, socio-

locica.lly he shcnùd be cl2.ssed as a delinquent. reg~.rdless of 2nticipa-

ted officb.l action or let;al lJronotmcements. 

reside in hi:::;h delinquency are9.s. Sol ornon Krobin h::.s ::,.rgued thd it is 

2. misb.ke to dichotomize juveniles in these are?,s on the b:::.sis of de-

1inc~uenc;y çmd non-del:i nc;_uency. Dec<:>.use he believes th: t such 2res.s 2.re 

ch:T2eteri?ed by ['. confJ.ict oî V[èlues, he maintains tht'.t individuEls 

must :!_):::>.rticipate 11 simult:meously in bnth criminal 2.nd conventioœ.l Y2lue 

1. 
Robert Herton, Social Theory and Soci!Ü Structure, oD. eit. 1 p. 178. 

2. . 
J:part front use of o::'fi~i~l records, ~DJ~ other m~thod of establishing 

Q.lilt, as TE,ppo.n has .:.r[;Ued, H'Ould be unethical. 
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1 
.systemsn. It. is true th"'t .:.ll ycruths .in hi;;h delinc:_uency arec.s must 

be c.ffected by the e:d.stence of a. deviant v::-,lue system .s.nd th.2.t ntny 

of them must become involved in .s.cts of delin::.:uency; ln f.:.ct, it 

':·rould be difficult to find :?. curious and adventu:resome bQJ·, esl;ecia11y 

in such an .::trea, Hho h:.s not violê.ted the law or as:::;oci:~ted 1-Tit.h de-

lin~~ents a.t seme time or ot.her in his youth. Yet there is a difference, 

leg:llly c.nd sociologic2.lly, betvreen c1.elincuents .:.nd non-delinquents in 

t.hese 2-rea.s. In such areas one must lool: for oredominance of crimiml 

or conventionc.l v.:üues, .attitudes, be havi or, .snd identification. De spi te 

the prob.s.ble violation o!: the lo:H by most :· ouths in the se areas, peers 

.:>nd .s.dults tncludin;; the lavT do not look U?on "'t d . . 2 
or hern as el:Lnquen1:,s; 

neither sh~~ld the sociologist. 

'~hus, l•;)gc.l criterio. are rel8.tive not only to v::-,rio.tion in loc:ù 

laHs l::P.tt clso to C'2Til::?letel~· extro.-legal circumstances. And consec:uently 

the;,r do not inc:::_'J.èe th::>t of ::•ersons Hho 1 =or those circun-

stences, w·o,Jld be cb.ssified sociologic.2.lJ.y as delinquent. To rely 

solely on criteria "j01Jld be QS unscientific as definin~ delinquency 

ui thout eny reference to them. Cle2rly, sorne :s.dditional me~ns of meastU'e-

ment is needed, one which represents the social facts of delinquenc~ as 

Hell as legal ones 1 one -vrhich at le:;.st i...>1cludes el1 hr.bituel violators 

2nd not ju:::;t those Hho h2.ve been judged ~nd convicted. Is it not. possible 

to use o.dmission of: guilt o.s th.:::.t criterion? a p<;;>r~on clefines himself, 

by virtue of admission to violating specifie la-v.rs, as Q habitual viol.3.tor, 

the f~:..ct of èelinquency no less :::•. reality because he he.s not been 

l. Salomon Krobin, 11T:11e Conflict of Values in Delinquency i.reas 11 , 

.âmerican Scclological :r-.:evieH, 1951, v. 16, p. 665. 

2. 
This, of course, does not. apply to delinquency areas Hhcre ~rouths 

are é!.llegedly belonging to confirtned delinquent gangs for the entirety 
of the ir :1 ou th. 
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jud:;ed officially or becC>.use he does not :::mticip2.te official action. 

And if th.;;.t defin:i.ti.on is C]h<'.red to the extent th.:::.t it is the basis of 

his social st~tus, then there is all the more reason to classify him 

sociologically as a clelinquent. 

In this research, then, delinquent behavior refers to behavior 

vJhich is deviant, a violation of b:1sic conduct norms, anà. illegal -

an infre.ction which but for e:rlr&.-lee~ü circumstances 1:rould re sul t in 

offici2.l proceedings. In terms of the individual, delinquency refers 

to juveniles v.rho amùt tha.t they are guilty of habitualJ,.y violating the 

law, rego.rdless of Hhether they cnticipate on officie.l response. It 

c.lso refers, of co'..lrsA, ts tho se juveniles .::g2.inst 1-rhom officiel e.ction 

h2.s been te.ken. Obversely, non-delinquency refers to youths who are 

predomins.ntl:,· non-delinquent in their oohavior, values, f'.ttitudes, and 

identification, to youths Hho l'!lD.Y have violated the law, perh"'.ps 

habituall;y for r:::. short period of time, but 1-1ho have not appeared before 

court or been o:i.'ficially adjucated delinouent. 



CHAPTER Vll 
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In addition to the metho::lologic~l q_uestions ~nd the problerns of 

defining delino_uency, there >·Tas the problem of finding two r;roups 

Hhich '·'~01J.ld be sui t.sble for the l!urposes of this )roject. Despite the 

ina.dequacy of available sbtistics it is generally accepted th:.:tt the 

createst number of offenders are ch2.1'Ect;,risticc.lly from the l01-1er in-

1 
come groups D.nd nre usually ..rhite. Anglo-Sa."'{on, Protestant Ill.:lles in 

the ():f their teens. It is c.lso believed that z. le.cl;: of formal 

educ<:>.tion ty)ical. In order for the results of this project to be 

2 
rr:;levant to the more general theories and for comparativE:l pur~JOses, 

it vlé'.s desirable to find tvw croups whicb corresponded as closely as 

to this imé'.ge. Second, it Has necessa:ry that the t\·JO croups 

should be compcrable in group structure :1nd that the menbers should 

mainly in the s2ltle corrununity since substantial difforences in 

:.:my of these factors, :i.ncluding the democraphic ones, are knor.m to 

affect behavior significantly. Thus, if all these could be 

successfully controlled for, they Hould be elil1'ti..na.ted as ce.usal agents. 

Lnd , pres,..uning that fevi teenagers :::.re perfectly lrn·r-abidiDG, it 

not delino_uent e>.nd similarly Hhether thR so-c2.lled delino_uents uere 

ha bi tu:.::.l transgressors, viola tors, o:ffenders, or delinc:uents. 

To make certain that the groups finally selected HOuld fulfill 

these rec:_uirements, a pilot study "-J::::s conducted .'1fter a feH Heeks of 

preliminary observ2tion. The members of both groups Here administered 

, 
-• Because of -v1idespread col or discri17'im::..tion in many arec.s, ste.tisticg 
sh01dng the Ne:.::;ro as the ;3re2.ter off end er than the vrhi te .?..re suspected 
as beins the most unreliable of all. 
2. 

As opposed to those seeking to e~plain variations from this 
statistice.l stereotype. 
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1 
r:. six-purt questio:nnaire covering: 1) demographie and sorne other in-

formation concerning residence, educ.:.:;.tion, religion, family, and occu-

pation; 2) the structure s.nd pattern of social relationships 1rithin 

each croup i..ncluding sociometrie charts; 3) outgroup rel2tionships -

v:hat the tFo groups felt about each other e.nd a third older one of 
2 

confirrned delinquents; 4) a listing of their rec,'"U.lar nctivities and 

the amount of time devoted to ee.ch one (as an objective indic~.tion of 

its V2.lue); .5) a listing and account of their non-regular activities -

they did for IJle.?.sure or enterte.inment and exci terne nt; 3 6) a 

statement of their attitude tovra.rd the ;:::roject. .nso corrunents made 

~.fter the com::letion of the interviev;s Here noted. VirtualJ..y :::.11. the 

dat2. from the intervimvs ivéè.s verified directly from observo.tion or in

directly 
4 

by the acting director of the social ae;ency 1d th >-Thom the re 

1• For a listing of the questions and an account of its design see 
A~:'Pendix B. 
2• Disco<Tered during the course of prelirrd.nary observe.tion. 

3· This portion of the questionnaire uas designed to elicit from the 
responclents an e.ccOtLYJ.t of thej.r infractions e.gainst the lmv-. It 1·ras 
felt thc.t este.blishing guilt in this \vay, rather th.s.n t,sldng direct 
c~uestions, 1-rould yield better results for tw-o reasons. First, e.ny 
indice ti on that delinquency v-las the lJrincipo.l or even ~ subj ect of the 
study seriously e.ffect their z,ttitudes e.nd beh2.vior. Tnrou.ghout 
this irorestigation specifie references to delinq_uency Here e.voided end 
questions in the ms.j or intervievr reg2.rding violations of the leu i·Tere 
mininml in number a.nd b[).lanced in importance by other questions. 
Second, confessions of guilt, Hhich e.re offered Hithout direct request 
<:>.re g;enerally held as being more valuz.ble or signif'ic2.nt tho.n de.ta 
given in ansv1er to pointed questions. For the se~ reasons direct 
references to class Here avoided. 

4 
• Indirect verific2.tion here and elsewhere means thet at least one 

other person either offered sponte.neously information t-rhich l·TOuld 
verify c siven statement or was asked to comment on a subject -v1hich 
would cover the strtement in question. According to the Horking 
premise of the project, stateroonts made in interviews and other 
priv:::>.tA infornntion \vere not disclosed to e.nyone else. 
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v'ë.s continuous conto.ct. He he.d lmown of the subject3 for :.:. number 

of and, having ms.de an informe.1 study of the corrununity, he v.ré'.s 

thorou.ghl;y farriliar vJith the area and the backcrounds of the subjects. 

Hmr sim:Uar Here the tHo groups?
1 

The members of both groups vrere 

lT12.1e CaUCËsi&ns with the exception of one Negro in the non-de1inquent 

group. 1'..11 subjects 1-:ere from working farnili..es of <:rpp::.•o:dJTk?.te1y 

!'.nd composition. Only one in each ;:roup vras broken by 

divorce or sep::Tation and one of the non-delinquents 1 mother t,;as a 

Fida.-J >-rho h::::..d not remarried. Host of them vrent ta the same schools, 

had chanc;ed schools êcnd neighborhoods :::.ppro::r..imately the sçoJae number of 

times, spoke English aJJ11ost exclusi v ely, beg an -vrork at the same 2.ge, 

and he.d the s::]rle type of job. 

l'he t-vro groups diff2red in severe.l respects. First, about t1-1o-

thirds of the delinquents He re e.pproxima tely t-v1o ye.:crs :-ounzer th2.n 

those in the other croup •. At the time of the .study tb; eight rnei-lb,~rs 

o.f the delinquent group rêcnged in ,:;_ge from 17 (the age o: .five of: them) 

to 19. ages oî the three oldest bo~rs :i.n th:-_t group (JB, 18, and 19) 

correspondecl to the .:oges of the three youngest :tn the non-delinc;_urmt 

group so thc~t there -vms ex~ct matching in three cases. The other .four 

non-de linquent s l·Jere aged 19 , 20 , 21, 24. Second, there was con-

difference in the amount o.f VOCB.tional trainin;;. A1though 

the members of bath groups had received virtually the same ::::..mo1mt of 

fo!"'ne.l educe.tion before they left school to begin ,,rork, nearJ.y .s.ll 

th ose the non-delinquent group i-Tere ac ti vely engaced in trëde school 

1
• In arder to preserve continuity, 

nair8 b:!ve been cornbined 1-~ith 
i.n h.rt III. 

the det::.:.iled l"<::~:<ults of the question
from ether sources and are 
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courses 2.nà one wo.s goinr; to nit;ht schoo1. In contr2.st, on1y one of 

the delinc:.ueni:s VfflO Üeg<>.n ~' tr!:>.de schoo]_ C ')Urse F2.S .still t2.k:i_ns it 

time of the stuày, the ethers dr09pin3 rn~t shortly after 

enrolment. 

Third, four of the eight clelinc:uents 
1 

,,rere C:::.tholic whereas only 

one of the non-delinc:_uents Wé'.S C2tholic. 2.nd one of the Catholi.cs 

in the delinquent group Here the only ones that 1..re1·e of French descent. 

rest of the members of each group Here F'rotest~mt. Fourth, the 

ethnie bé~ckgrounds vrere so diffc~rent or rnixed th:lt they seemed sirnj h.r • 

• <\bout i.n each group had been born in the greater urb<m area of the 

city. Apart from t-"ro members of the non-delinr,uent group '"ho ':vere 

c.nd Ukranian, the rest -vrere from Englznd or the Com.m.o:r'h'e~.1th 

n 2 
countries of l~ova Scotia and ::->e.rbe.dos. Excluding these tHo non-

Br5tishers, who did not come to C;:madi:'. nnti1 the .::iJ_ge of 12 2.nd 11 

respectivel.Jr, the ethers had exmoigrated to the e.rea by the time they 

Here seVAn. At the time of the project of the non-deJ.jnc_uent;; ·Nere 

reslding in Ea.st End itself Hhere the~· he.d spent an :::.vere.ge of 12 ye::~rs. 

of the delinquants dicl not resir:le in End proper nor had they 

there 2.nd i:'J .. rc brothers vJere born in E.?.st End but I<Tere then 

1. 
Actually, only seven of the nelinc;_uents p<.'rticipated in the entire 

!lroject. One of the rank and file dropped COPl!:'letel~: shortly 
sftr~r the pilot 5.ntervieFs to go steuly "rith 1:'. r.:;irl. Since he no 
longer identified hirrtself or >-ras identified b~ the e;roup as beine a 
member he WLS not observed or i.ntervi"."\·red further. 

members of the non-delinquent group ce..rne from East End (2), the 
tll'ban area {1). England (1), Barbndos (1), Norway (1), and 

France ( 1) • or the deli.nquents 3 TtJere born 'Ln End t 2 in the 
urbr.:.n area, 2 in 'Snglçmd, and 1 in Nova Scotia. Th us rne.tching 

occurred in feur inste.nces 2-nd :ül bu.t tHo Ciriginated in En61ish 
countrS.es so there vTas no substantia1 lçmgU"'-~e llrob1errt. 
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livln2; in a to~.om n8c.rby. These t-vrc brothers he.d, hoHever, e.l-.v-ays 

lived fair~, r1E32.rby .:n0 spent the [;;re::ter :)ortion of their lives in 

Snd .2.nd four spent virtue.lly alJ ry" - J their spG.re tirne in East 

End si nee they beee me members of the ~roup. The otb~!' rnemb8rs, Hho 

forrned the core o.l thP gronp, had JJ.ved in East End ne2.rly 8.lJ. of their 

lives. 

Of , only the religious r;_nd -t:.he ethnie fP.ctors 

seem to be subste.ntial e.nr.l potenti2.11y significant es c<:>.usal fs.ctors; 

therefore they will rec;uire cross-amüysls. Th~t the del1nquents had 

ma.de n0 attempt to educate themselves further seems to be :;, proo.uct of 

their orientations re.ther th&n a cause o.f them since they 

w:re •Jelinquent long before they left school ror the ex_plicit pru~poses 

of earnint:: their ovm livinE t.nd becoming more 11 indepc-mr.1ent11 [;e.ng 

members. diff,srence in residentiE.l his tory could or1ly be signj.fi-

c2.nt l.n tFo of four c.:>.ses since the h·ro orother'3 gre;·; u~' tn the 

other tvro, t.here ser~r11erl to hr-> little diffE-rence in 

:;:p:)e::ré?.nce or f::r:ilities. The difference in 1:.~e acquires si,:;;nific:.:mce 

only 1n connAction Hith other factors 2.nd Hill b~ discussed 2.ccordinglji 

rhere it is releYant. 

Gr01.1p structure 1o1c.s compared according to sever::.l indices: "'-Z:e, 

size, of fri.endship, basis for membership, frequency e.nd dura-

tion of interaction, basis of leadership, decision-making polic1.es, 

purpoge, .?.nd function. ·,~ile sorne differences \vere found, they w~?re 

eved to be insignific::mt or controlled for in ?.nothe'~'' ,,!e.y. One 



difference \·Je.s the surface formalit.~' of the :non-delinc;uent group. 

3einc members of the junior board of the soci2.l agency, their offici2.1 

:m.eetine;s ~~Are conducted more or less according to parliament2.r;y pro-

cedure :md their relations at the social g2.therinzs of >vhich they t-rere 

in charge '>Jere 2,ffected by their duties. This d:ii'ference, hmvever, 

v-ras felt to he insignific2.nt since lmderJ.y1.ns this occ~.sioro.l fe.cade 

'>rere ::tl::. the elements of an informal group, similar in nature to t.hat 

of the de1in~uent group • 

.tmother s!Tl2.l1 difference between the hro groups ;..ras the.t the 

members 0f the junior board seemed to be slightly more independent in 

the ir 2.cti vi ti es; they spent 2. few more hours s. ;.reek vri th the ir f2.milies, 

on double d2.tes, or pursuin6 their studies. On the other hand, because 

2.11 of them h::..ci the same outside interests, group bonds '1-rere probo.bly 

stronger and, 1ike the difference in education, these outside interests 

1 
seemed t.o be 2. -oroduct of thei:r age ::nd different orient2.tion. In aP.y 

case, group membership, if not group activities, liJ:::s c.s important to 

them e.s iL l•!o.s for the ô.e1tnquents. Finally 1 the main clif.fe':'·ence 

betvreen the tt-ro groups vras, of conrse 1 their manifest l:''J.rposes. Junior 

board members vrere rec:uireà by the ::o.;::ency to 1ee.d 11 resl)ect..?.hle 11 laH-

abidine; lives; 2ny m.o.jor devi.s.tion H·ould result ln expulsion fror;l the 

1-Jho1e progr:o.m. Jmd official1~y the junior bo<:'crd '1-Jere pledged to rnaintün 

order at 9.11 a.e;ency functions. The delinCJ.uent.s, obversely 1 bad resolved 

to create disorder é'.nd m?.ke trouble 1'lherever possible. 

This r2ises the al1 imrortant question of hoçv delinc;_u.ent -vrere the 

1. .Analysis of their responses to the c~uestionnaire section on ge.ng 
membership <.nd history proved this to be true. See Ch<>.pter VIII. 



delinquents and h01·J 1<:.1:T e.bi.ding ,,•ere the junior board mernhers? The 

delincuen+-1:; <:~.drnitted to S!. number of rninor offenses vrhich vlt"œe com-
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mitted fsirly regubrly e.t week-ends durint; the v!inter and More frequent

ly durine the stunmer. They 2lso confessed to a variety of 111.9.jor offenses. 

AJ.l of them hac1 been e.rrested but through alleged 12.ck of evidence 1"'"ere 

usualzy released without further official action. Three had been insti

tutiona.liz.ed, of vrhich b.,ro -vrere still on probation ( ë.lthoueh one hed 

broken it), 2.nd üne had been cJeh,ined by the court for six weeks. 

The non-delinc;_uents, sin ce they ha.d be conte board members, had not 

viob.ted the laH <"part from such offenses e.s drinking under e.ge. Although 

most of them hed commi.tted some delinquent offenses vJ'hen they assod.2.ted 

>vith the big g9_ng, offenses 1·mre e:-:tremely )j_mj_ted ·i.n re.nge and 

frequency and lasted only for e. very short, s~)ec;_îic period of time. 

horeowœ, onJ.:y three of them had ever conunitted or were involved in 

serions offenses. Finally, most of them b.<>.d been 2.rrested one or ti'-l"O 

but c:n1y one r)f them he.d appeared before court. For these reêcsons. 

the J1'll".)mbers of the non-delinçuent group cannot be c2.lled true delinquents. 

I t is true th.::_t. they have viol2.ted end offer:rled the laH but some trans

gressions ~re not sufficient, hovrever, to warrc.nt labelling them de

linquants. 

The outstandine; results of this pilot J.ntervie1,r serie::; .;md obser

V2.tion, then, e.re that in r;roup si::e 2.nd structure the tHo e;roups 1·rere 

compar<'-ble. They 1-rere e.lso sinli.lar in , degree of formal education, 

occupation, and f8.mil:;r composition. Considerable diffe···ences v1ere found 

in their o.ges, religious denomi.n~tions, çmd ethnie origins. And last, 

the tivo groups 1·mre different vlith respect to delinquency. 
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Is there any signific<mt relationship amo:rt.e these diffr:rences? 

The fe.ct th:.t 2.11 the older croup he.d violatAd the law mie;ht indicate 

that delinquency is simply a stage -vrhich many juveniles of similP.r back-

crounds go through. On the othèr hend, the delinc;uents 1 delinquency 

be gan at a muc-h e:?.rlier age, 12.'3ted J.one:er, and -v;as much more serious 

in frequency and re.nc;e of offense ~s vrell as in ::i.dentification. Further-

more, num;,y older youths from th:Ls s?.me COmJflUnity, 2.nd :i.n tHo cases 

brothers oZ those bo2 members who he.d in minor delinr:uent 

<?.ctivity, Lère conîirmeo delinquents. Th:::tt they are older, still de-

linquent, 2nd from the sr-me environme>nt functions 2.s s.n t:>dded control 

for the ë.ge bie.s of the croups. The f<:>.ct tho.t t1vo of the three bo~rd 

members >·rho he.d comr~i.tted some serious offenses were first generation 

im.11ti.grants is soiilffi"h::>.t cliscounted since only h-2.li' of the delin(~uents 

were imJnisrants ;:md since the English spe?.king comnunity vras composed 

h.reely of inunigronts.
1 ~Jhe.t may be sie;nificant is th<·t neerly 

deliné:uents, including those offenci.Ars on the junior board, were 

either immigrants .2!: Catholics and, therefore, VIere marginal ficures -

either for religious or ethnie reasons but, ~part frcm one exception, 

not for bot.h. The real signifiee-nee of finding c2n only be 

estimated <.Œter further research. 

l. 'l'he social B;:;enc~· three mimeogre.phed reports o:n the community 
and all of them refer to the large number of il11rnigr,:;_nts in the com-
munity. 'lnese re;>orts 'tfere uritten by ~nd present directors of 
the progre.m in 1953, 1957 and 1960. J .. s they hf'Ve no title and he.ve 
not been published, they will be refé::'red to as 11Lgency Progress 
ll:eport" 1r1i th the year. ~ 

Unîortune.tel:', t'nere are no statistics on this. The 1961 Census 
simply st::>te.s th2.t 1080 are from the British Isles and the 
figures for é·.bout 13 other ethnie groups, totalling 275. Ap.e.rt from 
the Itali.:.ns v1ho nu.mbered 140, the other groups e.veraged îrom 12 to 
20 ee.ch. (Catalogue 92-575, Series 1, 2, Bulletin 1.2-5: 30-11-1962, 

39.) For a deteiled breakd~fn of tbese fi~~es see Appendix E. 
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i.ctually, the limi ted tre.nsgressions of the junior boe.rd members 

}_Jerspective to the project, especially to the cor:t_02.rison of 

ansvrers to questionB dealing with ch:e:.nge. In any case, the two groups 

seem similar enough to comp2.re and sufficiently different to contrast. 

And the cor.mrunity, which is described in the next chél.pter, ~-re.s ide<cù 

for a comparrcJtive study of small groups, both of 'l.vhich proved eager to 

co-operate. For these reasons it was decided that they would be suitable 

for further observe.tion 2.nd interviewing. 

Observetion during and e.fter the pilot intervie1iJS entailed meeting 

\·Tith the hro groups informally in their own contexts. E<:ch group vT'ê:S 

observed ret;tùarly e.t the movies and group meetings, on 11 excursion.s 11
, 

Dt home, and at local h.:mgouts. The S.rcturda~. night dances were attended 

also because this vras the only time ï.-!hen the two groups inter{'~.cted 1-vith 

e~::wh other and the only possible opportunity to each group's inter-

nction Hi th the senior bos.rd of the ngency. Individual as well as 

group relé•tionships Fi th e2Gh other, girls, f2.milies, the ~Jolice, social 

agenc;y rep:resenta.tives, past teachers, ~md str.?ngers -vmre noted "tv""ith 

to the and present ~md in terms of interaction, e.ctivi ty, 

.e.nd sentiments. Of ~1<"rticul.?.r irnport.?.nce was the not.?.tion of differ

ences in individu.al behavior when the individu<:1.l -vras .;:tlone, 1dth one 

other peer, in a ;:;roup, or <·Tith e.dults and -vrhether there ·t-ras any 

drinking. 

The rr1.2.j or ~~uestionne.ire 1-ras administ.ered to each individual priv:::.te

ly and lasted from two and a half hours to four and a half bours. The 

questions Here derived from theory, observation, and pilot study clues.1 

They -vmre designed to obtédn several sets of :i.nfoJ:"Zl'L:'tion. First, they 

1• The entire schedule is rresented in A~pendL~ D. 
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covered the individmù 1 s relationship tc .:;roups of primary relt'.tions: 

(his group, t.he other g2.ngs, girls, 2.nd his f.:::rrLi~): to institutions 

;-rithin the community (the school, the church, the law, a.nd the social 

agency): tc the economie s+:ructure; ~.nd to himself. Second, the 

questions d.ee.lt -vrith di'."ferent aspects of eE",ch relc,tionship: the 

~,_ctual relationslùp or behavior 1-rithin the.t reb.tionshi;;, the re-

SflOndent- 1 s conception of it, his expectations from it; cïbether he per-

ceived any differenti.:ù access to the ach:J.evement or nw.intene.nce of it, 

<::md his future plans •,Ji th respect to i t. Third, the questions vJere 

designed to ::.ssess historicé~.l ch2.nges in the reletionship - when it 

1 h.::.ypened, ho1-r, and why. In addition the hee.ds of both sroups -vmre 

interviewed to obtain 2. history of the e"mgs' ler:.c:ership, membership, 

é•nd menore.ble r.;roup events. 

tinuous conte.ct :-'ith the current c,ct·in: d~rector o:r: the sc('i<ù ~· eency 

the 

.3oth contrcts ~-rere most helyful in c1iscussinc the subject~> and their 

home life ·"" vrell as their rele.tj_onship to the :'e;ency 2nd the school. 

If there 1~r::>.s eny conflicting d2te. ree;:::-.rdine; the time or det~.:ils of e.n 

event, the respondents themselves vrouJ.d often che~k eç,ch other. Also 

commerrts m.:.de by p:_orE'!nts uore very ve.luable. Althoue;h never c;uestioned 

specifically .s. bout their children or events, converse.t.ion v..Tith them 

1. 
It is hor>ed th.s.t tM.s l)art of the intervie:.,r ,,rould reveal the time 

sef]_uences of certain events - Hhether, .f"or exam.Jle, l'~"'!jection of 
p::.:>:·ental advice c01nes before or citer delinquency hc.s been esteJùished, 
,-,rhether disresr>ect of the la•,r a genercting factor or ::c r"ls'\.ùtc.nt 
char~.ct,;ri stic of delinquency. 



reveé'.led their gener~.1 <?.ttitude. Of p~:œticulrœ im.port~nce Has 

contact --;üth the mother of the he&.d of the junior board 

(;·:rhose brothcr H::cs ;:: memi)er of the older gang) :::.nd the mother of tho 

delin:2.1.ent g~ng' c3 ori;:;in::ù leader who returned to the COlY1l'l1Unity on 

leave from the 1-J:,_vy. Although never a.ctually interviAFed, they pl2.yed 

a r)c.rt in the proj ect. 

Historic;;;.l and other surplement:::r:r ini'ormation H2.s obt2.ined from , 
in::'o!'lfl..::..l :nterviet,rs-1d.th v:::.rious community leBders. Information :;,bout 

Protestant, English s~Jedd.nr; school in the cO!i1J<lUI'lity prior to 

1960 Has obtainecl frorr, the m.::.n ~-rho vr<::.s ch~irman of the school boo.rd 

froJTt - 19()0 and the current che:irm.:m .:::.s -vrelJ. as the current 

princip::-.1 ::md his _rJredecessor. .Also ~-ntervievmd 1-rere Reverend Hho 

from lÇ 51 - 1960 o.s minister of the only Protestz.nt chureh in 

the commun.i. ty, c.n executive of one of the oil 

c. r:1ember of the c orrununi ty, \·T::i s the direct or 

of the cor.un.unity' s social :::.t;ency; ond the Tc'Arn Clerk. 

Fimùl:r, much historicc.l inforl11.:!.tion l·r:::.s obtained froJ., tv.iO -::Jl'i t ten 

sources. For the fiftiet.h 2cnniv~rsc.ry of the t01m 1 s e:::i.stence, cele-

brÇJ.t~d in 1960, the t~mship ;n.tblished 
2 

~ large booklet containing 

amonr; other things, n full a.ccou.nt of the t01m 1 s gro;·rth in its economy 

::nd in reliGiOUs, social, .s.nd educD.tion:.ù It also 

1. 
See Appendix .A. 

2 
• Actually, i t may only be presUllled tl:a t the zovermnent published this 

booklet for ::part from the title, 11 Tüt<m of •••••• 1910 - 196011 , 2.nd the 
date of ~:;,ublic2.tion, June 4, 1960, there is no ot'ber information nor 
any page numbers. n01-rever, it be::;;im 1·1ith a signed sb.ternent fror'l the 
1-:k"lyor, giving it at le:.st sorne official 2.uthenticity. 
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contc.ined sorne stEtistics reg2.rding the G'"'ner2.l ch::œ<:'_cteristics of the 

population. The other so'J.rce i~as the series of progress reports 

-vœitten by .::geney directors in 1953. 1957, :md 1961; they discuss in 

detail the social problems of the conm11mity and the role of the 

ors:::.nization since it be;:an after the war. 



BACKGRClillJ'"D TO PART III EAST END 

The Communi ty 2.nd the Proj ect 

In contrest to most rese::>.rch on delinquency, this 

project de::::.ls with :::. rur2l industrial community and a 

description of its settine ::.nd bisto~.r are vit.:'.l to under

ste.nding the subjects. Also some events occurred which 

;;:i'fected the delinquents 2.nd t'!:J.eir rèlationship to the 

::;>roject; consequently they must be documented in order 

to ev::lua.te the results. 



lJO. 

THE SETTING 

About m.:i.les froM the center of a large 1.:>.rban con~)lex in the 

eastern ~)ravinees, the tmmship o! E:::,st End is bounded on the e.?.st <'nd 

•-.Jest by tvro rivers, on the north by another srrcll tmmship, and on the 

south b;r a host of oil refineries. It 1s th<?se refineries which v-rere 

entirel:; responsible for the fact th2.t "from the industrial point of 

1 
vieH, st End) is fourth arnon;; C::me.di2.n cities and t01ms 11

• Uhile 

this st2tement is true, it is quite deceptive since the -vrhole town 

c<Y'rered an area of about fo,.lr squr:.re miles e.nd. h::?.d a population of 
2 > 

5,6JO, living in one-sixth of the tot.2.l area. Of th::ct population 

1,195 were Ent;lish speakint; residents who viere socially segre;;ated from 

rem.-dninr; French speaking inhabibmts. The Protestant popul2.tion 

\·:e.s 897 .:'nd >·1o.s almost completely English s:pe2.king. 1-lo:::t of the 530 

children attencled the English Protestant school and. about 150 uent to 

the Enz,li.s:1 C:::;tholic school. The Znglish speakin;; teena;;e popule.tion 

numbered about 225. 

Although the t~~rn boasted of to secular and religious a2sociations, 

rH.llïJerous parks. a :!}Ublic swimrning pool, and a stadium, provisions for 

org:::nized social and recre2.tional life for the community' s EI16lish 

s:r>ecJd..ng t'3ene.ge ~.~opul,;:;.tion Has virtuall~- non-existent. The Protestant 

ch11rch offered sports facilities and occasional social functions but 

1 • 11The Tovm of •••••• , 1910-196011 • The booklet also ste, tes that 
according to the 1957 Feder::ù Statistics, the nœ.nuftJ.cturing production 
of the town a!nounts toâ~-700,000.ooo. AlJ.. figures presented in this 
description, unless st:,ted otherwise, e.re t:.:ken fron the booklet. 

2. 
Actually the official census of 1961 st.2.tes that the population 

totals 5.884. See Aooendix E. 
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both 1·rere highly religious in chcrç,cter :md fe11 boys in this <:cge group 

attended either progr::::m. All o:rganized social life for these ~ouths 

revolved 2 round the socb.l ::geney ~.;bich only offered the Saturday night 

dances C'.nd a ~·reekly s;;orts night. There 1-ras no agenc;r which dea1t 

specifica11y with 1-.rhat the co1lllnunity considered prob1em youths. Un-

organized social and recreational f2.cilities vtere l:'united to one r,1ovie 

house ?nd tvro bo:-rling allP.ys. 

Origina11;;r founded as a garden city in 1910, the town Has in-

ha.bited :o:J.most exclusivel;~• by l·Tealthy French businessmen of 1·!hom 

t-rere builders. The Great proved devc,sh.ting to the collllr!tl.YÛ ty1 s 

econOJ'lt;' and the idea of an entirely residential to;mship h:?.d to be 

ç·b2.nùon13d 1·rith the corninc of the oiJ. companies which en2.bled the to:m 

to l:'Ur'Vive finrmcia1ly. This industri:::-.1 expansion, beginning in about 

192.5, r<:sulterl in a migration of Ene;lish speaking peo;Jle into the 

corru,runity. 'fhe 19.57 Agency ProL~ress Report indic2tes tbt".t the majority 

of intrnie;r<:mts until the second w2.r i·rere executives, engineers, and 

nt.·uw.gers. :~.';_'p[;rently most of the Porkers commu:ted due to lçck of 

h . . 1 . " . . th' th . 1 
ous~n::- cL.lt:.J.eo3 r,n ln , .eJ.r mezns. 

Religious and educe.tional fc.cilities for these _?eople 1·rere 

extrernely limited in spite of the cit~ 's wealth. Sunda.y school 

~-rere t:ught by la:.' ;Jersons e.nd even youngsters who hé~d just grcc:uEted 

from them. They •,rere held in the Protestant school as H.:'.s a.n:' socie.l 

nctivit~' sponsored by the church. The Protestant school even na'lf goes 

1. 
Unfortunately census st<S.tistics for East End are minil'll.8.1 since the 

tOl>m is so small. The 19La Census Report cives onJ.y a crude breakdown 
of occupations for East End: Asricultural, mc~nufacturing, const~~ction, 
e.nd other. Nost rn:J.les over lL~ ye::c.rs of age Fere involved in l11.:'.nu
f:::'.cturing. See Census of Cc.nada 19l11, "Population by Occupatio!12.l 
\.rrou~)S 11 

, T~, ble 10 • 



onlj- through the seventh ~r~de. ft~one further educe.tion h2.d 

to t;o elsei<rhere, usually abo,Jt 10 rni1es e.ivay. ~['h:is situation ren~E.ined 

unch2nged unti1 1960 Hhen e. nevr schoo1 >·J2.s added to the adj oininc tovm 

for the use of both towns. Ste..fîing the schoo1 1·ras as problelm'.tic as 

findinc religious te:>.chers. The re were onJ:y tHo English spe.?king l118.1e 

educ2tors in the entire corn:munity; the re Here French, untrained 

, or imports. Social life, such as it wc.s, centered ç:.round these 

t1v-o institutions, such e.s they T·Jere, for there was little else the 

comnF~~ty h2d to offer. 

Durint:; and after the v12.r nu:merous events occurred -vrhich ':rere tc 

the ch:::.recter of the Hho1e tot-m. .il.part from any disturb~nce the 

1.·rar i tself 1nay have caused, there \vas first <:. wave of rlelinquency. 

~though modest in scele, it irorolved the sons and daughters of 1nany 

of the to:m 1 s lee.ding citizens. In 1945 2. group rxf English speëking 

parent.s bzmded together to petition a m:.tione.l sociê.l e.gency to 

estftblish ë". brench in Ee.st End. The "'c;ency served for four ;:,re_ars e.s 

2.n extc·nsion project of other bre.nche!'.' 2nd in 19!19 moved to the 

school in East End. 

In 194/:)-47 the gO'rernment sponsored a subdivision of prefabric2.ted 

houses lo-vr cost to veterans. These houses 1,rere filled la.rgely by 

Norkmen. Proh::.bly bec2.use of this e.nd the deli.nquency sce.re, senior 

executives and Uf.'I)I~r personel attached to the oil corn~enies bAU'n 

veiJ slot-Jl:: tc ernigrate out of the ~omrnunity. As this .rroces0 gradu;::.lly 

e.ccelerated, the community ber;an to deteriorate. Thi::.; H<?.s one of the 

main reasons wh;y the <:geney decided to nove to East End. 

One of its first nrojects 1~as to e. study of the cornmunity. 



1 
In e.r:lrli tion to the hcck of 

t.r<3ined pe.rson,'!l J'or tbese .Lields 1 the;)' di~H~ovr.~red ::.n extreme ap::>.thy 

on ::-nr1 .,,rluc2.tinn especia.lly. About t\vo-thirds of the 

it finenci:.ùl:;. C1n1~r a handful of ~oung people ottencled service:;; 

evcn:ln:._: 

'-· , 
.U 'gr~ 

Rc;uiv~;lent nf e. gradUfo.te engineer, ~·.nd tt-mded to viel·' m!iversity train-

ste of ti:rne. 

Faced tdtb these conditions the agency ::.bout L L:: t:. ~k Hi th 

':\ 
- keepin;;: ~ (l'Xth out of trouble. 11 ... And i t h2.d met wi th 

., 

..L• 

2
• 3;/ 1951 tbe tob1 l2.bor foree 14 year'3 of 2e;e over 1·!:>.s 1,?JG 

for rnen and 289 for feJYL?.1es. Of Lh.?.t tot.:..1 396 \·r'-"re proprietor::, 
?.rlrn:i Distr<:ctors, clerics, or ~>rofessiona1s. L::.borer:: numbered on:y 
17L~ but 113 \·JE!re er.cployed nn construction Ecnd h92 on Il12.nufacturing. 
s~'e Gens1li3 of Gs.nade. 1951 V .IV lebor Force, !!Occupations s.nd Industrie: n, 
T~ble 9. For cornr)lete t)re2~kd0Wl1 see ii.I': E. 
,.., 
)• 

4 • 
ni;{;ency Progress Re:-ort, 1957, 11 p. 17. 
Loc. cit, 



1 
!:>limry p:rohlems. Outside th.,. ·è"'.t:Pncy 1 l··oFeV<.,:r', the toHn {'leJ·l<- "nd 

1';4 -.,. .. 

In the fall of 1957 the pee.k of suc cess in attenè.::nce ree.ched by 

the t.genc;y declined sh:orply ::.nd \·r:::.s socn to collapse 2.lto:;Pt:her. The 

1960 2-eenc;y :rAport i:;ives hw m~in re:::.sonfi for this. First, in the 

of 1 57 the ~·D-rish ~riests sucr,e:::ted, :::nd in the fs.ll ordeT·ed 

e.t thre2.t of ezcol7lmunic::>.tion( 1), that the Fren0h contint;ent (sorne 

r.5 rer cent or br:mch membershir ~md lœocr;::;m income) to cease part:i.ci-

, emigration of executives, 

pro('<=;;ssion·::ls, é.nd the 1i'ke ra~idly e.cceler:::ted le2.vinc 2 salid vrork-

ing 
. 2 

comrnumty, 1-.ri th an insufficient number of f2milies fi-

mmci~üly r:>.ble to support the elRhOr2te ::nd ey;::v~nsive sports -:.:nd 

cr2.fts <:J('t-.ivities :!'or e2.ch <?t;e grc:n.:tp. And it I·Jf '3 for t,hese f::milies 

that the progr<'.m h2.d been ~e2red, 

Lctue.l~· this E.':'celere.tion of emigr2.tion seemed to be <;t8 rrn_lch a 

nroduct ~:s 2 cause of the event,s of 158. 3'irst, the older ":mti-

soGiaP population rebelled against the E\gency; durine the 1vintAr and 

sprint: thi'~Y sim~ly discontinued G.ssocia.tion. 't· ::u:b:tnm oî the.t year 

HD :-: v:irtu2ll~: the only rem~:ining group of ~outh Hrel='resentin;;:;: 

1 • In a persom.1 corrum.micE>.tion A;,ri1 6th 19/S?. 

2 • In 19f11 about 200 rnole;s 1.-.rere crfl.ftsmen, process ~îroduction, 
~orkers, c.nd 1aborers a.s c ornp::œed to 88 n1e.les in m.:-mager:i.al occupationB 
and 91 1112.les in profession<Ü and technica1 occup2.tions. Census Iienort 
of Canada 1961 V .IV, L:;bor For'ce, oo. cit., Table 9. See A~'~'endix E 
for d.ete.:i.ls <omd C0n<:pê-rison idth 19hl <?.nrl 1951 st~:.t'Lr;t.i.cs. 
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accepté'.ble behavior pa.tterns 11 • Of the l? members of this bo<:.rd, onl;: 

one re::;icied in Ecst End. This domination of the ~-œoE;rç_m H.S :3 one of 

the major reesorw Hh: the older group had rebelled in the winter .?.nd 

\vhy the :int.ermediate grour, b'·g2n to stop p2.rticipation in the fall. 

Tm-Të'.rd Christmas oî 158 the percentege of Enzlish s~:>eaking su.)porters 

h9d declined ;::;b011t 80 pr~r cent. Fin<:>.lly, th~_,re 1·Jas e series of priv::.te 

rrrties which received C''nsicler~ble public notice. Boys Ho1.üd iro?it 

11ntil their ~'strents Here soing out and then invite e. horde of their 

:::'riends +,o th:; house. In the process of p2rty mking several bornes 

,.u,re J.::i.ter<:.ll::·' vrrecked 2.nd e2,ch parent 1·JC1.S told th.?t there had been 

2. small, liUiet p2.rty ·hrhicl1 h:-d been raided by 11 uninvlted 11 cuests. 

Bec:1u.se of ::.11 this, the c~.gency decidec1. that its only justifit'!;:tion 

for exh•tence 1:-r::>.s to devote it:; complete c.ttention to the delin-::ueney 

problem. 

On Jc.nu;-;.ry 10, 1959, the Af:ency ReclalTI8.tion rroject H2.s la.unched. 

The _project bec;an with 2n O:!.'>en house e.ttended b;y h::-lf the English 

specddng teeneu;e ~,opulation. On the basis of r:ue:c;tionn2.ires tdminis

tered to the attendants, the whole agenc;y .rrogr2.m FPs reor·ganized • 

.3ll<?.ce E.nd other fe.cilities v.rP.re given for S:cturd:>.y night dr-.nces pro

vided the.t the teen;:.gers s,~r:>ervised it th<:>m:::P-lves ?.nd ·?.biè.ed by cerkin 

rules. The jun.'l.or boe.rd ~-rhi'ch was to be entirel~ elected and repre

sentco.tive was j_nvested with ccnsiderable authority and -wé.s t.o be 

responsible for lœeping order. Severol older ~ ouths, who othendse 

mi..ght hç:ve been excluded from the ~·rocrem bec:o.use of the new e.ge limi t, 

Here 2.ppointed junior sto.ff mer:tbPrs to ~irl the junior bo2.rd. These tHo 

st2.ff members 2.nd the junior bo2rd Fùected in the sprins of 1959 ~nd 

1960 constit.uted the member~.; of the non-delinc~uent e;rou:.':> for this resee.rch. 
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Actually, the Frotef3t2.nt School 3o?rd still controlled the E:ntire 

program through its ovmership of :geney facili ties - n~_mel;; the school. 

The boe rd, thoroue;hly frichtened by the violent evr.;;nts of '58, set dor:m 

:?, strlngent coè.P- or beh;:ovior covering everythlng fron lc.ngu~ge P..nd 

dress to drinking t">ncl. sexuü a.ctivity; ::nd devi?.tion fro111 that code at 

2gency functions ;,r::>.s punish;o.ble b;y suspension Or' expulsion from the 

the enforcement of l'ge limits the board successfully ex-

cluded the older g2.ng ~èich l·It>.s csusing most of the trouble. In any 

c2.se all1v-ere agreed that the big g:mg e.s it w;:-s called, -vras simply 

too dnngerous to integr.:te with younger groL1ps. 

Ccnflict e.rose between the boe.rd end the agency over enforcement 

of this code. T'ne agency lme1r thet. there -v:as a :;ounger sroup of de

lincuents ettempting to im.it?.te the biz g<>.ng, eXl)ected that they 

\-Jould not assim:ilate ee.sily to the code, .?.nd wmted the authority to 

mr,ke special provisions for their behavior since they ï·!ere the ones 

~tJho needed guidance the most. On the grounds th8t tolerEtion of 

deviance would encouro:,ge further c1evi.::nce the boe:rd reject.ed the 

rec:uest. 

Durine; the conflict e. survey of comnmnity problems V>rr·.::; conducted 

by the ngency as part of the :reel;:, mati on project. It included, among 

other thinz.;s, LntE>rviewin;: ?.nd testine; se.mples of the [,dolescent popu

lation. Unfo:r-:.umteJ.;;r, the detailed results \vere destroyed but Ollt

stending findings contaiPed in the 1961 report -vmre: 1) vi:rtu;:ùly 

none of the ~,-ouths he.d been exposed to religious education 2.nd V<tlues; 

2) none of the boys in the tOlm had :::;r2.du::.ted from high school des pi te 

2.n .::.veraze to tigh c0.pac:\. ty for learnine; (es measured by ço_n Arrrry 
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Classification Test); 3) .slthour;h there ~vé'S onl.J one boy :involyed in a 

service C2.reer, t.here w2.s universal interest ::>.nd capacity .for mechenical 

problems; 
1 

4) the !l'll'..j or ~once rn of the pe.rents 1;-re.s to be 11 rid of a de-

pendant'! vlhile the concern of the ~'ouths w::;.s to bP independent fine.nci<:>.lly; 
2 

5) 2.lthough bath 1xrent.s e.nd : ouths shcn·red respect .for le.iv ;:md authority, 

nei ther ;::;roup :mEtinte.ined 11 2.ccept<' ble 11 mor 1:Ù st;::.ndards; <>.nd 7) exp os ure 

to alcohol oc.:mrred .frer:_uently during pre- or e2.rly adolescence and in 

sorne ~~ses Has P,ncouragecl. in the home. The report notes ih addition 

that until in 1955 most of the infractions of' civil laH Here not 

:::.ccorc'ix;mied b~' violence; 2fter that offenses, committed most}J: by the 

detached older gang, "tvere more serious and in three C:?.ses extrel'l'lely 

violent. 

The îindings indicated cle;:.rly th2.t there v!2.S <.> e;reet need for 

the proc;r.:m. .~nd despite its c1.e_pendence on the scbool bo~,rc1, it went 

extreme~' 1-relJ. for a time. HR.ving been without a decent place to 

soci;;lize or recreate for some time, eve:ryone H=cs on their behavior. 

Even the delin::;_uents stayed out of tronble ~'tt aeency functions. Of 

conrse the installment of a policeman ::o.t the d~.nces was a novel de-

terrant 2nc1. l110::1thly contEct 1dth potenticl trouble:m.;;:_kers 1-~as quit,e 

effective. \·ii thin eight months of launching the number o.f loce.l police 

calls H::ts reduced from about th:'Lrty a month to a. tot2.l o.f one fer the 

entire 9eriod. And the progr<:.m ex-.:_)anded to include 2.ll of the Ene;lish 

1 • This was discovered through the Kuder and Strong i-i.rmy Cl2.ssific2.tion 
tests. 1\one of them, though, hzd been referred to trçde schools. 

The example r:;iven of this respect for Euthority He s 11-,rhen ••• tried 
tc stE.b the executive secretery, he >11':?.8 violently dealt with by his 
peers 2.nd our position of authority ha.d to be relied upon to prevent 
him from beint; :::;everely be::>.ten11 , ".t\.gency Pror:ress Report, 196011 , p. 18. 
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spe~ddng populé?.tion. 

But the success of the project w<:>_s shortlived et least with ree.?rd 

to the delin,~uents. They he.d first begun to come to the e.gency cl.uri.ng 

th~ spring o: 1959 and beceme highly involved wbile they particip~ted 

in the 3oftb;;:l1 league during the smmner of th:ot year. Lctue.lly, their 

most delinquemt member was nt. reform school for this p<::riocl and their 

leader hcd enlisted in the Navy. And while they •·mre for the moment 

qui te integreted in the 2.sency programs. they Here .::.lso in the process 

of reorganizing the group for the expressed purpose of CéUlsit'lf::: more 

trouble. Their plans were soon realiz.ed for durinc eutu:mn of 159 and 

the most of 19110, they cre::>.ted so much disturb2nce thz,t they haô. to 

ceas(~ weorins their special jacket:::: and insignie.. Trilunphant <='.t. h2.ving 

caused ;::;uch a sense.tion, they decided to control their activities,. 

Un:fortunDtely their self-imposed (é'.s they prefer t.o think of it) re

strictions came too late to prevent their expulsion from the 2.gency 

sports ;::œo~:r::.rn. As many of them had nevt=>r been fnll.y intcrested in it, 

this h.?-.rdly .?-.i'fected them. But b.te in th A fal1 one of them vTE· s 

susl)ended fror:t the d;::.nces. This and the .f&.ct thr~t 0.nother 7dnter H;;-·;::; 

-?.ppro<,c1ünz h:::.d sobering effect on all of them, so that thAir 

activities were sc>mevrh.s.t subdued by the time this investic;2.t:!.on 

started in e.~·rly Fehrurry of 1901. 

The director of the ;::,geney :i.ntroduced each ~roup sep;n·r:.tely to 

the .~~JI·oject at one of the S:::turd<:.y night dances when they "rere e.ll 

there. They vr~re to1d th2.t the investig:,tion v.r2.s a stndy of small 

groups involvi·:~.g observ2.tion and intervie-vJing for a per:iod of sever;::l 

months, th~.t the ~~mrpose tn~s tc compare the beh-?.vior, thou[;hts, and 
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::?ct::.itude.s of the roombers tO<·n?.rd V?rious institutions <"nd lîeOiÜe, th~t 

.::·.bove f'll they t'>lere to ?ct naturally, th::t Bll. j_nform::tion vJes to 

be 1œpt ~ :·nfi:lenthll 2.p:::>rt frorn t.he final T'c~)Ort in \<Thich '.'.11 pers ons 

end ple.ces wo·lld be siven fictitious :Î:l.2.me.s to provide com:llete enonymity. 

Doth groups inunedi.e.tely c_zrPed to p.erticipate. In fect of them 

seemed deJiehted 2t bein;; the Sl.lbject of a rese2.rch projr-ct p<.'rticule.rly 

the de~.in•:luent group since their suspended :member .-ras f~iven perrùssion 

to return to th0 2genc:· proeram in orcier to bJ<e part in the study. 

Llso <:os the at,ency c1irector l'ointed out, they felt that 11 no one took 

them f'erlo1.1sly11 ?nd beiw; subjects in a. rest'!arch r>roject •·m-Jld cert1'ünly 

It 't<T2.s decided at this meeting that thf'l junior bor.rcl would be 

observed on Tuesda.ys v-rhen they met 2.t their 1ee/1.er' s bouse inforr,lf'_lly 

anc1 occesion2JJ.~- tor formal rru:'letings. 

l.lt"~:Y had c:ùJ.<:>•1. themselves werFl to be observed on Fridays w-hen they 

1.1SUé:lly met to co to the movies. Both groups 1-ro'lld be obsArved on 

the 2.gency d::.nces. The )ilot study inte!'Vi<.:!~·rs, to be 

held in the school bo.sement, 1-rere scheduled for the end. of Februa1."J 

2-nd the be:;in.rd.ng of H:::.rch. 

~~eing someHh::.t c'lder and more reserved, i t H:- s s~ver::ù I•Teeks be fore 

rnpport vms thoroughly est:?.blished uith the junior bo:::rd. On.ee it vJ:::s, 

they could not hc.ve been rnore co-opera.tive. In meetin~;s they ·.;•\t'è 

c::1reful to ex.plain the b:::ckgrO'J.nd of .::rç neH to:;Jics and .:>.fter the first 

îeH meetings the lG:::der excle.imed spont2.neou.s]S thd indeed they uere 

behe.ving n;;.t•.lr::.lly. Evé:nts 11hich occu::-red nit::tle t.hey Here not being 

observed were :i.:'Tl.rn.edia.tEùy :r·eported Hithout beine asked for; n.nd sev,~::";:l 

times they even to he observed n.t im:~Jort~:mt s~Jeciç:;.l sessions. In 
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intervj_ec·Js the~r rn:::de every effort ta be thorour;h and eccur.:"Jte c:md in 

;·,:ost c~.sl":s Fere exee_.1tionz.lly fr:D.nk 2.bou.t their persoruü ~)roblero::: in

cluding those of 1·rhich they uere asharoed. Throughout the study, they 

accepted the rolc of an interested but imp:::.rti:>.l obsel'V r; not onee 

did they den~Z.nd ti.r:te, :.t tention, or special favo!'s such ::s tr::msr.~ort2-

ti on • 

.-\t first the ED.gles Here much the sr:.me, though instead of bEing 

unnatur~:.l1~·· respectful in the hPginning, they acted abnormally normal, 

as i+. ··er'~ - ''~:::J::in~; much effort to str·.rt the project off '·.rith no 

ilJ .?.bO'lt their capacity for 1n.;.kinr; troubl(?. 1\t the s:s.me t.irr:e, 

they Ycre qui te 1::rotective Hhen their act:i.ons mi;;;ht be dangerous E:.nd/ or 

involve the p•:::>lice. Shortly 1xofore the pilot interviev-rs the nO"relty 

· ... rore off ~md ~~he stage of "shOI:~ring off 11 more or ceased. During 

the pilot interviews they tvere as co-operç;.tive as the other ;;roup 

both i.nside the office and outside vJhile they w·ere being obse!'"'red • 

..ifter the series 1-12.s completed, a number of events occurred ;.rhich, 

combined -vüth. the exie;encies of the given situation, affected tbA 

::;i:ru.cture of the grour· e.nd their behe.vior. Bec::tu.se of these events 

and through seme unfortunate gaps in communication, er:r·ors b1 jude

ment, and particularly the quite ~wcidents.l disse:mine.tion of :misin

formation about l'ilY activities with the othcr group, it vras no lonc;e!' 

::_:>ossible for them to nccept the role of 2.n impartia.l observ8l'; conse

quentl~ my actions became inextricably involved vrith those events. In 

order to evaluate what r~et these evfmt.::; c:nd. IrtJ' role in them had on 

th€ major inte::-vi.ew series they should be recorded. In any case, they 

reveal much about the community and the delinquent group. Before 

presentin:;:; thi::: history, hOt·leV~?.r, H. i•rill he useful to intro::iuce the 



char2.cters and to sketch briefly their group sta.tus and their <.J"ay of 

life. All of the information in the proceeding section was obtained 

from the pilc1t intervievrs and observa_tion. 
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CF..J.Rt~CTERS THE JUNIOR BOARD 

Aged 18. Born in England. Both parents Ens;J.ish. Il11Il1igrated 
to East End at the age of five. Left school after 12 years; 
eight gr2.des paEJ sed successfu.lly. Grades av·~rage to f2.iline -
tr8.de excellent. Currflntly eng· ged in second yee.r of govern
Ment correspondance course. Hember of Church of England vrhose 
doctrine he accepted but had no contact Hi th the church. 
P::orents divorced duri.ng infancy. Eother remarried shortly 
afterHE,rds; ho.d hro other children of her ovn1 and cares for 
four fader children. Stepf,sther v;::>.s ?. sl::illed laborer. H:?.d 
he.cl r:. tot~ù of three jobs, working E.s 2. dyer for f~ieht months 
b·c:fore project; er::œned $46 e. Heek, ~;1.5 of wt.ich was !:"<'.id to 
parents for bo:?.rd. Nember of junior bo.:::rd for t-v10 years; 
President one. 

Aged 20. Born in the City o.s 1-Jere bath parents. l'Ioved to 
Ea.st End .:::.t the .:ge of five. Left school eft"'r ll~ ye::>.rs. 
Grades good mtil the ninth grade which v-r2.s repe::>.ted. 
Currentl;y in secom3. ye::::r -C.t night school. Res h:::.d office 
job in d~.ytime for tvro yee.rs; received $60 e. Hf:ek; ga.VF a. 
quarter to parents for rent. ?rior ta thê'.t 1vas in the N?vy 
for tHo month s ~·.nd l·rorked in office durin6 the sumners. 
l''lemb,>.r of United Church though does not pre.ctise or e.ccept 
doctrine. Fether r.v2.s unski1led laborAr; :rather, P house
~~ri.fe. Rad one sistE,r. Hember of junior bo.:::rd since return 
from the Nevy about tHo yeers. 

f.ged 24. I3orn in Nor...ray as i<~ere parents. Ce.m.e to Conada at 
the e-.ge of llf, living in verious ether provinces for seven 
r::.nd a h.::ùf yecrs. Left Canadif'.n schools :1fter ei::~ht ye"~rs 
having !)e.ssed the firth gr<?.de. Ne.:::rly c om::ùeted second ye::œ 
of corresl)ondence course in mechanics. Currently a con
struction •·Iorker receivine ~i50 -vreekly: ;;:10 r:oes to parents 
for rent. Ho.s hé:d 2. total of nine jobs, this one for ebout 
t1w 3e<:crs. O:riginally 9. luther.:m, was then an Atheist. 
?.:c.ther 1...ro.s a c2retaker of the Protest<2nt srhool but prier 
to that h2d been c. construction >:>Jerker. H~:cl t~-ro sisters 
::end n ~·01.1nger brother. Vias paid junior staff member of 
bo;:œd for :::. ye:::~r ::.fter having HOn :: ;-;ency 's annual trophy for 
the greatest in1provement. 

Aged 18. Born in Ei::>.st End. i3oth parents Canadian. Left 
school a.fter 10 years having passed the ninth cr&.de. In 
se(:ond year of correspondance course in electric~ù engineering. 
He.d been working e.s a sprayer for t1-:o ~'e.:~rs; p:?.id $15 rent to 
parents out of $64 s:?.lary. Prior ta th.:::t h.?d worked for the 
city for tvro rtonths. Attended Untteèl Church about one or t1,rice 
c 1:10nth though did not believe ln doctrine. 3oth parents 
living; h2d four brothers and fi ve sisters. Father '•las <?. dock 
superviser. H:>d been part of 2z;ency le2der'3hi.p since a;:;e of 15. 
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Aged 20. Born in Bnrb~tdos ns were parents and lived in E.:'.st 
End since seven. Left school after eight yenrs he.vin;; .!_î?.ssed 

grades S1.1.ccessfully. Origine.lly ha.d a pnrt-time oîfice 
job for a :;re::>.r; then 'JPS an '.lpholsterer for t.hrF.:e years. 
Currently une:nployed, ha.ving recentl:· resigned from three 
year $90 a week job of line inspecter îound immediately after 
t\vo ye<?.r in Nç.vy. \vas hoping to sign contr2.ct in the 
spring ~~>ith ::œofessional athletic team. Accepted gener:::tlly 
the doctrine a.t United Chll.rch though did not practice it. 

onl;;; Negro in either grou.p. Father >-re.s a mechanic. C-::me 
to Canade. <'lt the age of five just aftPr f:--ther relTiarried, 
having divorced first Hiftè: three yeers !îrior. H2.d five sisters 
a.nd one older brother. H:::d been livin;; next door •dth leader 
o-r: Eagles si.nce his unemployment. i,-fas p.?.id junior staff 
memher of the 2.gency. H2d bPPn a. member of non-delinquent 
group for sever<?.l yeers. 

ùged 19. Born in Frt.nce as Fere both parents. Came to East 
End at the 2.ge of 12, seven ;ye'".rs ::tftAr the death oî his 
fo.ther. Left Cé'n2dian schools a.fV:r 10 yea.rs, havi.ng pe.ssed 
nine ;;r~rl.es successfully. ~rlorked 'veek-ends for one ye2r as 
a pr.ck:tçer then v.rorked bcro swmneœs as r:. machinist. t'las earn
ing $65 a week in a semi-skilled job; also paid rent to mother. 
:'h·.s the only Catholic in the e;roup. Accepted but did not 
practice religion. Hed three older sisters and one older 
brother, wl:Jo had reln2..ined in Fr2.nce when fami:l.J' irnmigr2.ted. 
He.d rejoined junior bo2.rd after three years' memb•·rship :ln 
other r;roups. Just before hecinning of project hsd a mild 
form of nervous b:re2.kdotm and ,,r<:o:; sorne1{h2.t '·'ithdr~:nm from the 
e;roup. By the end of project. he.ving appzrently re
covt=ered ful:cy, he H2.-S <:'gain reinter;rated into the group • 

.Aged 19. Born in East End. Leît school aft.er nine yee.rs of 
school hs.vinc succeeded in p<?.ssinc eight grades. Currently 
in ~econd ;yeé:•r of p2rt-time 2.uto school. Eé.rned $75 ?. \'Teek 
2.s e. ;_-'rinter of Hhich ~:15 \•rent to ~12rents for rent. H~·.d 
had the j oh for 1t yP.ar~. Prior to th:::.t had h.:.d four assorted 
jobs lasting b·ïO, six, two, 2.nd i'our month"" respectively. 
l'lore or less .::·.c~epted doctrine of' United Church though had 
little contact Hith the church. Both parents living. Father 
from Italy, vrorked :1s a.n oil cOJnpe.ny mechanical operator. 
Hother we.s English. H, d t1 . .ro brothers; oldest one iv~s member 
of th<? big g:.ng. H.:::.d nevr-;r fully belong;ed to e.ny one J:r'OUp 

h::.ving :part-time rnemhership in sevr;re.l crou:)s ?.t the s:--.rne 
time. Hcd been c:_'J.i tE:: close to junior bo::.rd M.s 
expulsion frorr1 th~ d2.nce 2 ye:oJ' hefol.~e the study 2.nil ,,Te,:-; made 
en officie.l merrÜJ".,r the boc:.rd :i:n the e::rly p:,rt of ·Lhe 
project. 
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Ap2.rt from their officiR1 bonds, 'bo:::.rd memhers 1-.rere held together 

by rralt,u21 ob1ip;:otion, cornmon background, c_nd si,ù.hœ interests. The 

group 2s 8 1,.;hole seemed fair1y cohesive in srite of the fact th2.t there 

W8re two distinct c1i~ues witbin it. On the h::_sis of interaction 

pc,t terns and r2nkin;; of membArs ê.ccordinz to de2:ree of trust, loy2.l ty, 

' ~ ···· t · -. J ' T ~ r ' th ' · t l · · ·1 2no C.LOsenes.s, b.J.. .en, h.e( , ""ll'l .:.'. _ or;r.ea . 0 oomJ.n[-•n . c_:lqut:• 't·:rn. e 

.3::_)or+:., iJ1d~', ::md Rex form0d the ether. CreH, thro'lgh his friendship 

·Tith l.Qtcf; H2_s Jïtore or less e>.tt?.ched to the former clique. .Although 

they hc_d eleded Eitch their President, there vras r>.n explicit denial o.f 

there br-;i nz é>.ny one le?r:ler; at t,he s2me tiue, they considered Hi teh the 

r•tost res:;_•onsible, if no-i~ the most populer, 2nd looked to bim to make 

decision::; both inside 2nù outsiùe officiol boord meetings. At these 

l11P-etincs the~r c.dhered strict1y to t.he principles, if not the rule s, of 

p:orli~.n1ent~'.ry ~1!'0cer1u.!'f; -ro-r t.hcy ~'oë:re di::;tinctl~- 2.nti-2.uthorit2.ri:on. 

In fpct, :iii. teh once consicl.fôi:'E:d. t'f':si::::;ninz bec Cense he h?.cl. t0 ho.ndle 2. 

!-·roi)lem in ~ rlict.atorié:_l f::shion. ).nc1 ::J.-_ of the:r.1 tri.ed ver:; hard. to 

person2l rel2tions iiL-rJ.uence ho2.rd decisions. Individue.ls Here con-

troD.ed by direct ostr::J_cisrn, suspension, ,,nè. ex;?ul.sion. 

Of the ~u::li ti~~s they V?.lucd most in a i'rienù t.rust'·Jorth:iness, 

:i.mr1ort.~:nt by 211 but onA. Gocd looks W.?.'3 r"'nked un2.nimous:!.:;r ~-'=' least 

end lll0'1E'~ foJ.J_otdn~ f'2irl~ clo:-:e hehh1d. In =lr?.etice J'esponsi..bility 



they respected by beine; vh2.t Lhey C'Oll':~! .. 1Ar·P.r.i nlE:nnerl:Y· 

not 6"'1~ting them :i..nLo trouble; ~nô tO'::Tard the e.r:;enc_y by per:forming 

t.he·ir dut1es. liothing 2.n;;ered the rr.2.jorit;r cf thi::· srou~· (both indi.-

'.mî:::.ir or 

unjust. 

on h 

"'- good. tin•e ir• .. 1-vholeê"cnt"" ;-rey. They lovAd to (knce, pc.rttcipo.te :i.n 

, listen to r·<Usic 

"Sions. Go:i.n:.;; 

usu:ll~~ did not. dr:te :.::. girl regul:-.rly unles"' they were fai:rly serious 

about her end apert from holding h.:::.ni<:; or d2:ncing close together, they 

seldom displayed any kind of sexual rel2.tions in public places though 

the re i•ras îrequently some he<::.v;y necldr1g. Dr.i.nkin[ 

~-.t these .:.>:'l.rtie.s HD.s ~èlso f".irly hee.vy; ::·p<:'rt from th:t t,hey only drank 

oceP. ::: t the fr:-1:1 loc:ù de nees for E.du1 ts or on t.he odd ;::;et 

o:f t01,rn. 
1 

or less obeyed the laH. For "l:r.icks 11 , non-regule.r rtctiviLies for fun, 

1• ~ 1 , t 11 ~ :>eve ra memo~'rrs, no- ?. )-~ .!':ed ;;,nd T. J • who had b~~ lon;;ed to e, s!T'..:;.ll, 
r~'Üet ,::roup C?.lled the 11lnebrL,tes 11 t ,,rerP tryinz tc ~ive i t. up -"'ltogdh:r. 



excitement, or entert;_'.inment th0y }<eld "'- îev' ~,riv=te _:><:.rties, took 

occ<:>sion::J. sport tri_rs, r:ocerl c;;rs r-rhfln ;:::ivPn the o:'~'o·ctnnity, 2.nd 

once in e. ;;-r}d.le, 2.bout t•-.rice ? :ye,.,r, -vrent. on 2.n :::>ll-m:?le drunken binge. 

Durin;:; .<1_ t~':'lc,:.l ~reelc most of their ~!akine; hours 1-rere occupied by 

' . . 1 L.nel.r Jobs. Evenings He:r·e most].;; devotecl to 2cademic or edUCé.tional 

2.ct:L vi tie :.:; the~- met in "'T!~.lJ. e;roups, re<'! cl, or \·rotched television. 

'I\tescl.<:>.ys '•'ere reserved s:_Jecifj __ celJ.~· for :~-;O(~i.-:li;;inz -?.mong::ot themselves 

FOrked, he lped s l'Ou nd the hou se, ·. re.tched television, vi si ted e.:,_ch 

other, 1 rent irrto the City, O?" s2 • their sirl frj ends. Sunr_~<:·y:; 1-wre 

much the se.me except th~t theydid not >vork r>nd more t.ime H."S clevoted 

to their fera:i.lies ~~nd in sornE:· c~lses to cJmrch. 

FridR:· M. nd Sund.ay nichts both ;::;roups Hent to the movie.s. The 

j u.n:Lor 1>o.:::.rà _ did not general].;;· SO ?.S é'. t;I'OU:5l but took cl;:;_tes 

Rnd st2.yed >rith them, very rerPly rlE:Jdnc ;::,ny noise or c2usine; trouble. 

Sr,turd.=:y nizhts they attended the d·,nce o.nd corere USU<'.1ly lœpt !.>u..sy 

soci:cJ.ize 2.mon~;st thernselves. They enjo:red tremendousl;; the pre:>U.1;e 

smoothly. :.::~cé>use of their cluties they J'éTe~ mnvPc:l ~,_bout 2s r:. Group 

., 

.Lo 
S_port ,,,,,_ :~ the •-;xce;:tion tc this, hQvine; been unem~>1oyed sever::--1 

month0 r·rior to th•~) st::1rt (Y~ the project. He supported himself 
financially by sEùliD[;; 2. :-~econdhend c:'_r· he h['.d JnD.n:ocecl to <'Cc,uire 
the :year bef ore, by collectine; unemployment insur2nce, 2nd by 
rlr2.1:rine; a me<'.ger s?l:o.ry !'0r his services ?:-; st2.ff membe:r. 



e.fter th2t they usu:ü1-0" t~ent to :· 0re, rest~_ur·. nt, or sorne-

one 1 s bouse t.o e2.t "nn telk. 

In contr2.st, the z,,:::;les o.lmost :::lH::?,YS moved ~.s 2 t: roup e.t the cbnce. 

v-rhere the ~1.1nior bo~,r~. lPft They U3UD11~ Hore svre.s.ters or 

j r:::.ther th2.n .sport.•:-: eoe.ts like the 

d2.nces. In beb·H~en d<:.nces 

they ~,rould joke amon~st themselve.s or go en masse for :'. coke or ::-. srrcoke, 

datm tn the besement. Tho5e 1-.,H.'t-! or ~irls the:;- h2d picked up 

I·Jent uith the group but more often ste.yed in n1)1eir corn':'èr 11 

thei.r girls on their hps. And often the Hhole group str:yed to 

cletm up :::.s the~' could COl'lB :in free the next >'eek if they did. 

;-_t the drucstore or m:.ilk b2.r. 

Topics of conver•:'2.tion e..t. these 

, eech ether, the 

r:·rour· "" . i:n this c::se the E':gles e.lmost entire~· to 

troublelTl8.king incidents vrhile bo~œd members te.lked more ahout sports 

events ç::nd ::'e.rties t.rh~?re they h<:>.d been f:.oe;ether. Both groups di~3-

this occurred more frequently 1.1ith bo.:.>rd raembers wbo ['.lso devoted much 

to discussing l"llélnners, religion, and their ;,.rork as \vell Bs their 

duties the E.eency end jts 5:œoblems. The r.::rely mentioned 
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the se subj ects 2.nd e;en~r<:ùly discussed the ::;olice, family problem.s, 

smnmer l;arties of the and fu turA, e nrl the hic; g<lng, tho,.lc;h toH.?.rd 

the end they Hould fre·::;uently talk .:.bout goin~: b2.ck to school, e;oing 

into the Nc·vy, Hhat kind of jobs they 1,rere going to for, and the 

utility of ?].H!lYS trouble. 

Board memoors did not 2.ssocir·te in flny \ifay vdth the Eagles or the 

bie; grng (nor- an;y other group for thet m..::.tter though one or hro of them 

h2.d close friends who 1•Jere ei ther fringe r:,embers or Hho t,Jere not members 

at EJ.l). I:iotb groups they v'ie-v1ed 2.~ imm;;r.ture ;ond troublesome, the E~gles 

rn:rtic•ü=crly irmn.eture 2.nd the big gpng !J<'rticularly troublesome if not 

actu2.ll~ rl-one;erous. Prcpert:;: offenses comnùtted by either group were 

held in c nntempt especiall;y the more serious ones; crimes sucb as rape, 

murder, 2nd selling or t::.kine: n2.rcotics VIere deplored. H0.ving eng2e;ed 

in simihr -"'Ctivities as the E2.gles, they felt soHLewh.?t more sympethetic 

tor,Iard them, sCJ:r>tet:imes even altruJ.stic. Botb croups, they be}j.eved, 

't·lere je-"'lou.:; of their C<'Pé'city for reteininr t.heir jobs, tbeir position 

in the ae;en:~y, and the conumtni..ty' s consequent e.ccepté'.nce 0f them and 

respect for them. 

The proj8ct they 2.ccepted with seriousness. In fe.ct, they sa.id 

they hoped to le-" rn something from i t and a feN were slightly dist,lrbed 

that the results would not necesserily !)e a;;plied to practical situations. 

J..fter these pilot inte:rvieVIs, most of them continued disC'.lssing the 

possibJ.e pr2ctical value of the study a.nn its rehtionship to social 

vJelfcre York - a field in '\fhich sever2.1 member3 Here qui te intArested; 

sorne even boped eventually to become involved in it. ii. fe1v of them 

discussed personal problems or religion. 
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CHAF.ACTERS TE~ E!DIES 

.{.ged 17. Born ne2.r };ast :Znd; moved the re Hhen he was seven. 
Left schoo1 after eight yea.rs, ha.vinz succeeded in passing 
the eichth gr::.de. Dropped out before end of ninth gr8.de 
before exams. Gr:c.des gener<:>.1ly good. i.t the time of the 
pilot intervie•JJs h2.d been working for five months as 2. 

nwchinlst earning ~?40 c· vTeek. Tot2.l nwnber of jobs was four; 
aver?.ge length of time - fi ve rtonths. Origin2.11y a Co.tholic, 
he changed to the United Church in 1949 -r-rhen his r.;other 
chQnged. Like most of the Ecg1es he accepted the doctrine 
but stopfled goinc to church at the ::ce of 15. :3oth p;;œents 
Yu~os1avian. Divorced 1-1hen he 1-Jé'.s r.bout 11. Neither 
rei'Tlarried. He resided Hith his fd.her who ''Jas 2. cc.nstruction 
:.:orlœr; vi si ted mother 2"nd t-vro brothers once weekly. J.'hey 
li\red in 2. ta.m nearby; she supported them by tak:i.ng in 
1aundry. lfc.s a founder of the Eee;les in 1956. 

Aged 18. Born in the City. Lived in E~st End for 13 years. 
Left schoo1 after successfu11y passins seven grades. lient to 
local tra.de schoo1 for a yee.r but :fe.iled. Took e.nother 1oc2.1 
tr2de course but fe.i1ed it 2.1so. ';Jas currently unemp1oyed. 
k>.st ~ob :!_12id $60 veek1y. S:i.nce 1960 he had ha.d six jobs; 
al1 carpentry; each hsting e.bout five 1-meks. Accepted 
Catho1icism but onJ;y 1-;ent to church once every hro months. 
Both pe.rents from New Jrunst-Tick. Father He.s 2. selesman. 
Had three brothers 2nd a youne;P-r sister. 01dest brother 19 
E-.pp;;,rently lrç,s never a member of big g.?.ng. H2d been a 
member nf the Eegles since sprinc of 1959 • 

.Aged 17. Born in the City as werP- p~:>rents. li ved in East 
End for eight ye~_rs. Left school .?.fter 11 ye.s.rs, having 
passed 10 cr[>.des successfully. Grc:des genera1ly good. 
Hed been junior c1erk in office for seven months; received 
$40 vmek:Q. Only ether job yJrior to tr'it w2.s for five 
Htonths as an office boy. Acce~-:>ted C::tholicism ancl attended 
church 1-Teekly a1le[ed1y throush horedom :r,-,.ther than spiritl.tal 
interest. 3oth p2.rents living. Father Has a me.chinist. 
H:=<d one :·oun6er brother and three younger sisters. '\~as a 
fonnder of the :Sa.g1es. 

Aged 16-17. Born in Eng1and as viere p2rents. Imrm.greted to 
E:-st End Hhen he l·i<'S six. Left schoo1 .e.fter 7'Î ~re2.rs, 
h?.vine; pessed ::mccessfu11:; the sixth gr2de. Had been enro1led 
in an eveninc technice.l school ee.rly in 1959 but left e.fter 
sever.?.1 month.s. Ho:,_ù spenL five months "'s é'. truck dl'iver, tHO 
.?.s ? chef, and 2'Î as e photosb.t Ol'>erator for vrhich he -vras 
receivinr; f~25 2. vreek. :Içs a member of the United Church, 
acce:Jted its doctrine, but 011ly •-.'ent to church once 2 rrK>nth. 
Fether u::s ::: fire chief. }':oth "r ':i~cs 2. dieticie.n. He hD.d 
t-vro ~·ounger r,isters. Joinecl the Ee.cles in 158. 
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Aged 18. Bnrn in Ene;lcmd aR Here his P~'rent,s. Im:rniErcted 
to 2 nA:::.rby community ïvhl"m he -;,r:s 13. left school ê.fter 
9! years, ht:•vins succes.sf,Il1y com;:->leted the ninth cre.de. 
Gr;;des Fere .:::;c•od to avt:r2t;;e ' 1nti1 the J.est yet,r. Hud h2.d 
five j ob2, e-o.c'h. lé' stint, : bOLl t. ;'ive lïtOnths. s 8Urrently 
doinc; r~it:y JïJ.9.interu:mce '.:ork for f;65 ? 1;oek. Believed in 
the .P.nglic?.n cl oc trine but nev,:;r 1,rent to chu.rch. Fc.ther 
~·J2..~ .;c~ sheet 1;;.eb>l ~·rorkE'1~; his moth:r 2 housewife caring 
for two youn.:::;er brothers .:md tHo ;yo,mger sist.::::rs. -,3ecarne 
;:; n:ember of the Bv::.;les in the mrrner of 159. 

Ar;ed 17. 3orn in lJov~. Scotia "'s vms his mot.her. Hoved to 
e. nP.e.rby cowmunit~ '·'hAn he -,.;~ ;::; J.O. Leit scbool a.fter lot 
ye:œs, h.oving P<=' :;sen the ninth crede. Grades c.vere-t;e. 
rL:.d been 2. and reu.pholsterer ior eight months each • 

1)0. 

• ·fas :::. eutter receiving ::·35 ~~ for tvo r,•onths 1r;hen he we.s 
fired ne2.r the time of the project. the 
t.i.1ne of' the pilot int.=:•rvi011. F.:::. ther, ~-~r.:'lT· ir1 
z:. bus driver. He had one older brother :md 2. young0r sister. 
H::d been 1:'. mAmhPr of the Eagles since the s1..umner of '.59. 

Born in E2.st End E'nd 2.lHays lived in or ne:J.r it. 3oth ''"ere 
C;:tholic, accer;ted their fr.ith, and Hent to churC'h every 
vreek. F8. th er, born in Irel~:nd, Has a millm·ight; mother 
He.'" 2~ demcn::rtr:étor at· c dep:::rtment store. 
,JOCKO: Aged 16. Left school after nt ye2.rs, h<:.ving pc.s.::H'-!d 
succe'c;~fuJ.ly the ei2;hth gr:::de. Hccd spent t!n:·ee months in a 
tr.::éde school. ·,;;:,s first r:-, for three months and then 

h ~ ?1 ~ ,_,. h ' . : .. '!"" k an us er I or .. z, :r. or HrllC ne r.T:J.s earnJ_ng ;-' ·) a v!ee .• 
Fl: m1e(l Lo re~i..en and return to trt':!de school. 
3EN: Aged 17. L .. ,,ft :-chool 9t year~', h~vinc sucee::; sfuJ.J.y 
com~>lel·.ed the :::eventh gr.::de. Enrolled in a tr:.:de school in 
Christmas of 19h0. ll<;d vorked for t'·To ye:::rs on the ueek-ends 
:::.s e. c:rrier e.nd h:::.d bc.:'en employed full-tir~ .::'cr ye:rs 
::t the s.:::.me department store Hhere his mother i!Orked. ~·las 
rece~vmg 5 .:1 vreek. 3oth bec~?.me rnembers of the in 
the spring of '59· 
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l2.rly money, ~clrnost 

Cli~ues in t.his group but '·!err:: not very c.pps..rent. H:·_c, <:.s the 

Dodçer di~~liked; 

he ~-rc..s least close t.o J oc!t:o --nd L·ish. , Irish, c..nc1 F .J. forrned 

the or1l~- distin;;u:Lsh:able clicl'f.lE' though Dods;er nu::.de it e. }'Oint to be ~dth 

or ne::::r HO>.c •,.rhenever possible; !1e .t.lso liked Jocko F .J. vc::~ry 1nuch. 

The feeling Hns not ~t :nutus.l :'t.!1 the c:o.se of F.J. Leo, c..lthouGh 

in the :_)rocess of Hithdr,:,vral fror:1 group :".ctivities, r.vas tied closely to 

the group by his longb.:lrrn friendshi_il Fith Ha.c .::.nd Dodzer. Ben ,,,ras 1nore 

or le;;;s c..ccepted he ":r::.s J oc lm' s brothcr, but for ret. sons alrec.dy 

givAn he dro:;::>r;ed out of the grou~) and the e:tud~r, }îembers Here controlled 

by direct o.str,cism, phy force occ~csionally, suspension, and e1inrl.n:::t-

tion. Having d.ecided a lonr; c:uarrel th::-t no one \~r:::s to be the 

leader, they strongJ.y den.i.~-c:cl that they h:•d cne; they argued, to b2.ck 

the dec:i sion, th:.t po:·:er corrupts :mrJ ::n !:'.uthori tarian lea.der Hould 

enforce r;'.] es and the t;roup open t.o threat hy centr.c..li7.ation.
1 

Yet 

all o! them looked to H.r:.c to nl<:ke decisions 2nd to sett1e group qucrre1s. 

Noreover, they could l)1an somethinz ~nd exclude othcrs but not 2·~~c, ::nd 

others' e:x~·,ulsion from ?. certe.ln plé•ce m:c.d.e lit diffe:·ence to their 

attend:nce, b'.tt ·,rhen H:cr:: 'N'!:'.s k.rred they generzll;;r suffered \dth hl.lll. 

In r&.nking c:_ualities the.t they V2.lued in a friend, the Eag1es did 

not r?.te an:;" .:::~iven qua1it;y unanimously 2s m'Jst or im::>ort2.nt. Also 

1. 
This fe.ar aroce 1-.rhen some one vranted to se11 them some goof-balls. 

The bo;y .:: sked to be t:;ken to the leader 2.nd :::pp,:;rently indicatro.d th::"t 
onJ..;; he, shou1d he , need be c r.::nvinced é.nd th2.t the others ;.rou1d 
follcr..; suit. 
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ir1 contr:::.st to the otner group vrho felt th2.t .:};out h"-l.f of the c;.u'-:Qities 

''ere essential, they .:-.bout three l'rom the sb:t~en ... s bein::;; 

most i.mport2.nt and thought th<'t the other:.; 1-rere important but not vital. 

Th ose three qua li ties -v:ere loy.s.lty, trustc·mrthiness, :md courage; in 

each of these cases, 'but tï-;ro chose them as most important. Ranking 

close behind 1-rere personality, intelligence, a sense of humor, friendli

ness, and respons:.1cbili ty. H:.ving rr0ney w2..s vie\ved by six eut of eight 

as being le::-st in~)orte.nt. Also unimportant 1-rere physical strength, 

sinceri ty, 2.nd good looks. 

1-'Iore reve<ùing of their v~clues HRre acts ~-lh:i.ch they considered 

-;-rorthy of pr:?ise or punishw.ent. EngEcging in a fight Has reH:::rded by 

consol2tion in c::-~se he lost or great excitement if he -vron. In either 

c.::'.se he ~-r9.s bought somethin;; to e<'èt or drink. Similarl;y rE",Jarded ':rere 

acts o.f br:.very in the of d:?.nger or .::cts of :i.ngenu01ls rl.estrnction. 

Informing, 2.s distinct from bragging, i·Js.s decidedly the Horst offense 

é1.nd 1mless there v!ere very s~)eci::-.1 rnitig::2.ting circumstances, 1-Jas 

C?.bsolutely unforeiv2..ble and would rec~.uire expulsion. Also unforgiv2..ble 

'~':.:,s <:·,ddictioP to or distri'l:rt::.tion of d.rugs 2nd bein;; too keen to corrunit 

serious crimes regul.e.rly. One provision!l.l member Hc,s irn::nedintely 

drorped 1•!hen they d.iscovered thDt he ':-F.?.nted to ste'.'.l c2..rs 11 evAry n5.ght 11 ; 

they thou~;ht this HES unnatural and felt it NOUld 

much trouble. 

them into too 

Despite their emphntic deni.:::.l of the importe.nce of money 2.11 of 

them 1Tl2..de D- point of p;;.y:i.ng for eD.ch other 3.nd ::;nyone Hho f:>.iled to 

contribute a fair share over c.n extended neriod of time or "'ho neg

lected to reps_y a specifie debt >ms in serious trouble. Unless he hD.d 
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no other redeerning fe.:'?. ture, he would. he toler:::ted 'but looked down upon 

and no one 1-ro·üd cive or lend him any money. Prospective members. 

hO':mver, have been denied membership for commit ting ei ther of the se 

offenses. .:.nd membership >·TOuld d'"finitely be o.eY"ied for being c0l-.r2.rdly 

or for 2.~Jpe:::.ring in ç,p..;_;: •·Iay dellendent on one 1 s p.-::~rPnt~c>; 11parents vtere 

not asked permission for anything they •::ere told". ~-!hile these offenses 

Here ;:;rD.ve. they 1·rere forgivable provided that the prospect 1-12.s other-

wise destrable <::.nd ''fé:.s ~·rilling to che.nge 

'ilh&t did they enjoy doing7 Only 1-L:.>.c i·:2.s seriously intereste.:d in 

.sports. In f<:ct he cd.shed th2.t h'= could convert the g:o.DD: into &. team 

but they -vrere neither talented nor interested - though they lv·ere all 

2.n:x::i.ous to form an agency s:;orts club especially ':·rhen it 1v?..s denied 

them; 11it w·ould give them something to don • The3r liked to go to the 

movies but they rarely :-.rc.tched the films; even members of their Oi,rn 

group who might h:::·.ve l·rished to see it coul.d not stop the rest from 

beinr; r01·rd~· , cracld.ng j oke s , trying to pick up girls , constant ].y going 

in and 0\.tt to sn.oke or to hOl·Tl doHnstç,irs. L1 .. l of this ;;_ctivity Has 

most frequent during romance scenes. ~f2œ films ~nd ,,;esterns 1"'ere 

t::.~œn r:.~H:;;ht1:' more seriously b.1t. ('!ÜY '<"hHn f5..:htins e.ctuall;;· occm-red 

on the scr~en ~or they seldom follat·red the plot. Attending the dances 

vT9.s ver:/ il't_:>o:r·tc·.nt to them hut most of them did not knOl.:r hO<,r to ~ive 

e.nd w-:;re 11 too shy to learn11
• One or tHo hard1:y clanced at eJ.l and they 

these d<mces as they ;.;ere ::t the r:ovies. Only tHO 

of them &ctu2.lJ-:;· hrought thcir girl friends to the ds.nce. These t..ro, 

Shep Pnd Leo, spent about b.;o or three eveniDD:s ::·. r.reek Hith them e.nrJ 

occe.sione.lly tool-:: them to the novi;::s o:n Fride.;y-s or Sund;-,ys ;.ih.en the 

::.~Png Hent. They s:>:i.d thc,t the~r d...i..d not like to wùk the street but 



mu ch of the ir sp::: '~"e t.in1e doj ng - 11 h<:mging 

arounél 11
: -vranderin:; froN the :n2.ck b2.r to the chip stand to ple.y 

mechanicnl games of chenee ::no then over t0 the :rô.lk b~~r to play the 

!'inb:éül ll12.chinA or 

of the Heek, 

comics. .And so lt , . .rent hrc or three nights 

S9tur<i<>_y, :n1d much of Sund2y. ~fl1en theywere not 

1·rith girls or ou.t. in the , they hung <?.bout a. shack in back of 

leo 1 s house or until recently l'J:r..c 1 s house. Ther~ they co,J.ld drirJc and 

talk uninter:rtl.pted for hours, 

Apart from sta~ring in the s:b..ack or dJ·ivine; 2. c2.r the only activity 

that the;y 

to do 

to enjoy W::?.s rn.:ùdn;; trouble - 2..s Shep put it, 

on the spur of the monent th::.t vould 11 bother people 11
; 

t.o plo.n such sctivities 'Ht:.s 11kidstuff 11
• :3ut there vr.o.s no other subject 

111hich they liked to discuss more th8.n their esc2.pades, Hh:=>t they did 

for 111dcks 11
• Broadly, this consisted of drinking, fightin;::, vandalism, 

ste::>.ling • and pulling ncra.?,y stunts 11 • 'l'he nature 2.nd Zre0~uenr.y of 

the se vr.il1 be described in full 5_n th<'3 section on gangs. 

The juniœ· bo:-.rd. they felt, vere 11 olœ_yn; they even liked seme of 

the i.ndivi(1u.:.ls in H .• thou;::h they knew- thG.t thE~ group :;;.s a Hhole 

tr,ought they vrere irresr·onsible troublem?,kers. The big cunc they 1·rented 

tc imi:t.o.te but only in a limited way; the E::.ogles -vranted to be 

but 1·1ere not keen on st~_ndin~ ~'o fz-r on the ether of the 

~Jig cang hughed ct them but .Lelt th~·t e.ctually 

they ·~;~ere jealou~ of the Ecogh')s' reput.:?.tion. And they h2.d :;;.nnoyed the 

bj.g tremenclously on s•wr::r2l accusions by g<?ttin;:: them blamed for 

t.hey had co:rnrr.ltted. 

Htlch of their ï·rRking, t.memplo:;ted hours they spent Bhanging -2.round 11 
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so:m.etimes :.:;lone, usu.:::.lJ~ Fith ee.ch other, :ond occ:csi('nally 1ûth • 

vAr:, 1ittlo tim<? uith their r~·rtiHes, re~c1in;:;, or p?.rticipating 

in .;;>.~ Rports. They met re;::ularly on Frià.e.y :end SundE..y 

to the movies. Sr.tu:rdr·.~·s -:md 3undays durj.ng the de.y, they 

vr.l.t.h eL\Cr other tc wetch tele,rlsion, clri nk, t2.lk, o:r 

fo:r 11 ldcks" - nothin:::; really seri.ou~; but scmething Hhich 

to e;o 

hel1 11 

2.nnoy the 

police 2.nd e.ttention. These occ::>.sions arose mo:r·e frerc:uentl~y in the 

sumr.ertiine -vrhen they -;-1ent to ether pla.ces fer the 11hole 1veek-end; they 

spont.:neous, sc:m.etîmes eVP.f' ?ccidenta1. 

Like the junior boE.rd, the;;· acce_pted the .PrAjrcises of the project 

C'lrious about every :'.spect nf it. imrl they ~,Tere 

that the~' enj oyed t.h8 incre2.sed ~·:i tention they 

the junior bo2:cd, the;;' seldom ?.n;) thl.ng 

their i.ntervieT-ss. .i\.bout h:?.lf of them s:·id very Ltle 

~rhile the other hdf ccnt.inued >vith ~re2.t glee tellin0 ~·bont 

timf:l" they hc.o. e;ott,1=m into trouble, 
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THE ACTION 

the l.e:>der, b<'d been 2.cbni tted to the movies (hav'Ln2; been evicted the 

.:.:Jrevious Fridey) t(J~; ::_:: n:::; 1:' ~'s in pc,rl.iclù::,rl;;' hi;::h Sl~ir:it s "'nd ·::?.fter~,r<:.rd.s 

m::::ôe the:i.r C'ir8t re·::ue::;t; they vre.nted to eo .for a drive. Gr.2.teful for 

tbeir recent co-op~r:::tion, ther8 sAemed to be Jittle re2.son not to 

ohliz,e t.hem. 

in it h,rclly i.:nterrupted th-::2.r :::;i:nginc, 

Saturday the eighth !-lac was expelled from the agency. The circum

stances surrounding this event were most revealing. Upon arriving it 

was discovered that Andy had been drinking, something which he rarely 

did at all since he joined the board, let alone on Saturdays before the 

dance as it was agàinst the ru.les. That be was a board member made the 

incident even more seriou.s. Shortly afterwards about bal.t the Eagles 

came in. No one wou.ld •ve lmown by their behavior that they bad been 

drinld.ng also. In their case, this was not unusual; they frequently 

drank in the afternoons bef'ore the dance. And many of the board members 

knew this but had tacitly agreed not to enf'orce the rule except in 

instances where the drinking party was crea ting a disturbance. So they 
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were genuinely surprised when Hank Hudson, the agency director, singled 

the Eagles out for questioning in public. Ea.ch one denied it and Hudson 

did nothing until he spoke to Mac who answered him "defiantly" in a loud 

voice. Hudson argued that Mac was al.ways soft spoken unless he had been 

drinldng, and called him downstairs to pronounce his suspension from the 

dance. The Eagles follow-ed him am asked if this would affect the plans, 

suggested by Hudson himself, for a special weekly sports club for them. 

He said it would not but later changed his mi.nd. He also had to change 

the pu.nishment to expulsion after the Protestant School Board beard of 

the affair. 

Needless to say, the wh ole episode created chaos. The junior board 

was furious; however mch they disliked the Eagles personally, they knew 

that no one had done anything which called for applying the rule. 

Obviously someone ou.tside themselves had informed. Hudson. Moreover, 

they ali knew that kriJ:y had been drinking as wall. Andy himself was 

livid with rage at the blatant discrimination involved and resigned from 

l 
the board. When they discovered that the informer was a new senior 

staff member, they were even more upset because they knew that he dis-

liked the Eagles intensely and, they felt, had been constantly singling 

the gr011p out for minor disciplinary measures. 

Meanwhile the Eagles had returned from the street where they had 

attempted to follow Mac out of loyalty. But Mac ha.d said he wanted to 

be al one and had ordered them back to the dance. Once inside, their 

sympa.thy for Mac reverted back into their initial anger and outrage. 

1. 
The next time he was seen, though, be bad consented to withdra:w the 

resignation. 
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They wanted to take action immediately but did not know whom to talee 

it agai.nst. Apart from Hudson•s aggravating inconsistency. they did 

not bla.me him since they telt that he would not have taken the action 

unless he had been !orced to am they knew that he could have expelled 

them all. Various bypotheses were p1t :t'orward as to the identity ot 

the informer. They tina.lly agreed that it was Crew and started atter 

bim. When they discovered who it was in tact, they realized that there 

was nothing they could do though there was still some talk of' a tight 

atter the dance. In the end, they never were able to"Vent their 

feelings against the man. Someone, however, apparently had had his 

own revenge against me and smashed the headlight ot :m;y car. I learned 

several weeks later through Brian Saunders in whom Mac had con:t'ided 

that Mac himsel! had done it because I had made little e:t':t'ort to 

persuade Hudson to allow him back into the dance; bu.t Mac never knew 

that I was aware of' his guilt. In tact, subsequent evidence iD:licated 

that none of the gang lmew he had done it either. 

The ::t'ollowing Monday Mac was scheduled for an interview about the 

gang' s histo:ey. Apparently prepared tor a scene he came with two 

others and demanded to know i.:t' I thought him guilty. He seemed satis

fied with :m;y answer in the negative and, after an ou.tburst of' indigna

tion at having been singled ou.t, proceeded with the interview. Toward 

the end o::t' it he began wandering around the ot::t'ice and ::t'inaJJy took 

some bolts !rom the ::t'iling cabinet. On the grOUDis that I would be 

denied use of the office if a.eything happened, I asked him to put them 

back and, when he did not, hal!' j old.ng1y took them ::t'rom him. Later on 

he took something else. Failing to respond to pleas to return it or 

give it to me. I grabbed it out of' his hands and in some rather strong 
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language ordered h1m to sit down, which he did. Qu.ite amused by the 

little episode, Dodger commented that they bad never before seen me 

lose 11\Y temper and implied that the stunt had been calculated to 

satis.:f'y their curiosity. Perhaps thi.s was the cause. However, when 

the remairrler of the interview was concluded, Mac insisted on being 

the last one out, hinting that he might not leave at all. Apparently 

some kiM of challenge or test of trust was involved, so I went in 

front of him; he follœed immediately. A.:f'terwards in the drugstore 

he was quite docile and frierxily. 

A.:f'ter the forma.l part of the junior board meeting the next Tuesday, 

Crew and Mi teh began planning a triple date celebration of Crew1 s birth

day the follow:i.ng Frida;r; they, Crew's closest friend who had a car, 

and three girls would go out dancing somewhere. Then it grew to include 

everyone present and consequently required a second car. M;r own car, 

obv'1ously in incredibly bad condition, was disqualified on the grounds 

that 1t would never ma.ke the journey. Clearly one would have to be 

rented. They knew that I had driven a rented car dur1ng the coldest 

part of the wi.nter and, be1ng the ~driver su.:f'ficiently old enough 

to rent one, I agreed to do it and let them pa:y for the gas as they 

had suggested. 

Because Friday nights were usual1Y spent with the Eagles and because 

they had all gone to the marles on Thursda.y the previous week, I called 

Dodger and asked which night theywere going out, 1ndicating Thursday 

would be more convenient if they had no preference. He said that was 

fine and I presumed he would discuss 1t with the rest of the group 

and let me know if they preferred Friday. OnJ.y half of them were there 
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and Dodger said the others had decided at the last mimte not to come. 

Al1 of themwere depressed since Saturday was approaching and they were 

torn between their lo;ralty to Mac and their desire to go to the dance -

in spite of the tact that Mac had generously ordered them to go without 

hi.m. Partly to cheer them up but ~ to avoid any accusations of 

discrimination, I suggested that we pick up Mac atter the dance and go 

sorne place in the car. Everyone but Dodger declined because they were 

going on a drunken binge. Dcxiger evidently had not been invited and 

asked me if the rest of the group coul.d go somewbere for the evening 

where Mac coul.d go, suggesting that it would be awlarard for them to 

ask Mac to join them atter having been to the dance. He prœnised that 

they woul.d "pay the gas, wear ties and white shirts, and be very 

orderly". So I agreed. 

Frid.ay went according to plan except for one thing - the location. 

Although the chosen place bad been called to make certain that it would 

be open, it was not. Tbrough a series of inaccurate directions given 

tous to nearby places which might be sui table, we emed up near the 

border. With F ••• so near and definitely open, there was little point 

in going e1sewhere. 

Saturday a:rternoon Dodger 'phoned to malte arrangements for that 

evening. He also said tbat they had all been arrested the night before. 

Blind,drunk, they had stolen some food from a restaurant, uttered some 

obscenities to a mrse, and nearly got into a fight with a man who came 

to defend her. Af'ter paying baU, all but one bad been released 

immedia.tely atter the arrest. Since neither the mrse nor the man 

decided to press charges, they eventually let the other one go as well. 



161. 

Finally he begged me to try and persu.ade Hudson to change his mind 

about Mac. In view of Mac' s verbal determination not to go no matter 

what, i t seemed pointless unless he indicated that he would in tact 

attend. the dance, given the opportunity. Dodger said he wou.ld ask 

Mac to cal1 me. By la ter afternoon he bad not called. Since I bad to 

telephone Hudson about something else, I went ahead and asked him about 

Mac. As mi.ght have been expected, he said there was noth1ng he could 

do about it; the school board bad been informed of the incident and 

would not admit Mac to any function. 

At 7:30 Dodger 1phoned again. This time, Mac, Shep, and Leo were 
1 

with him, and sorne of them bad been drinld.ng. He asked if I wou.ld 

take them in D\Y car to some place wbicb was quite,a long distance. I 

explained that D\Y own car was not capable of the j ou.rney and suggested 

going in a rented car if they wanted to pay for the gas. He reported 

m;y statement to the group and. came back to the 1 phone absolutely 

furious, saying that I bad driven lJ\Y own car on the night before and 

should do so again tbat night. At first they r efused to believe that 

the car bad been rented. By the time they were willing to believe 

that this ;mighjl( be so, other issues bad become invo1ved. In::tt:tall:r 

couvi.nced that I wa.s d.iscrimi.na.ti.ng against them, they accused me of 

not caring about them and brought up the fact that I bad spent the 

pa.st three Saturday evenings after the dance with the junior board 

and that one of them bad been Dodger1 s birthday. ' Secondly, Shep felt 

1. 
lt is significant that these peop1e constituted.the found.ers of 

the group and consequently telt the greatest loyalty to it and to Mac. 
I t is equally signiticant tbat they, not Mac, did most of the talking. 
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tbat all of them should be in:formed personally as to when I was 

comi.ng down and was annoyed that all arrangements bad been made through 

Dodger. 

Af'ter explaining carefully wey these things bad happened, I pointed 

out that I bad tried to be fair b.r agreeing to Dodger' s plan to take 

tbose who were not engaged to sorne sort of dance hall. This onl;y added 

to his anger since he ~d not been consulted about that eitber. Apparently 

Dod.ger denied baving proposed the plan and they did not knœ whom to be

lieve; they decided on me and ask:ed me to repeat the arrangement saying 

tbat they would "fix Dodger11 i.t he was lyj.ng. In view of their present 

temper this could have proved quite dangerous. More important, the 

charge of discrimination, when and if understood !rom rrry point of view, 

wou.ld probably be dropped; whereas in.torming was never forgotten. So 

I refused am stated wcy. They accepted the statement and then they asked 

to be taken to F... I explained tbat we bad onl;y gone the night before 

b.r accident and tbat it really was nuch too far. The reaction was so 

violent that I tried to postpone going a.nywhere. Then came the tbreat; 

no trip, no interview. Barring giving up the project, I bad no 

aJ.ter:native. At that point Dod.ger mana.ged to say withou.t the others 

hearing that they bad no money and warned me not togo. When Shep 

came back to the 'phone, I agreed to go if they could pay for the car 

rental and gas as I bad no money. Suddenl;y they no longer wanted to 

go or argue about aeything else and, as if' nothing had happened, said 

they would meet me at the dance. 

It was clear that a number of issues bad been involved and that, 

from their point of view, they bad good reasons for believing that I 



bad di.scri.Jninated against them. · First, they bad been misinf'ormed about 

the car as well as the intended destination of the previous evening. 

Second, Dodger bad not consulted so:me of the :members, namely Shep, about 

meeting on Thursday and bad neglected to tell me that Mac would have to 

bave been excluded since he alwa;rs reserved Thursdays !or visiting his 

mother. Third, his failure to consult or inform the gang ab011t the 

Satu.rday night arrangement prevented them from realizing that I bad 

made a special gesture towards them and his subsequent denial of suggest

ing the terms for the arrangement !orced them to choose between believing 

him or me. That they chose me, Jna.de him feel awkw"ard with them and me. 

Fourth, I bad Jna.de at least two errors of judgment. staying with 

the junior board a:Cter the dances was the only means available to 

distribu.te observation time evenly since I bad been unable to attend 

two of their meetings and a third was called off. I should have realized 

that Satu.rday night in their minds was special. 'l'hat one or those nights 

was Dodger1 s birthday and that they bad counted on my coming made ~ 

actions seem all the more un:torgivable. By the time that Dodger bad 

asked me to go to "Jl party" that night, I bad already promised to 

observe the other grou.p. Apparently the Eagles never knew Dodger ha.d 

neglected to say it was his birthday. Also it was a mistake to rely 

exclusively on Dodger to f'i:OO. 011t where the gang 't<Vas meeting even 

though those at the introduction bad suggested it because 11he was the 

onJ.y one who bad a telephone11 • That this was not so was unknown to 

me untU later and the leader' s not baving one was unavoidablN u.n

fortunate. 

It was also clear that there were ma.n;y issues unierlying those 
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verbalized on the telephone. First, liquor alwa.ys intensi.t'ied thei.r 

feelings and made them more voeiterou.s. Second, no drubt they had 

begun to f'eel the bu.rden of' the large ba.i.l pa.i.d the night bef'ore, 

previ.rusly overshadowed by the exci.tement of' their acti.vi.ties and bei.ng 

a.rrested. Third, they were well awa.re that they were going to suf'f'er 

from Mac • s expulsion; ei ther i t was going to split the group or i t 

wruld deprive all of them of participating in the onJ.y social event 

available to them in the vicinity. Atter their initial anger at the 

informer had subsided, they blamed Mac for their conf'lict between loyalty 

and desire. And once re-angered by the misintormation, it was easy to 

use the incident as a means of' venting their feelings stimu.lated by the 

approaching moment when they wou.ld have to choose. Thus. they stood 

united against a common enell\Y• Having shawn their loyalty in def'eating 

it by threat, they coa.ld retract the impossibl.e demand withrut losing 

face and go to the dance without feeling so guilty. 

What happened at the 4ance supports this interpretation. Although 

I was willing to take all the bl.ame for not realizing that 11\Y actions 

might appea.r discr:i:mi.nati.ng, they apologi.zed prof'u.sely for nspeald.ng 

out or turntf. .Af'ter they o:f'f'ered to shake hanis signitying :mu.tual 

understanding, they spoke freely of' their concern for Mac' s jealrusy 

of their going to the dance and bei.ng wi.th me; appa.rently he was be

ginning to consider me as a rival to his leadership. I do not know it 

this was the irrational outcome of his recent loss in prestige or whether 

this was a deliberate move calculated to unite the group. In any case, 

the f'act was that he did; and having just re-conf'irmed 11\Y statua of' 

grou.p membership, they viewed it as a serious problem knowing that 

fUture decisions abou.t Saturday night would be all the more ditf'icul.t 



to make. Morecwer, to complicate matters even i'u.rther, the rest of 

the group, the rank and file who knew something but not wbat had 

happened., made a similar re-confirmation, independentl;y, after the dance. 

The next time the group was observed Mac said he sti.ll would not 

consent to being interviewed and left to meet his closest friem, Rob, 

the original leader of the group who bad returned unexpectedly from the 

Navy. The rest of the group irrlicated that they were quite willing to 

be interviewed and thought that Mac was being unf'air; however, they 

could hardly consent against Mac' s expressed wishes. Also, they were 

upset because Mac bad abandoned them to meet his old friend. They 

suggested that both problems would be solved b;r taking the group, in

cluding Mac and Rob, on the excursion that had never materialized. It 

seemed better than giving up the project or deliberately tr.ying to 

split the group, so I agreed. The drive succeeded in easing the tension 

between Mac and the group as well as that between him and me. Moreover, 

the Wamous Rob apparently bad been transformed b;r the Navy and was 

immediately sympathetic to the aims of the project. During the week 

I was able to do two favors for Mac and by Friday, he said he would 

"consider" being interviewed. By this time also Rob bad become more 

familiar with the project and was quite displeased b;r his friend' s 

behavior toward the interviews. The next day he spoke to Mac about 

it and Mac called to make an appointment. 

In view ot Mac' s sustained animosi ty, one might question the 

validi ty of his testimony. However, the re are several reasons for 

believing that it was more frank and thorough than it might have been 

without the contlict. First and most important, w:ithin their own 
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system of values, it is a cardinal sin not to repay what they define as 

a debt regardless of their feelings for a person. And Rob, wb.ose 

opinion he respected above ail others, bad convinced bim. that he owed 

me something - not because of anytbing I bad done for bim. but because 

of bis behavior tON'ard me about the interview. Second, fr am the be-

ginning of the project and in contrast to the other grou.p, they had 

aJ.ways tended to act erlstentially - giving themselves entirely to what 

they f'elt at the moment and they were incapable of biding or disguising 

their feelings. They may never explain the cause of tbeir feelings bu.t 

one knew almost immediatel.y what they were. And hON'ever changing those 

feelings were, most of them. were ultimately guided by a deep sense of 
a 

right and wrong as weil as/surprising, if deJ.a:yed, capacity for objective 

self-criticism. Mac simpl.y admitted t'J;lat he could no longer accept his 

am reasons for not being interviewed, and .once converted, was obliged 

to be as co-operative as possible. 

From the day of tbat interview with Mac, the l'7th of April, until 

the end of the month when the project was to be completed, I virtuaJ.ly 

lived in East End. Since many of the Eagles were unemployed by this 

time it was possible to interview in the daytime but the school board 

rei"used to allow i'urther use of the agency1 s offi.ce for the purpose on 

the grounds that it wou.ld disturb the school1 s routine so Rob off'ered 

the use of his bouse. All the interviews except one went as scheduled 

and everone was most co-operative. During tbat time it was possible 

to become better acquainted with many of the m.others, especiall.y Rob' s, 

and to see the community as a whole. And because the interviews were 

at Rob 1 s house aJ.most ail the time in between was spent wi th him and 

the delinquants; rapport was the best it bad ever been. Moreover, 



their lives were no longer so simple and oarefree and theywere 

genuinel7 concerned about their future. 
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Sbep bad not only lost a temporary job as delivery boy tbat he 

bad ma.naged to seoure despite his shame at doi.ng so. his father bad 

expelled him from his home. .AJ.ready, jealous of his f'ather•s differ

ential respect for his older brother he quarrelled with the :man over 

some new act of discrimination. His f'ather hit him so he bit his 

f'a.ther baok. He tried living with Mao for a while but Ma.o's f'ather 

threatened to expel them both if' he did not lea.ve. In the end he 

went to a cheap boarding bouse. Mao bad also lost his job during tha.t 

week. That combined Wi.th his expulsion from the agency, his recent 

arrest, and his f'ather 1 s threat oonvinced his mother that the time bad 

come for h1m to live with ber. Although she lived nearby, Mac knew 

his days Wi. th the gang were nwnbered since she planned to send him 

back to sohool and secretly he wanted to go. 

Leo was contempla ting marriage and would canplete his w1 thdrawal 

from the gang - adding another blow to its sbaken unity. .Alid Irish 

suddenly bec ame more seriou.s. The days bef ore, during, and af'ter his 

arrest he bad not gone home nor slept. Althœgh he bad already broken 

his probation by not reporting and probably in other ways as well, he 

seemed partioularly upset abou.t his arrest, and even asked Hudson to 

drive him home af'ter the dance, a very unusual request coming from him. 

He began seeing a certain girl rather f'requently and made a deliberate 

effort to keep œt of' trouble and to beoome f'riendly with Rob whom he 

respected a great deal. He too was ou.t of' work at tbat time and was 

considering going into the Navy as a means of straightening himself' ou.t. 
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The tact that all of thei.r problems came at the same time seemed 

to be enti.rely cai.ncidental. Their attitude tœard them, hœever, was 

strongly af'fected b;y Rob who was greatly concerned about the future of 

his friends. He made them admit publicly what they bad confessed in 

their interviews or privately to each other - that they were to bl.ame 

for their ills and that the on1y way to alleviate them was to adopt a 

responsible attitude tow-ard lite. Then, too, answering the question

naire must have f'orced them to take stock of themselves systematically

to assess their way of lite and their future prospects. 

Regrettably the atmosphere of rnu.tual appreciation and sympathy 

did not last long. Dodger perhaps wilf'u.lly destroyed it or, at the 

least, aggravated the processes which were to destroy it. Recently 

he bad had most of' his teeth taken out which must have upset him 

psychologically as well as physical.ly. Al.so he was one of' the few lef't 

in the gr011p who still bad his job; this automatically excluded him 

tram all the daytime activities in which the rest of themwere then 

engaged. He began making excessive demands on Mac by insisting that 

Mac in:form him of' everything that went on while he was not there and 

that Mac personally invite him to ali grou.p activiti.es in the evening. 

The relationship between Dodger and Mac bad always been rather one

sided and these actions began to irritate Mac tremendou.sly - on top 

of' all the other problems he bad. 

Then Mac himself' began to show- more signa of' jealousy. He seemed 

suddenJ.y to resent the am.ount of' time Rob spent with me not on1y because 

ot the actual amOilllt involved ba.t, more important, because Rob 1 s associa

tion wi.th me represented his ref'usal -to revert back to the irresponsible, 



careless way of li:fe they bad shared before Rob left. Rob bad obviously 

cha.nged and wbile one part of Mac wanted to elllllate this change, the 

other wanted to destroy it. Mac, lik.e ma.n;y· of the others in the group, 

was going through a rnomentous inner cont'lict; his growing doubts as to 

the utility of his present orientation paradoxically intensified tempo

rarily his desire to ma.intain it. In view of Mac's ambivalence and his 

respect and attachment to Rob, he could hardly attack the real issue. I 

was the perfect scapegoat. If Dodger did not instigate these feelings 

of jealousy to protect his own interests, he certainl.y encouraged them. 

Until Saturday Dodger's feelings had been obvious but inactive and 

Mac bad made no dema.nds of Rob. On the 22nd, hcwever, Dodger apparently 

convinced the nucleus that they should go somewhere that evening but his 

sense of inseeurity was so great that he had to disguise the source of 

the idea and somehcw make Mac i.n!it~ h1m. As the invitation was not 

forthcoming, he did not come to the appointed meeting place ani he did 

not inform the rank and file as he said he would. Theywere nowhere to 

be found and, having been eonvinced of the plan, Mac was determi.ned that 

the grœp should go anyway. Of th ose who had been left out only Dodger 

am Jocko, a rank and file member, were upset about it. And they both 

blamed me. The two others understood that we had either looked for 

them. or bad beard they bad other plans. 

The final week of the project started off smoothl.y without incident 

though the tension between Dodger and Mac and Rob was growing rapidly. 

Dodger was now excluded by Mac from some of the evening group meetings 

and Mac' s commenta about Rob' s spending time away from him had lost 

their joking quality. Mac' s very insistance on maintaining their re-
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lationship on its old terms was perbaps too tempting for Rob to encourage; 

intent upon retaini.ng his new values, he seemed to wi.thdraw even further 

from Mac' s grasp. 

The tension came to a climax on Sunday, the thirtieth. I bad stopped 

going to the dance for several weeks and thought it only' fair to the other 

grou.p to attend the one on the twenty-ninth as it was to be II\Y last. 

Moreover, most or the Eagles bad dates and wanted to go as well. Saturday 

afternoon, unbeknown to me, Mac made the mistake of forcing Rob to :make 

a choice between going to the dance and stlcying with h1m. In the beat 

of the argument that ensued Mac went even further and put the choice on 

different terms: was Rob going to the dance vith me or was he staying 

wi th him? Realizing perhaps for the first time the extent of Mac' s 

jealcusy and feeling sarry for his whole predicament, Rob calmed him 

down enough for him. to accept a compromise; he would go the dance for 

its beginning bu.t speni the rest of the evening with Mac. In this way, 

he could maintain his independance yet· show Ma.c that he wanted to please 

him - despite his grow.lng resentment of Mac' s dema.nds and attitude 

tCMard ille. 

At the dance then junior board :made Dllch of the project1 s coming 

to an end. On stage they presented a record which they bad all signed. 

The signees were to meet afterwards at the onl:y dance hall nearby. Rob 

came as well. Having been somewhat disgusted with Mac' s inebriated 

bitterness, 
1 

he bad returned to the dance and signed the record. Those 

1• Moreover, Mac bad told him previousl.y that he bad not broken II\Y head
light. llthough Rob could not bring bimself' to ask Mac directly be 
realized that night that Mac bad lied. 



of the Eagles who were there were not friend.ly wi.th the junior board 

and had not been asked to sign. In any case, they bad been barred 

from the place since they bad wrecked it a year ago. 

Monday, J.ocko did not come for his interview. That night after 

interviewing the last of the junior board, the Eagles were observed. 

Although nothing specifie was said about Saturda.y Dodger ar.d Mac were 

particularly hostile especially toward Rob. Mac, according to Rob, 
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felt betrayed by Saturday•s events and with Dodger's assistance bad 

managed to gain the support of the Eagles present, about half the grou.p. 

Clear~ some kind of explosion was 1mrninent. Because of this and the 

general display of animosity, I ref'u.sed to take them for a drive unl.ess 

they calmed dawn. Apparently armoyed, they said they were going bowling, 

asked Rob if he was coming, and left wben he said no. Rob, Johnn.y 

(another of the original members), and I went into the mi1k bar. Shortly 

afterwards there were shou.ts outside and the car was missing. I returned 

to the milk bar to get Johnny and Rob. By the time we walked outside 

again there it stood on the sidewalk near the building, the hood open 

wi.th some of its parts on the sidewalk beside it. Fearing tbat they 

had damaged the car, I spoke very strong~ to them. Rob was so angry 

he could not speak; he simply turned his back on them and walked toward 

the car. As he did so Mac asked h1m if he was going to. help :me p1t the 

pieces back or go wi.th them. Rob continued walking toward the car 

without answering ar.d Johnny followed him. Mac had staked everything 

on tbat gamble counting heavily on the tact that Rob would have to 

make the decision in pu.bllc. Wben Rob walked away everyone knew tbat 

the bonds of tbat friendship bad been broken irreparably. Defeated 

am emba.rrassed. Mac signalled to the group' and walked in the opposite 
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direction. 

The next day Jocko called am, oddly enough, consented to being 

interviewed. When be arrived it was obvious tbat it had not been his 

own idea. The interview went very badly. I t is doubt.ful that be lied 

in any way but he restricted most of his answers to ";res" and "no". 

That night I went r0!1IIi to thank the members o.f botb grou.ps .for all 

their co-operation and told them goodbye. o.r the delinquants onl;r Mac 

and Dodger re.fused to accept 11\r apology for losing 11\r temper the night. 

before ani to apologize themselves .for their own behavior. Apart from 

them and J ocko who was still bl.aming me .for having been le.ft ont the 

Friday before, they seemed geminely sorry that the project had come 

to its end. 

Until the middle of this project the Eagles were a cohesive group 

oriented to making trou.bl.e. Mac was their leader though he and the 

other original members still viewed Rob as the real leader o.f the group 

even thrugh he was not present and did. not know hal.f its mem.bers. At 

the end of the project they were no longer led by the memory o.f Rob; 

the friendship between Rob and the .f,ound.ers bad been irreparably broken; 

the very structure o.f the then present group was seriQU.sly threatened, 

if not altogether split. and theY were quite uncerta.l.n as to whether 

they wished to contime their trrublemaking activities, at least as a 

primary feature of group life. 

These changes were a product o.f several events and forces. Ont

standing was the initial blow to the structure of the Eagles- Mac's 

expulsion from the agency which forced the group to choose between two 

tbings which were extremely important to them. Either way they were 
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going to su.ffer and ultimately they bla.med Mac for it, even thou.gh it 

was clear that they had been disoriminated against. Whatever oaused 

the nucleus of the grœp, those olosest to Mac, to make that threat 

011er the telephone, all of them exeept Mac felt tbat they bad no 

legitimate grounds for doing so and regretted their behavior immediately. 

Perhaps because of that incident (it was oertainly immediately af'ter that}, 

Mac began to bl.a.me me for his failure to get back into the dance (despite 

his assertion that he wœld not return if be was allowed) , rei'used to 

be interviewed, and viewed me as a threat to his leadership a:nd conse

quently a tbreat to the unity of the grou.p. Clearly none of the otbers 

shared this view as there was no real basis for it whatsoever. E:i.ther 

it was purely a rationalization born ou.t of Mac's insecurity or the 

rest of the grœp gave him reason to be jealous by using the project 

as an excuse to attend the dances. 

In any case Mac's refusal to be interviewed hardly served to 

cement bis relations to the group;whatever tbeir reasons, the rest of 

the grœp obviously wanted the project to continue and were disturbed 

because Mac' s decision forced them to refuse also. More damaging was 

Mac's insulting attempt to isolate Rob from the rest of the grou.p; this 

action not on1y increased the distance between Mac and the others bu.t 

aJ.so at the sa.me time made them jeaJ.ou.s. .After these issues were more 

or less resolved by" Mac' s consent to be interviewed and Rob1 s integra

tion into the group (at least physical.JJr}, came the final blow or set 

of forces which -vrould. make them re-evaluate the long term fruitfulness 

of their orientation. First, the fact that all of them were suddenJ..y 

and sinultaneously without jobs and/ or homes or becoming seriously 

involved with a girl forced them to examine tbeir future plans. Second, 
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Rob shocked them by being so d.i:rferent from what they e:xpected; the 

affect of bis new ou.tlook on life wa.s so impressive and a.ppealing tha.t 

even seme of the new members sou.ght him ou.t for advice regarding their 

future. Then, th.i.rd, a.nswering the questionnaire made them examine 

their style of l:if'e. Finally, they were at an age when they bid bad 

enou.gh experience with employment without education and/or specialized 

training to realize that they coa.ld not rise very bigh financially 

wi.thou.t one type of education or the other. Their status of unemploy

ment no doubt bad mch to do with this realization.. Since virtu.ally 

all of them were unemployed, they could no longer support each ether 

in a time of need as they had in the past. 

Whatever conèlusions they eventu.ally r~ched is unknown. Just 

before the project ended, however, the Eagles seemed mch less inclined 

to make trouble tban they ever bad.. Of course this may in part have 

been caused by a lack of money to spend on liquor. But another itdi.ca

tion tbat they were truly entering a period of transition was the fact 

tbat they began di.scussing each other1 s problems, serioa.sly in public 

or in the same way tbat they bad previously reserved for discussion 

between one or two of them. Moreover, they bad just· begun to cri tic ize 

the advantages of living to cause trouble and such heavy dependance on 

group activity. La.stly, almost. all of them said in their interview tbat 

they were going to drop 011t of the gang or tbat they e:xpected it to 

break up shortly. It looked as th011gh the gang was slowly and qUJietly 

breaking up; each one appeared to be gradually drifting toward a 

different path from the other. 

To some of the grou.p this was very painf'u.l. Dodger, fearing for 



his frien:lship with Mac, and Mac, fearing for his friendship with Rob, 

were perhaps the most upset by i t and each began to make impossible 

demands on the personwhose friendship they thought that theywere losing. 

The circle became vicions 'Wben Mac started ignoring Dodger 1 a demanda and 

Rob began withdrawing from Mac. It seemed inevitable that the three of 

them could not continue their respective relationships as they bad in 

the pa.st. The climax came when Mac led the grou.p to tamper with D\r 

car and demanded publicly that Rob choose between going with him or 

staying with me. 'Whether this atte:mpt to unite the grœp against a 

common enenv wa.s successful in the long run is not known for certain but 

furtb.er correspondance b.as verified that Mac and Rob have permanently 

parted as friends and indicates that at least part of the group was still 

1 
together as late as the winter of 1962, though F.J. died in a motor 

cycle accident in early 1 62 and Mac has more or less withdrawn from the 

troublemaking acti.vities of the grcup. My involvement in the severing 

of this relationship between Mac and Rob, the at least temporary weaken

ing of the grœp' s structure, and the apparent dissatisfaction with 

troublemaking as a principal activity is, I belleve, purely superficial 

and incidental. These processes vere set in motion by specifie events 

arising from the character of the comnm.nity and the group interacting 

with eacb other. Finally, I do not believe that the events which 

occurred during the project affected negatively the nature ar vali.dity 

of the empirical data. 

1. 
According to this comma.nication from the agency director, a rumor 

circulated in late May of 1961 about youths in the agency program caused 
the School Board to stop agency .tunctions altogether. Although this 
may have disappointed the group, it must have solved their conflict 
resulting from Mac' s expulsion. In any event, they pooled their money 
to rent a room for collective use as a sort of "bang out" and for 
parties. 



PART III PROJECT AN.ALYSIS 

The Troublemakers ani the Junior Board 

In the attempt to paint full portraits of' the 

behavior. thoughts,. and attitudes of both groups, all 

raw material bas been combined and will be presented 

in the following chapters. Special attention will be 

paid to differences between the groups, responses to 

particularl.y important questions, and certain back

ground factors. The final chapter will try to bring 

together conclusions f'rom the empirical data and those 

of' the theorists discussed in Part I. 



CHAPI'ER VIII 

GANG LORE AND POUCE LAW 
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GANGS 

The questiorma.ire section on gang membership was haniled ditf'erently 

from other sections. From observation it was learned that all the subjects 

had been members of' several different gangs or grou.ps prior to becoming 

Eagles or board members. Consequently it was essential to obtain the 

historical sequence of group membership for each individual. To do this 

each subject was asked the same sequence or questions with reference to 

each gang of which he had been a member. Rather than present the chrono

logical order of' responses, it will be more useful to give the chrono

logical order of gang memberships, derived from responses to the question

naire section on gangs and data obtained from interviewing the leaders 

abou.t the history of their respective gangs. After an analysis of' these 

histories, the current values of the two groups will be discussed wi th 

emphasis on the code of the Ea.gles and factors influencing the gang. 

Fina.lly, the ef'fect of the gang on the individual will be considered. 

Bef'ore describing the histories of gang memberships for the indi

viduals in each group, it is necessary to note the amorphœs nature of 

the infamous big gang. From w accou.nts this gang was clearly a near 

group as described by Yablonsky. Its size varied from 15 to 200 depend

ing on the circumstances for its meeting. Tbere was a sma.ll nucleus of 

about 15 or 20, which was composed of' hardened delinquants and crimiruils 

and was considerably larger dur:l.ng the height of the 11waves 11 of' de

linquency. Apart from this nucleus there were rmmerous attachments 

whose activities varied enormously. Some of these attachments were 

merely drinking groups, others were more interested in fighting, a few 

indulged in both drinking and fighting; still others thrived on vari011s 
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forma of stealing, and so:me were drug a.ddiets. 'I'bese attachments, fairly 

eohesive grœps in themselves, could go for considerable lengths of time 

wi th011t . meeting each other, especial1:y during the winter. Again this was 

less true during peak periods of delinqueney as well as during pe:riods 

when the agency was closed. 

Any individual from 1:3 or 14 uprards could become a member of one of 

these attachments and thereby the big gang. The main (in tact only) re

quirements for membership were tœghness and secrecy. An Wividual or 

an attacbment could decline to participate in any raid, offense, or stunt. 

called by the nucleus withœt damaging acceptance - though 11good.y-goodies11 

were definitely not to1erated. Usu.ally, however, it an attachment was 

around at the time it would consent to participa te • especially it the 

activity in question was tighting. Less acceptable, though prevalent. 

'WeŒI va.ndalism and sex orgies. Most otfenses requiring skill or timing 

were not spontaneou.s but planned and involved only a sma.ll number of 

indi.viduals at aey gi.ven time. Ferhaps the most salient feature or 

belonging to the big gang was that an individual could be a member 

iDietinitely witbœt committing offenses more serious tban d:rinking umer 

age, figbtiilg, a:nd occasionally min or f orms of vandalism. Equ.ally 

important, thougb, was the. faet that members were never t'ully informed 

of the more seri011s offenses committed by decidedly delinquant and 

eriminal factions. Tbese two tacts exp1ain why board members could have 

very different experience witb and impressions of the activities of the 

big gang. 

Nearly all board 1118Dlbers belonged t.o non-delinquant grou.ps before 

the:r joined the big gang or, to be more precise, an attachment of it. 

Most native East Enders belonged to a large grou.p ·of boys a.rd girls 
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activities includ.ed pl.a.ying games and sports, hanging arOill'ld, and 
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visiting each other's homes. Sport and An4Ywere the only board members 

who did not choose the Guards or a similar non-delinquant grQl.p for their 

first gang. At eigbt Sport joi.ned a local grœ.p (wbere he was then living) 

called the Tigers who "fougbt for exercise and did a bit of trœb1eshootin1 

on the side". He remained in this gr01.1p untU be was 11 when he moved 

to another neighborhood and joined another gang that emphal!ized "clean 

fun". He was only in this one for a year bef ore he moved again to settle 

in East End. For four years he was not a member of any group. Hudson 

attribu.tes this to local prejudice. According to him., those first few 

years in the co.mnamity were very difficult for the boy. He was always 

1 
getting into figbts bu.t apparently wa,s not inv'olved wi th any of the de-

linquent activities of the big gang or acy other until after he returned 

from the Navy at the age of 18. 

That Sport joined the big gang at 18 was somewhat urm.sual because 

most of the otbers joined it at 14 or 15, thœgh Crew did not become a 

member until he was 17 and J.T. until be was 22. Considering the diverse 

nature of the big gang, it is necessary to explain which attacbment they 

belonged to or rather what type member they were. 2 Mitch and Red dropped 

l. Tbese fights may have been purely a means of èombatting race prejudice 
bu.t Sport, as his name i.mplies, bas al.ways been very keen on a number of 
sports, including boxing. This in turn may have been determined b;r bis 
color bu.t the boy was qui te taJ.ented in this field and might have bad 
such an interest in any case. 

2. 
'Wha.t type attacbment Sport belonged. to is not known for certain. 

Althougb he hinted to everyone tbat he was a leader of one of the most 
delinquent factions, even his peers doubted. this boast. Most likely 
he participated primarily in fighting and petty stealing activities, 
though there is sorne suggestion tbat he was involved in a car theft. 
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out of.' the Gu.ards to join the big gang - Mitch at 15 because he was 

"bored11 ; Red at 14 because he 11wanted " to of.'f.'e:nd his f.'ather. Red 

deliberately became involved wi.tb one of.' the more delinquant !actions; 

drinldng, f.'ighting, car stea.ling • and causing trouble were its main 

activities. He remained in the groa.p tor two-and-a-halt to three years 

and lef.'t it a.t ·the age of.' l'ft because ·he "was scared of.' getting into too 

mu.ch trouble". Af.'ter that he and a small group of.' like-minded souls 

f.'ormed a f.'ringe groo.p, 11the Inebriates11 , and restricted their activities 

to drinking though when drunk at parties they gained a reputation tor 

damaging property. This membership lasted tor a year wben he was 

elected Treasurer of.' the agency junior board. 

Yd.tch joined a similar attacbment but apparently he was not involved 

in any car thett. H1.s groa.p, according to him, caused "trouble -

sometimes just m:ischief.', sometimes vanda.lism". He lef.'t it atter a year 

because it was "too f.'ast11 • Between that time and the time that he wa.s 

elected President to the junior board (about a year) he vascillated !rom 

one grœp to another mostly because of.' girls. He rej oined the Gu.ards 

who had 11 become more mature" but "girl problems'' made him drop oo.t atter 

tour months. Until he sta.rted going steady wi.th a certain girl two months 

later he 11hung around11 rlth the big gang. Apparently this girl :i.ntro

duced him to ber awn church grou.p œarby and he stayed a member of.' that 

group as long as he dated ber •. It was shortly atter that (when he was 

17) that he became president of.' tbe agency in September 1959 • 

.And:r and Crew were a1so :members of.' the big gang tor one year only. 

For Andy, aged 14 at the time, i t was the f.'irst group he had 8'1'er j oined. 

He was perhaps the. 1east identified witb the more delinquant members of.' 
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any faction of' the big gang. In fact, his activi.ties in the big gang 

were conf'ined to "sports, dances, and parties"; his attachment broke 

up 11 because of marriage of its members" bu.t, he added "it was gettin1 

pretty wild and I was goin' to get œ.t any way11 • Crew became a part-

time :member of the big gang at 17. His faction was very similar in its 

emphasis on parties though the drinld.ng was more seriœ.s and of'ten in

volved car racing, fighting, and 11pullin' crazy sturt.rf such as calli.ng 

policemen for f'alse alarms and so on. Like .Andy, Crew lef't his faction 

because 11it oost too much - yru get a bad name for nothin1 11 • "others 

were rapin' girls. Goin' to wark, people ask questions about it and 
. l 

associate you with it - it wasn't worth it soI got out." 

From 14 - 19 J. T. was a :member of two school groups in which the re 

were 11parties and sports - not troublemaking". ~ot long af'ter he rooved 

to East End he j oined the 11Inebriates" and "drank to show off11 • lie 

remained in this group until it broke up throu.gh its members getting 

married. Af'ter that he joined a 11fightinl1 and drinld.n•" faction of the 

big gang but left it af'ter a year ·because there was "too much fightin' 

and troublemakin'". As soon as he broke away he was asked to be on the 

junior staff' of' the agency. 

Rex was in the big gang for 2f years. In his native country from 

f'ive to twelve he was a member of a camping grrup that was distinctly 

non-delinquant. 'When he arrived in East End the ne:xt year he immediatel1' 

l. 
Crew' s attacbment was quite sma.ll (abou.t 4) blt on the week-ends they 

went todrink at the same out-of'-tam "hot spots" where several other 
factions were involved in obvirusly more delinquant activities than 
drinld.ng, f'ighting, am car racing. This explains why he could be so 
easily associated with those activities withrut having had an:ything to 
do with them. 
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became involved with a group o:f French-spealdng "toughs" who lived 

nea.rby. As soon as he reallzed what they were he dropped out ani joined 

a non-delinquant agency group where he stayed until he was 15. At 15 he 

met a boy who was a .fringe member o.f a big gang attachment. Like Crew 

ani Andy he was ~a part-time or week-eni member. He and the other 

boy used to go out o.f town at the week-ends to the beer halls where the 

big gang debauched; but apart .from drinking, :fighting, and 11datin~ 

tra.mps 11 , he remained qui te uninvolved with its more seri011sly delinquant 

activities. He dropped out at l?t when he was .forced by his girl .friend 

to choose between hersel:f and the gang. 

It is clear .from these boys 1 accounts that at the worst most o.f 

them w ere fringe members of small :fringe groups associated with the big 

gang. 'Iha.t most of them were members .for only a year or so is most re

vealing. More important only Sport and Red were highly involved with 

delinquant activities other than drinking, :fighting, and minor vandallsm. 

Finally, that every one o.f them le!t because the gang was getting into 

too mch trouble is perhaps the most significant tact or all. The Eagles 

bad very di.f:f~rent histories. 

Unlike the junior board who were members or non-delinquant groups 

until they were 14 and. 15 (or even older) , the Ea.gles were f'ul.l-fiedged 

members or delinquant groups by the time most or them were 12 ani 13. 

And severa1 had participated in m:inor :forms of delinquency be:fore that. 

F .J. started stealing in a minor way at the ripe age of seven and Mac 

iniicated that he was not entirely innocent bef ore he j oined the origina1 

group of Eagles. In Great Britain Irish used to stay away from home 

until very la te hours. qui te rrequently; he also re.ferred more than once 
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to having stolen a bicycle in his late chil.dhood as tbough this was a 

very signif''ieant event for which he fel.t much guilt and coneern. 

Apparently the main group around Irish's i'irst residence in Canada 

was a gang sjmiJar to the b'ig gang in East Erd in that it was composed 

of' some .)00 or 400 members wh'ich were gr011ped into factions. Unlike 

the big gang, thou.gh, this group (despite its amorphous nature) was 

.tairly well organized and was stealing cars and otber things on a large 

scale. Irish, tben aged l.), took part in this stealing and fighting for 

about a year and a b.al1' until. he was caugbt and sent to a reform. school. 

where he met F .J. Al.so at 1.3 F .J. bad j oined a neighborhood group of' 

semi-delinquents who fought, raided bouses, robbed stores, and broke 

things (windows, lam:pposts, ete.) - al.l of which he found rather dull 

am unexciting. A year l.ater he moved and joined another grrup more to 

h'is l.ild.ng. "We really ~ get into trOllble", he boasted. Apparently 

the second group participated in mnch the same activities as the i'irst 

gronp bu.t on a mnch larger scale. The next year his fatber recœmnended 

him for ref'orm. school where he stayed for a year and like Irish was re

leased on probation. Both boys j oined the Eagles allnost i.mmediately 

atter they were released. 

Shep and J ocko also j oined tbeir !ir st delinquant gangs at JJ • 

.A.fter moving into a new neighborhood in East End Shep became involved 

with a small. gronp of boys (about lB) who drank heavi.ly, fought, and 

stole cars; Sbep was not allowed to be in on ttsuch big deals as swipin' 

cars" but his older i'riends · found bis small size qui te useful and "let 

him" break into places (transames, cellar windows, and the like) for 

wbich they were too large. By the time he was lS, the gang was beginning 
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Moreover, Shep1 s parents "clamped dawn" because he was drinking. too much. 

Their efforts were not very effective, however, for he soon joined 

another group of older boys and began to drink regularly tbree to four 

nights a week, though he did cease sane of his thieving activities. 

This gang was also broken up by 11broads wantin' to get ma.rried".. Immedi

a.tely after that he j oined the Eagles. J ocko was slightl,y less delinquant. 

Hi.s gang played sports, "hung around", broke windows, etc. He was only 

in it for six months before his f'amily took to the East End area. For 

about a year he did not belong to a gang. Then at 15 he, too, joined 

the Eagles, who by this tim.e had quite a history. 

It all started with Rob, a boy called John.ny, and Mac, who had 

been friems since they were seven and eight bo.t who di.d not become 

close unti1 they were 11 and 12. At that time they f'ormed a grcup with 

Leo and· severa1 others and started spending their summers at the quarry. 

Here they would ride trains, steal dynamite, swim, cook out, raid shacks, 

and play games. In the winter months most of their time was spent 

"raising hel1 arc.und the neighborhood". This inclu.ded drinking, ringing 

doorbells, playing pool, swinging on cotton bales, stealing cord, and 

other very mi.nor items, "teachin' little kids of eight and nine 'the 

trade'," cutting clothesl1nes, tbrowing fruit, and garbage at passing 

cars (espeeially police ones), and breaking wirdows. 

In May of 1959 Rob joined the Navy. Within three months most of 

the others had dropped out, leaving a nucleus of Mac, Leo, and Doclger 

who had joined early in 1959. Shortly afterwards they decided to expard. 

This they accomplished by recruiting for roembers. Shep and the Clang 



184. 

brothers were the first new members; F .J. and Irish j oined a. few months 

la.ter. By tacit consent they decided eight was a su.f'ficiently large 

l11.l.JD.àrand stopped loold.ng for new members. Not so tacitly or harm.oniœsly 

settled was the ~estion of leadership which they finally solved as was 

stated earlier by agreeing not to have an official leader; unofficially, 

of ccurse, Mac emerged as their leader and policy maker on the basis of 

his popul.arity. Having settled these issues, theywere free to continue 

the acti vi ti.es which the original grou.p had established in i ts later years 

as acceptable. By the time it bad partly disbamed in May de~ent 

activiti.es had increased in number and bad become more serious in nature 

as well as frequency. 

Drinking was one of their favorite pasttimes. Most of them drank 

whenever they cou.ld afford to buy the liquor and frequently they drank 

when they could not. One ,or two of them, notably Mac and until about 

a month before the project F .J. • drank a lot during the week by them

selves. otherwise most of them waited. until the week-ends' Friday 

nights both winter and swamer; Saturday afternoons but not Saturday 

nights in the winter until the end of the study; Saturday afternoons 

and nights out of town in the swmner; Sundays were optional, though 

Sund.ay afternoon drinking in the summer was frequent. When their drink

ing was not diverted by the movi.es or the dances, they usually drank 

u.ntil they were ill. If they wanted to stay at any particu.lar place 

they would be rela.tively quiet - dancing, talld.ng, and listening to the 

music. Ir they were bored {as they were at the movies ani sometimes at 

dance halls), terribly drunk, or angry they could ma.ke no end of trouble 

being rowdy, breaking things, and getting into f'ights. And whenever 

they drank they invariably created sorne kind of disturbance en route to 
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Fighting was their next most frequent activity and considerably 

more effective than making trouble. They fought several times a month 

in the winter, more often in the sumer. Their f'ights were seldom gang 

f'ights as such; they just usu.ally occurred with inàividuals .tram other 
' 

gangs who happened to say or do the wrong thing at the wrong time. Some-

times the f'ights were spontaœou.s and more or· less .triend.ly over some 

trivial matter; other times they were calculated from revenge. O.tten 

the Eagles by themselves or with another gang would stage a tight with 

the object of wrecking a place or simply of creating a disturbance and 

getting attention. This explains why they were barred from all but two 

eating hou.ses, the œarest local theater, and all local dance halls and 

bars btlt one which was mostly frequented by regular groups of hard

drinld.ng males whom they did not dare anger. Moreover Mac' s rather and 

local policemen were otten there. 

Next to drinld.ng and f'ighti.ng, stealing was tbeir most frequent 

delinquent activity. Most ot the time they stole small things -

magazines, a pair of gloves, a pen·- anything except money tbat they 

decided they wanted. Sometimes i.t was planned because they needed the 

object or because they were armoyed with its ow.ner. Sometimes they . 
wou.ld actually use the object, other times they would store it or throw 

it away. Stealing such objecta was taken for granted and not usually 

viewed as exciting unless there w~e special eircu:mstances surrounding 
! 

the theft like the time they went in a big department store in the city. 

They often stole from this storè but on this occasion one of' them 

managed to start a motorcycle on display ani began to drive it around 
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the floor. In the havee it created, the athers ja.mmed their pockets 

with candy, sports equipment, and a.nything they could carry. Another 

time halt of them started playing football in the middle of the store 

wi.th the same object in mind. 

About five or six times a year they stole cars. And although Mac 

had outlawed it since Ieo bad been caugbt and punished so severely, they 

had already stolen three that year. Stealing cars was alwa.ys carefully 

planned, though not necessarily very far in advance. They would take 

the car ard. go for a drive, find sorne place to drink, and tben return it, 

leaving it exact]Jr as they bad fcwxl it. Girls were never alloved to go 

wi tb them on such j ourneys as the penalty would be more seri011s sbould 

they be caught; also they were lesa likely to keep the theft a secret. 

Mucb more often they stole objecta from cars. especial]J' ariels and 

hubcaps. And all truck drivers bad learned to lock their vebicles when 

they were loading or delivering. Bicycles were also stolen by several 

members. Only in a very few cases did they steal large sums of money 

or big things such as expansive jewelry although it was for the latter 

that Irish was sent to reform school. (F .J. never divulged to a.eyone 

· wby he was sentenced to spend two and a hal.:f' years in the same pl.ace.) 

Counting all the ti:me that small items were stolen, vandalism was 

nat nearly as frequent. Hovever, they appeared to enjoy telling about 

this destruction more than tbeir J..arger thefta. Like petty stealing 

they could gi ve no nwnerical estimate of the windows and street lights 

they bad smashed, garbage and fruit or eggs they bad thrown at passing 

cars (especial).y police ones), nor the times they had managed to break 

glasses and furniture in dance halls and bars. Also like petty stealing, 
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summer. What they enjoyed boasting about the most were their escapades 

at an abandoned quarry, which until 196o they visited very frequently 

during the spring and summer. Atter swirnming they liked best to raid 

abandoned shacks and literally wreck them - one to the point of collapse. 

On . one or two occasions, they raided nearby estates left closed for the 

summer. Thinking possibly that it had been abamoned, they damaged one 

of them substantially. Leo estima.ted that repaira would have cost 

$2000, but he temed to exaggerate. Considering though that they tore 

dawn the staircase and all but swung on the chandeliers, he might have 

been close to the truth. 

In addition to wrecking shacks it was even mare fun to blow them 

up, with dynamite stolen from oil company projects. In this way two 

shacks, a stretch of city sidewalk, and one tree disappeared. How they 

acquired the dynamite was quite fantastic. Mac, Leo, and another Eagle 

were caught stealing it. Mac used an ariel he had stolen as a sword 

and escaped the pu.rsuing workmen. A second grou.p of workmen they 

managed to escape by threatening to throw the explosives. Mac dropped 

hi.s portion while he was rurming away. The other boy buried his in the 

town park. Both of these portio.pa were recovered. Leo hid his in his 

home and from a television program discovered how to use it properly. 

The boys were severel;y reprimanded by the police who bad to dig it up. 

but they were not punished further. The onl;y other raid which received 

city-wide notice was the time they let all the pigs out of the slaughter

house, wounding· a l'lUJl'lber of them in the process. 

They also acquired a great reputation for raiding parties. After 



188. 

wrecking a private home in a drunken orgy,
1 

they were no longer invited 

to private parties. If' they foa.nd out about one and wanted to go or if 

only sorne of them were invi ted, they wou.ld orten crash the party. Soma

times they damaged homes accidently like the time when one or them 

stepped all the way through a wooden ventilator screen in the !'loor. 

Goor balls they had tried as a group once but did not like them. One 

member, Shep, stated that he bad taken them on his own about two or three 

times but they made him too ill to continue. It was in connection with 

this that he was held in detention for six weeks. He had been accused 

of selling them and being an accessory to other serious crimes. In the 

end the police let him go, as usua.1 for lack of conclusive evidence, and 

he swore to the gang that he bad been innocent or the charges. Apart 

from a few of them experimenting with marijuana cigarettes one or two 

times, none of them bad taken any other for.rn of drugs. 

As far as it can be determined none of the subjects joined de-

linquent groups as a resslt of dissatisfactor.y or frustrating relation

sbips in their original non-:-delinquent groups. What did bappen was tbat 

once they developed a reputation for being delinquant and damaging 

property, they were not accepted by non-delinquant groups or invi.ted to 

their parties. . That · Eagles could have been accepted into non

delinquent groo.ps, bad they wanted to j oin as a non-delinquant, is made 

abundantly clear by the instances. (presented tbroughout these chapters) 

in which adults and peers alike judged youths primarily on the basis or 

their status. 

1. 
At one girl' s bouse they broke the chandelier and drinking glass es • 

urinated on the pool table, smashed several electrical appliances, 
wrecked the garden, and vomited all over the place. 



That the two groups were distinctly different is evident fran the 

histories of gang memberships and tram the accounts ot their activities. 

Board members were mo.ch lesa delinquent and began committing offenses at 

an earlier age. .And although several of them have been arrested, on1y 

one was for anything more seriœs then f'ighting, drinking, or disturbing 

the peace. But most important, board members generally did not identify" 

themselves with being delinquant or eausing tr011ble, even when they were 

l members of' the big gang. The tact tha.t most o! them. disassoeiated 

themselves !rom the big gang within a year o! joining - precisely because 

they were becoming assoeiated with its activities is very signi.t"icant. 

In contrast, the Eagles, once they j oined their firat delinquent group, 

made a deliberate effort to main:tain their delinquant contacta and exparrl 

their delinquent activitiea. Further evidence tor pronou.ncing the two 

groups signifieant:.J.y different wi.th respect to delinquency, :ma.y be toun:i 

in the next section where contact with the police is exam:ined. 

This is not to say, however, that Eaglea saw themselves specitically 

as delinquants or aeriou.sly considered delinquency as a career. To the 

contrary, in conversations amongst themselves and in interviews Eagles 

saw themselvea as Troublemakers - not delinquants. 
2 

Technically, of 

course, any trou.blemald.ng activity which viola.tes the law and might 

result in an official response is a delinquant activi ty by definition. 

1 • Notable exceptions to this were Red and Sport who perhaps pretended 
to be more delinquant than he was. 

2• Only two of them ever used the word 11delinquent11 with reference to 
themselves. Dodger once said atter a hair-raising j ourney 1n the car, 
"Y ou. mu.st think we are a buneh of deliiX:J.uents". Mac • s cOJJDllent on the 
subject is described below. 
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PsychoJ.ogicaJ.l.y and socioJ.ogicaJ.l.y, hœever, the troubJ.emaker is a 

speciaJ. type of delinquant. What di:tferentiates the two is the aJ.J. 

enoompassing :tact that the troublemaker limita his activities in ways 

which other types of delinquants do not. On the basis of observations 

and interviews a troubJ.emaker may be defined parado.xicall.y as an indi

viduaJ. who seeks to cause enough trouble to receive public a:rii/or 

:legal attention but not so much as to endanger life or get into serious 

trouble with the police. This was the unwri.tten gang code a:rii seJ.:t 

definition of the Eagles. 

How is a troubJ.emaker J.imited? A g:l.ance at the history of Eagle 

offenses reveals that they were highly J.imited 1n range, degree of 

seriousness or extent of damage, and rank arder ot target choices. Re

garding range of offense, Eagles d1d not spec1alize as professional 

thieves or drug addict'S but their habitual offenses - drinking, f'ighting, 

van:la.lism, and theft - were quite 11mited in nu:mber and character. Any 

teenager anywhere could commit these offenses tomorrow if he so desired. 

On the whole commission of these offenses does not require great imagina

tion, skill, or lmowledge. The professiona.l tbi.ef needs traine~ contacts, 

and 11tences" to buy his good.s; drug addicts need someone to sell them 

narcotics; trou.blemakers need no such agents. Because of this, 1 t does 

not require the S\lpport of a criminal subcuJ.ture - a most distinguishing 

feature of their type of delinquency. Equall.y revealing of the llmited

ness of Eagle offenses is a consideration of the opportunities they re

f'used. They had ample chances to take drugs, distribute the stuf'f, steal 

on a professionaJ. basis, engage in gang warfare with the French, and 

extortion - to :name l::ut a few. The fact that aJ.J. of these activities 

were easily possible but rejected by the EagJ.es shCMs cJ.early how 
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del:iberate their e.ffort to limit the kind or of.fenses committed by the 

gang. 

Also limited was the extent of damage caused to persons and., to a 

mu.ch lesser extent, property. Eagles insulted and occasio:nall.y struck 

adults bu.t they never attacked them. Those whom they struck or with 

whom they fought were always male ani capable of retaliation. If an 

adult was struck, it was usual~ a stranger whom they had insulted and. 

who was W'il.ling to fight. Fighting w1 th peers was more or less accepted 

on both sides as a form of exercise and a means of releasing tension. 

Da.mage to property, though Dlllch more frequent and extensive, was also 

limited. Useless, unowned, or allegedly aband.oned property were objecta 

most devastated. Next, were mi.nor objects such as street lamps, windows, 

and clothes lines. Only under extreme circumstances would they damage 

extensively owned property. Although Eagles may have been irresponsible, 

self-centered, and insensitive; although they llved existen~ for 

the feeling of the moment withœt regard for the feelings ani property 

of others, they were not truly mal:iciœs, brutal, or violent. 

Equally revealing is a breakdown of the rank order of targets 

attacked by Eagles. Unowned or abandoned property ranked first; min or 

property owned by strangers, corporations, am the city ranked second; 

and owned property of known individuals ranked third. In terms of 

frequency of insult or assault on inii.viduals, known and unknown peers 
. 1 

ranlœd first, strangers second, and known adults third. 

1
• These frequenci.es are very rough estimates based on an a.nal.ysis of 

observed behavior and verbal references. The category "unowned property" 
refers generally to the numerous abandoned sbacks, dumped refuse heaps, 
and unowned land surrouniing the old quarry cite and woods near East End. 
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Cho1ce of' target was determined b,y several factors but mainly by 

two. Unovmed property or property owned by strangers, the rich, corpora

tions, and the city were chosen because ownersbip was impersonal (un

k:nown or intangible) and because the owner could, in their view, atford 

it• Moreover, the rich and corporations, since they coul.d afford it, 

were least likely to press charges. Derogatar,y and resentful remarks 

were sometimes made about the rich but it is doubtful. if such a general 

and vague feeling would cause them to chose deliberately to damage 

property. Eagles simply thought. or wanted to think, that the rich 

would not miss it. The logic and sireerity of' this reasoning can be 

seen in Mac's statement about it (presented below-). Why they did not 

steal from the poor was more moral in tone; they thought i t was wrong 

to take from those who might really suf'f'er by the action. It was much 

the same wi th attacld.ng pers ons. Strangers were insulted most frequent

ly primarily because they were strangers. 

Attack on the person or property of' k:nown individuals was qui te 

different. First, they usuall.y did not attack seriousl:y such objects 

unless they were extremelY drunk. This applies to the :many hou.ses (in

cluding Dodger' s) whicb were wrecked du:ring drunken orgies where Eagles 

were invited guests. It also applies to the number of' beer halls and 

bars damaged while drunk. Judging from their accou.nts, damage in both 

cases was sheerly a product ot drunkenness, exeept where tighting 

oecurred, and in those cases fighting, staged or real, was stimu.lated 

at least in part b,y dru.nkenness. Secc;md, il the person or property of' 

known adults was attacked seriously and they were not very drunk:, it 

was usually because they were really burt or strongl.y provoked by the 

particular person. When Shep stru.ck bis tather, for example, he was 
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ou.traged at the man's treatment of his wi!e am hwniliated by rejection. 

Third • the pers on or :property of known adults was aometimes attacked out 

of drunkenness or revenge for a specifie action interpreted b;r the Eagles 

as being against them. This accOUIIts for damage to the property of those 

who neglected to invite them to a party. 

Occasional.ly seme of the more determined ones (namely Rob, Mac • and 

Shep) mana.ged to achieve when sober a mental attitude or condition which 

was normally peculiar to a state of extreme anger or bitter drunkenness -

a complete self-centeredness which seemed to negate momentarily arry 

conscience they had. It was as if they suddenly bad been possessed; a 

most extraordinary phenomenon to observe 1 Firat, the !ace hardened and 

there was a change in their eyes which went very dull. For that moment 

it was as though the individu.al thought himself invincible, supremely 

tough; and when he spoke, it was with the authority of an absolutely 

determined will. 

This shifting, as it were, of mental or emotional states did not 

occur very o!ten but when it did it was invariably at a time when they 

felt extremely insecure about something such as disillusion.ment about 

the loyalty or integrity of a friend. Under these circumstances they 

would say and do things that they wou.ld not do otherwi.se 1 attacking the 

person or property nearest at han:i regardless of its value to themselves. 

Fortunately, it was a very temporary state, usu.all.y degenerating into 

sorne form of irritability am withdrawal or hardening of their feelings 
• .. 

toward the person to make themselves invulnerable. 

It is evident from this breakdown of targets and reasons for their 

choice that no single class or group of persona was singled out for 
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social 
viotimi.zation by virtue of their/ status. In general, only those whose 

identity was impersonal, those who allegedly could afford it, or those 

who provoked a gang mernber were chosen for attack. otherw:i.se most of 

the damage to parsons ani property was the result of drink or proximity. 

It is also evident from this analysis that their delinquant behavior 

exhibited a small range. 

In addition to limitations on behavior, troublemaking was limited 

philosophioally in time. Only one Eagle, Ieo, was even oonsidering the 

possibility of beooming a professional oriminal. The ethers viewed 

troublemaking as an activity of the young to be stopped when they were 

no longer juveniles legally1 or at least when they became men. 
2 

This 

is clear from their statements about their future. As has been stated 

previously, all of them were approaching or past the age of legal adult-

hood, and were seriously considering giving up troublemaking in the 

immediate future; ani in ten years1 time they saw themselves 11settled 

dawn" in various steady jobs, most of them ma.rried, and planning a 

fami.ly. One oould be a carefree troublemaker and 11live11 while one was 

young; having bad that ning, one should be ready and willing to 11 quieten 

dawn" and assume the responsibilities of adul.t l.ife. 

Why do all these limitations exist? The main reason is simple -

fear of official conséquences. A1l the most frequent offenses oommitted 

by Eagles (drinking, fighting, vandalism, and petty stealing) were more 

or less tolerated by the local police.3 Car theft, though not tolerated, 

1 • In this province, one is legall.y defined as a juvenile up to but not 
including the age of 18. Census Report on Juvenile Delinauenç:y. (Dominion 
Bàreau of Statistics, Catalogue 85-202, 1961) p. 7. 
2 . 

• Most of them believed that boys became men in their middle to late 
twenties. 

). See the follcw:i.ng section on the law' p. 20.3 ff. 
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was plarmed so caretulJ.:;y and committed so infrequentl,y as to insu.re 

success, or failing tbat, a mild official response. It was lalown 

locall.y by adults and young alike that official action against juvenile 

car theft was highl;y dependent on nu:merous factors. Presuming that the 

owner was willing to press charges (and man;:r residents did not if their 

car was returned safely), punisbment was determi.ned largely by motive 

and previous record of the ind:ividual(s) involved. The parents' attitude 

was also important. In view of these public facts, i t was entirely justi

fiable by local experience for Eagles to believe that they would. not be 

punished severely for 11 joy-ridingn, i.e., borrowing a car, driving it for 

a short ti.me, and returning it safely with the correct amount of gas. 

Taking goor balls was not tolerated at all and no doubt this is the 

reas on wby they went out of town to a secluded place to experiment wi th 

them. But it is most probable that, having satisfied their curiosity 

once, they would not have continued to take them even if they bad not 

been made ill by the stuff. That such limitations were based mairùy 

on fear of seriou.s official consequences portrays a decidedly utili

tarian approach to delinquency. 

While this is perhaps the most outstanding reason for l.imiting 

their range of offense and extent of damage, Eagles gave other im

portant ones. To have been caught and punished for one serious offense 

was unfortunate but not considered dangerous to one 1 s economie career; 

they knew tbat criminal records were definitely held against the indi

vidual by perspective employers but they thought that juvenile records 

were not held against them at all. Moreover, involvement in a serious 

crime once or a few times was not considered immoral as long as the 

offense in question was not a particularly violent one such as rape 
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whieh they abhorred.. But to have a criminal record or to cQ.lmti.t 

habitually such grave offenses as car theft, rape, or ta.ld.ng drogs was 

tabooed not only beeause of the possible legal consequences or the conse

quences to one' s eareer but beeause it was abnorma.l and wrong. That the 

Eagles thought the professional car tbef was nsick", that they ostracised. 

Leo for his alleged. desire to beeome a racketeer, that they re.f'used to 

steal from or off'end the poor - these attitudes illustrate well their 

moral character. Bu.t even more revealing was a camnent made by J oeko' s 

brother which was strongly supported by the rest of the group. When 

Joeko and a boy caJ.led Eddy were caught after a week' s absence from their 

home, Jocko' s parents signed the release and paid the bail but Eddy' s 

parents did not. As a result he was given a week1s detention. Led by 

Ben all the Eagles were lamenting this because the boy would be thrown 

into contact with hardened eriminals and, disheartened by the aeute 

boredom, might become influenced by them 1 Serving a sentence at a 

retorm school was different according to those who bad done it. Although 

a troublemaker met hardened. delinquants, he was not so contined that he 

could not avoid them if he wanted to; moreover, the re was so much work 

to do and technical skills to learn that most of the time was .tully 

oc eu pied. 

For an Eagle to :reel that certain kinds of delinquant activities 

were wro.ng does not mean that he telt his own brar.d of delinqueney was 

right. About this question or thei.r own morals, they were somewhat 

ambivaJ.ent. In casual conversation they gave several excuses which, in 

ettect, were attempts to neutralize or reduce the impact of acceptable 

norms as effective checks on their behavior. Thus, they saneti.mes 

deni.ed that the off'enied persan was really hurt or that wealtby persona 
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were not substantiall,y ha.rmed by petty theft. And if they were angry, 

they argu.ed that the person "deserved what be got", or if they were 

drunk., they occasionally tried to bl.ame their offense on drink and there

by deny responsibility for the action. Rationalizations such as tbese 

were used to explain tbeir behavior to themselves and others. And they 

may have served the purpose of reducing te:mporarily tension arising ont 

of gu.ilt. But Eagles did not really believe them; tbese rationalizations 

were purely on the surface, as it were. 

Actually, the Eagles exhibited an amazing capacity for being honest 

with themselves. In their few serions discussions and in interviews, 

they were the first to admit that their delinquant ac ti vi ties were wrong -

by their own standards of judgment. They also admitted that drinld.ng, 

anger, and ability to afford it were poor excuses for their offensive 

behavior. Their wbole attitude toward delinquency is summed up in a 

series of statements made by Mac. It is quoted at length because it is 

a swnmary and because it reveals so perfectly where their ambivalences 

lie. The first statement was made spontaneously by Mac in the interview 

on the family: 

If I 1m a bum or a juvenile delinquant it' s my fault -
not all that jazz ab01.1t when you are srnall your parents 
argue and you reel they1re pickin1 on you so you go œt 
and break a window. I used to feel rotten about stealin' 
little things but I got aver it; I just put the thought 
out of my head of what would happen to me if I got caught. 

Question: 
Answer: 
Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

Why should you want to steal? 
rou waut it - you get it. 
But don1t you feel guilty taking what does not 
belong to you? 
Yes, but not f,or long. When you 1re young, you 
reel it all the time. Ir you know there 1s no 
chance of gettin' eaught, tben its okay. It' s 
not good to steal from the p~or but the rich 
don't miss it. 
What if you were rich and scmeone stole from you? 
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I've thought about that. Ii' it was the i'irst 
time and not serious, I wouldn1 t press charges. 
But ii' a gang damaged my property, I 1 d get them. 
Shouldn • t steal from i'riems - that • s dirty but 
ii' you don1 t know them, it1 s just for ld.cks. 

How chaotic a troublemaker' s inner lii'e mu.st be. This statement 

illustrates clearly the mu.ltiple ambivalences of attitudes, each fighting 

persistently for predominance; the recognition that delinquency is deviant 

am wrong even by his own morals; the atte:mpts to justii'y oi'i'e:rxling the 

rich am strangers; the indirect admission that these attempts are un

successf'ul, that he would not accept behavior similar to his own ii' he 

were rich; the constant ba.ttle against guilt; the inability to explain 

his own delinquency except by desire; the rei'usal to blame his parents 

despite the shame am pain they have caused him. However ambivalent he 

was about his own delinquency, his motivations, am the causes, his 

attitud.e tCMard society is clear; he may oi'i'en:i it but he has accepted 

i ts mores and has judged himseli' by them. I t would seem that the trouble-

maker' s rebellion is not against society but against himseli' • a reaction 

to his own confusion and inner coni'licts. 

Throughout this discussion of troublemaking as a ft.yle of delinquant 

behayi.or nuch emphasis has been placed on drink and anger. This is 

because both factors strongly ai'i'ected their behavior. Ii' they were in 

a good humor, they could hardly keep themselves from almost literal.ly 

shouting for joy, laughing, and singing. Ii' they were depressed, they 

became bitter and hostUe and :relt sorry for themselves. Ir they were 

angey, they becallle loud, tou.gh, and defiant. They had great dii'i'iculty 

controlling their tempers when they were sober; drinking made it 

impossible. other notable factors which ini'luenced grœp behavior were 
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size and respect. The larger the group, the more intense the feeling 

of the moment. Similarly, the greater the disrespect for a person or 

institution, the more hostile they were toward it; people whan they 

respected, they treated appreciatively with respect. The int'luence ot' 

these two factors can be seen clearly in the dit'ference in their behavior 

toward the police and the social agency. Both groups, they knew, wanted 

to rei"orm them. Yet the police they treated with the utmost disrespect 

while agency personel they respected and more or less obeyed. Although 

it is true that the agency ofi"ered them a rnuch valued prize (atten:ling 

the dance) in return for co-operation, Eagles did appreciate agency 

efforts over and beyond self-interest. 

It cannot be said that either causes delinquency for causation is 

obviously more complicated but there were several factors including 

drink and anger that stro.ngly at'fected the intensity or seriousness and 

tiDJi.Dg of delinquant behavior. At the least there was a very high 

positive correlation between drink and/or anger and delinquency; when

ever they drank or were angry they almost invariably committed some 

kind of offense, though many offenses were comm:itted whUst they were 

nei ther drunk or angry. Their vandalism and stea.ling in the quarry 

area • for example, were usually commi tted when they w ere sober and car 

thef't was too dangerous to commit while drunk but fighting as well as 

attacks on humans and propertywhere the ownership was known were almost 

always committed under the influence of alcohol or anger. ii.lso, offenses 

committed while very drunk or very angry were usually more serious than 

the sarne type of offense comm:i tted sober or nearly sober. 

The main reason, it would seem, why these two factors so strongly 
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affect delinquant behavior is t"t>Iofold: drink and anger exaggerate the 

feeling of the moment while a.t the same time they obscure clea.r thinking 

and reduce the impact of accepted mo.res so tbat the individua.l becomes 

much less inhibited by them tha.n he would normally be. Like an;,yone who 

drinks hea.vily or bas a rather violent temper, the Eagle simply lost his 

self-control when he wa.s drunk o.r very angry. 

To understand wby Eagles drank so often and so heavilywould be a 

major step in understanding wey they weredüinquent. Althougb it is not 

possible at this point even to atte:mpt to a.nswer this question, it may 

be useful to present the explanations tha.t Eagles gave. Superficially 

they had many rea.sons for drinking. More tha.n once 11ac said he drank 

because it made bim happy; when he drank be felt full of confidence and 

could fo.rget his problems. Simila.r comrnents were made by Shep and F .J.; 

lilœ Mac, they believed themselves to be sby and drinld.ng eliminated or 

reduced this feeling of inadequa.cy. Once, however, when asked if be 

rea.lly believed that, F.J. said he did not. Drinking, he thought, did 

ef.fect some tempo.ra.ry relief but he knew that it was not a valid 

solution. Unlike the other three, Dodger, Leo, Irish, and Jocko made 

active efforts to control their drinking and they rarely drank in arder 

to get dru.nk. They had discovered that it was too difficult to bide 

.from their familias and that the consequences were not worth the risk. 

Most probably they drank because they were bored and enjoyed the ef.fect 

o.f a limi ted amount o.f alcohol. l'hat the others pla.ced so Illlch emphasis 

on drinld.ng may also have been a partial reason; at least it would have 

been virtually impossible to refuse to drink at all and expect to main

tain membership. 
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One aspect of gang lite of which little has been said directly is 

the effect of the gang on the individual. In contrast to the junior 

board the spirit and behavior of Eagles was different when they were in 

the presence of the entire gang. In small gronps of two's and tbree's 

or with adults wbom they respected, they were usually quiet and orderl;y. 

Whenever the whole group gathered they became loud and boisterous and 

somehœ always :ma.naged to be conspicuous. Esprit de corps was fairl;y 

strong and .there was always mu.cb effort "to look œt for the other 

person" - to take care of him. ir he became ill with drink, to warn hint 

of i.Jnpending danger, to cbeer him. up if be was discouraged, and so on. 

At times they resembled an excited crowd, each restless am on ed.ge as 

though they were waiting for something to break the :monotony of their 

everyday lives. On the whole, though, they seemed to have greater con-

fidence am mu.ch grea ter daring; few individuals would ever consider 

doing on their own what the gang did for delinquant "ld.cks11
• 

Unlike the gangs in Whyte 1 s Street Corner Society, there did not 

seem to be a relationship between position in the gang or popul.arity am 
1 

self-confidence. Mac who was easil;y the most popular am Shep who ranked 

next in general popula.rity were among those who appeared to have least 

self-confidence am more than a couple of times were beard to make auch 

remarks as, 11I gue sa I 1ve made a mess of my lite". Dodger who was onl;y 

popular with a few :members prided himself on his ability to control 

himself and, the situation at all times; in restaurants or other public 

places of service he was invariably the one to take charge of placing 

orders and if acy one of the group managed to escape detection wbile the 

1. . 
For verification am elaboration of these statements on self-confidence 

see "The Self am Individual Development", PP• ~9-J}) • 
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others were caught it wou1d be Dodger. leo was a1so popular on1y with a 

few and he, too, boasted of his self-confidence but considering his 

extreme nE!Irvousness, intensity, and confusion of mind, it is likely that 

it was merely a facade. Irish had little self-confidence and he put 

himself to be more unpopu.lar than he actuall,y was; but he and F .J. who 

was quite popu.lar were clearly the most independent (as distinct from. 

stubborn) in the group. Finally, Jocko was very unpopular wi.th Mac and 

a few others but he appeared to be quite self-contained or satis!ied, if 

not abundantly self-confident. 

In sum, the histories of gang membership revealed differences between 

the two grou.ps with respect to patterns of change. Board members did not 

come into contact with delinquent grou.ps until they were about 15, tended 

to remai.n on the fringe of delinquant groups, and left them within a 

year or two speci!ica1ly because the group was too dellnquent. Whilst in 

these groups delinquant activity was limited largely to drinking, fighting, 

and occasiona1ly vanialism. Eagles had made their first contact wi th 

delinquants mainly by the time they w ere 12 and 13 and tenied to seek 

011t other delinquant groups thereatter. Offenses committed by Eagles 

included drinking, fighting, petty steali.ng, vandal:i.sm, car theft, grand 

larceny, ahd taking drugs - in that order. Although engagement in these 

activities constituted delinquency, their delinquency was highly limited 

not only in its range of offense but a1so in targets of attack, and in 

concept. This wiltul restricting of activity to troublemaking was largely 

the result of fear of consequences ·for participation in more serious 
but 

o!fenses/also of gang code or mora1e. Unlike the junior board, delinquent 

behavior was strongl;y affected by drink, anger, aize, and respect. Also 

unlike the junior board, Eagles 1 spirit and char acter were affected by 
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the presence of the entire gang. 

THE POLICE 

Before presenting snbjects' responses to the questionnaire section, 

it is necessary to comment on the organization and practices of East End's 

illustrious police force. In the first place, most of it was French and 

many adults as well as delinquent and non-delinquant youths felt that it 

discriminated against the English. Secondly, there was a fairly high 

degree of socializing between policemen and residents, particularly in 

bars 1
1 

I1ore than a few times policemen in uniform were seen being 

familiar with women at a quiet local bar where several of the subjects 

used to go for a private conversation. They were also observed on 

numerous occasions corning out of local taverns talld.ng casually to 

residents with whom they had obviously been drirùdng. And the friendly 

relationship of Ma.c's father with a certain policeman was well-known 

amongst members of both groups. 

Third, the leniency of the police was frequently the topic of local 

gossip - adult and juvenile. East End had its own police force but de-

linquency came urxier Provincial jurisdiction, theref'ore all cases were 

heard at the Juvenile court in the City. But 11na.turally11 , according to 

the Town Clerk, 11a juvenile is taken to court only on serious offenses 

(though) he may also be taken before the judge for reprima.nds 11 • 
2 

In 

1• According to the ramous J. Kennedy, ex-Commissioner of Police for New 
York City, this practice is and should be discouraged; it breeds an un
healthy fami.liarity which enormously complicates the carrying ou.t of 
official duties.(An informal talk made at Smith College, Northampton, 
Massachusetts, February 1962.) 

2• I 1 . t• ri 6 196 n a persona comnnJ.mca J.on, Ap 1 , 2. 
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practice this meant that unless the offense was ver.y serious, a juvenile 

who was apprehended for such offenses as drinking under age, fighting 

(disturbing the peace), vandalism, or petty theft would be brought to 

the station; his narne, address, and offense recorded; charged a nominal 

bail fee of $10-$20; and released within a few hours. If the offender 

was ver.y drunk he usually spent the night in jaU. If charges were 

pressed by a complainant, the baU was usually higher, the amou.nt depend

ing on the seriousness of the offense. And parents were not generally 

notified of their son' s offense, unless 1) the offense was very public 

(blowing up a sidewalk) and/or very serious (rape); 2) the offemer could 

not pay bail; 3) the parents themselves were the ones to place the 

compl.aint (as was the case when J ocko and Eddy ran away). In these 

instances punishment was largely dependent on the parents, na.Iœly 

whether or not they were willing to pay bail am/or be responsible for 

the offender by signing his release. 

Why were the police so lenient1 Apart from a:ny general policy there 

may have been to that effect throughout the province, it seems that the 

police themselves were engaged in a nurnber of illicit practices. The 

most out standing and well-known was the sale of liquor to juven:il.es. 

There were about tbree "blind pigs" in East En:l. At least one of these 

"establishments" which sold liquor in off hours to adults and juveniles 

alike was not only supported but also run by the police. All of the 

subjects knew about this and several of them had actually been served 

by policemen. At first ·this seemed difficult to be lieve but it was con

firmed by several parents and adult leaders within the comnm.nity; in 

fact it was they who pointed out the fact that East End police 11tip off" 

all blind pigs when they expected a raid from the provincial police. 
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The townfolk also suspected strongly that the local police were engaged 

in other illicit activities such as graf't from publicans and criminals 

as weil as bootlegging itself. 

The effect of such activities (proven or suspected) in the com:mu.nity 

cannot be averestimated, Quoting Commissioner Kennedy, Harison Salisbu.ry 

writes, "Maybe it's bad for kids to beat each other up but what do you 

think of the effect on a kid if he sees an officer taking money?" 
l 

Salisbury' s a.nswer to that question applies not just to graft but any kind 

of illicit activity on the part of the police. 11Such officers ••• usually 

mak:e little effort to conceal their activities from the boys ••• The 

average gang boy views the policeman as a ~ of legalized gangster - a 

man whose badge ma.kes him imnnme to ordinary rules. More than one street 

2 
boy would llke to grow up to be a cop - that kind of cop." 

Although none of the subjects wanted to be "that kind of cop", there 

was a distinct and widespread disrespect of the police throughout the 

conmunity. Considering the lack of secrecy about the force's illicit 

activities, it could hardly have been otherwise. This does not mean 

that the town was generally a corrupt one or that there was little regard 

for law. That parents wanted their children to be honest, "respectable" 

citizens can be seen throughout this presentation. What it does mean is 

that both parents and children disrespected law enforcers, not the law 

itself; by tolerating illicit police activities, they expected the 

police to be tolerant of theirs. Ju::d in view of the fact that nearly all 

the Eagles' delinquant offenses were conmlitted under the influence of 

1. Th Ha.rison Salisbury, e Shook Up Generation, op. cit., p. 222, 

2. 
~., P• 223. 
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a.l.cohol - in some cases sold to them directly by the police - one could 

say that there was a symbiotic relationship between crime or delinquency 

arrl law enforcement. 

Whatever the effect of illicit police activities, there were sub-

stantial and significant differences between the two groups' current 

relationship with the police. A glanee at the age arrl reasons for first 

contact with the police reveals one of the most important differences. 

The average age of first contact with the police for board members was 

.J.!±s. The reasons? Mitch, aged nine, throwing a snowball at a train; 

Red, aged 11, built a raft which sank and police had to rescue a girl 

who could not swim; J. T., aged 20, riding in a stolen car; Andy, aged 

18, insulting an officer when 11wrongly11 accused of causing trouble; 

Sport, aged 11, fighting; Rex, aged 16, disturbing the peace when 

associated with the big gang; and Crew, aged 14, robbing apples. The 

average of first contact with the police for the Eagles was 10. The 

reas ons and ages stated were: Mac, aged 12, breaking windats; Dodger, 

aged 8, burning down a field 11accidently11 ; Shep, aged 12, skating on the 

l river; Leo, aged 10, stabbed a bo,y; Irish, aged 10, stealing a bicycle; 

F.J., a·ged 7, 11 throwin1 corn at the cops 11 , and Jocko, aged lJ, ringing 

doorbells. 

Generally speaking board members were not chased very often by the 

2 
police. And when they were it was largely for rnischievous, not de-

l. According to bim, he had been hit. across the leg and stomach so he 
"went in the house, got a sword, hieS. it behirrl my back, asked him. for 
a fight, and stuck i t in his ribs. I told the police i t was an accident -
the Judge always lets you off. Ail cops want is money11 • 

2
• The exact wording of the question was: How many times have you been 

chased by the police but not caught? 
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linquent bebavior. J.T. had never been chased and Rex bad only been 

cbased once. Red, Andy, and Crew had been chased about four, 12, and 

20 times respectively for such pranks as ringing doorbells, buy1.ng 

cigarettes, am climbing rooftops or for being rowdy and speed racing 

in cars. The two exceptions to this were Mitch am Sport. Both claimed 

they had been chased at least lOO times: Mitch, ma.inJ..y for getting into 

mi.schief (yelling at cops, stopping cars at night, and the like); Sport 

for more serious offenses ( truancy, robbing applès•, breaking street 

lights, and so on). In contrast, ~gles 1 estimates of the nwnber of 

ti.Iœs they have be en chased begin around 20 and extend into the humreds. 

And their offenses were generally llDlch more serious. Various forms of 

mi.nor varrlalism, burning dawn a farm, wrecking shacks in the woods, 

wrecking newly built houses, killing rabbits, fighting, stealing (cars 

and ether things), and doing damage generally were typical answers to 

to this question. 

When asked how :ma.ny times they bad been caught by the police and 

what were the offenses, responses shcwed the same differences. Four 

board members bad been caught twice and Rex had never been caught. Mitch 

and Crew had been caught 10 am five times respectively. The o.f.fense 

most often cited was fighting; three bad been arrested twice-each for 

that activity. The ethers were varied, but apart from J.T. 1s. riding in 

a stolen car am Andy1 s stealing an air rifle once, the rest were for 

mischief or accidents such as Red1 s raft incident. In nearly all cases, 

they were released immediately frequently without being fined or placed 

on bail. J. T. was the one exception. For riding in a stolen car he 

was fined $500 and stayed in jail for three days; for being caught on 

a raid when the police were looking for a car thief despite his innocence, 
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he was .f'ined $225, held in jail far one night, and placed on $200 bail. 

Eagles 1 list o.f' offenses was considerably longer and more formidable. 

The average number o.f' times that an Eàgle was actually caught by the 

police was ll. Th.ree o.f' the gang (Mac, Dodger, and Jocko) had only been 

arrested for relatively minor offenses: beating a bqy with a bicycle, 

drinking, fighting, petty vandalism, and petty theft. For these offenses 

they were taken to the police station, given a lecture, and .f'ined. The 

other four have all appeared before crurt and spent varying am011nts of 

time in detention, jail, and re.f'orm school. Shep bad been arrested 10 

times at East End, six times in the City, and twice out of town for 

drinking, involvement in a car the.f't, doing "dirty tricks 11 , and loa.f'ing. 

In addition, he bad to appear œfore the City Juvenile Court three times; 

twice on similar charges, once for suspicion o.f' taking and distributing 

goof balls. On the latter charge he was detained for six weeks. Leo 

bad been arrested at least 12 times for fighting, drinking, hitchhiking, 

disturbing the peace, and stealing a car - for which he was sent to 

re.f'o.rm school. Irish1 s four out-of-town offenses and sentences include 

a stolen car (20 days in jail - his first offense); a theft o.f' $200, a 

gold watch, and a rifle from a private house (several months at reform 

school, psychiatrie testing, and indefini te probation); vagrancy (five 

da.ys' detention); and stealing gas (two hours in jail). In East End he 

had been arrested four times for possession of lethal weapon, stealing 

pa pers from a newsagent, throwing watermelon, and running through a group 

of police; on all four occasions, he was taken to jail, given a lecture, 

ani .f'ined. F .J. had been arrested four times; once for vrrecking a farm, 

once for cutting down .f'ences and letting out the cattle, once for a 

similar vandalism. Each time he was taken to the police station and 



fined. The reason for the last arrest he would reveal to no one but 

whatever it was that landed h1m in reform sehool for over a year must 

have been quite serious. 

As a final means of measuring delinquency in both groups, subj ects 

were asked to estirnate the number of times they had offended the law 

;.d.thout being chased or caught and to describe generally the type offenses 

they commi.tted. Three board members, J. T., An:ly, and Rex, had not broken 

the law apart from the times for which they were chased or caught. The 

rest had only broken the law about four or five times apart from times 

for which they were chased or arrested; in al.l cases the offenses con

sisted of petty theft, trespassing, or speeding. The one exception to 

this was Sport who could give no estimate of the munber of times he had 

broken the law but he did say that it was always for fighting an:l petty 

theft. In contrast, most of the Eag1es reckoned that they bad broken 

the law and gotten awa.y wi.th it a.t least lOO times, not counting drinld.ng 

and fighting which none of the subjects considered an offense unless they 

were chased or a.rrested for it; .on the whole it was for petty theft and 

va.n:ialism. And considering how orten they were observed to commit such 

off~nses during the relatively 11quiet11 winter months, tha.t figure is 

probably no exaggera.tion. 

As might be expected both groups viewed the police very differently. 

Ea.gles spoke vehemently of their hatred for the police and referred to 

their corruption. And, of course, most of them thought tha.t policemen 

were 11 out to get them", not only because they were Engllsh but also 

beca.use caps were just 11rats11 • Actually, this attitude towa.rd policemen 

. was a.t lea.st in part dellberately developed for rea.sons whieh had nothing 
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to do with the behavior or personality of policeœn. In the first place 

it was vital to the gang to appear tough. One of the easiest and most 

fashiona.ble means of doing this was to shout insulta about the police. 

Nothing pleased them more than to think that they had aroused the force. 

It was with obvious pride, for example, that several Eagles told of how 

and why they had to stop wearing their "uniforms11 • And if the police 

were not arOUIXl when they were feeling devilish, they invented the pursuit 

of imaginary policemen; this happened more than a few times during observa

tion, especial.ly" during rides in the car. They thorough}J' enjoyed ma.nu.

facturing excitement and scaring themselves into thinking that they were 

in some danger and would quickly hide whatever bottles they had or what

ever items they had managed to acquire for the dq. Thus, their attitude 

toward the police was simply part of a game they were playing. But the 

depth and comple.:xity of the rules were far greater than any of them cared 

to admit. When Mac said, 11 You hate cops, see. You gotta be tough with 

'em 1 cause they' re out to get you, you got ta outsmart 1 em11 , he knew he 

was acting a part but he did not know why. 

In sorne of their weaker moments Eagles admitted that they did not 

real:cy hate policemen. In fact, Dodger was opeiÜy appreciative of the 

force 1 s leniency and believed it was because members of it sympathized 

with their circumstances, i.e., that 11 they were not reallJ' bad boys", 

that their parents would not or could not do a.nything about them, and 

so on. Ar.d several Eagles actua.lly liked individual policemen. But 

the comment beard most frequently in this respect was, "lf we lived in 

(the City), we'd've been in jail long ago - and for much less than we 

get away wi th here". 

Board members admitted that they bad IID.lch the same attitude when 
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they associated with the big gang.. Bef ore ani after tha.t association, 

however, they felt simply that policemen bad a job to do like al"cy"one 

else. And like al"cy" other grœp, the force bad its "good guys" and its 

"bad guys". The a.lleged corruption they deplored but philosophized tha.t 

law enforcement was necessary and tbat the good that law enforcers did 

exceed the bad. Concerning the force' s leniency, they were less tolerant. 

If stiffer punisbments were allotted to offen:lers, they argued, there 

would be a lot less crime. Moreover, they felt it was wrong for the 

police to be 1ax about notifying parents of their ohildren' s offenses; 

half the time parents did not know what their sons bad done. 

Also as m;ght be expeoted, the effect of being arrested was very 

different for the two groups. On the who le board members seemed deeply 

disturbed by it at the time it ha.ppened. 11It burt me, I let my parents 

dom. 11 11It scared the bell out of me and I made sure that it would 

never ha.ppen again. 11 111 figured I w~s wrong.n "lt was terrible, I was 

so embarrassed - it imrolved physieal violence and we were told we were 

ehildren." And, 11It was the last time I ever did anything without 

thinkin' of what I was supposed to do or bad been told not to". These 

answers reveal signifieantly not so nuoh a fear of the law or legal 

consequence~ but rather a deeply felt and y;na.mbivalent sense of baving 

done something which was wrong. On.ly Sport appeared nonchalant. He 

said, "The first time i t worried me; after tha.t, I knew they weren' t 

goin' to do a.nytbing". 

This attitude, so atypieal among board rœmbers, was oanm.on amongst 

the Ea.gles: "It seared :me at first, but then I figured they onJy wanted 

our money": "When inside (the police station} l'd feel, 'what the bell 

have I done - I don' t want to be caged' • But on the outside, I 1 d want 
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to do it again". "Got a lecture from my f'ather, I was scared but not 

sorry.n 11Just 10 mi.mtes of wasted time, they never do anyt.hin' to you." 

S:i.milarly, arrr ebange of attitude that was reported bad to do entirel.y 

with f'ear of the consequences: 11Now, l'm an adult, the term is sti.f'f'er 

and I don't want a criminal record". And, "Now I want to get away from 

that stuf'f, they got so llllch on me." 

Unlike responses of board members, there was no sense of sh.ame or 

regret in answers given by the Eagles - on1y fear of the consequences. 

Thi.s may be a product, at least in part, of the gang' s emphasis on being 

tough, i.mpervious to the law. Alternatively, it may indicate that the:r 

have not internalized appropriate mores or more likely that they have 

chosen to vi.olate the law even though they may agree in theory with it. 

That is, they may be ful.ly aware of what is right and wrong fran a legal 

and social point of view, may agree or accept those standards in principle 

but nevertheless off'en:l them wi.thout necessarily knowing why. 

This latter interpretation is supported by Eagles 1 responses to the 

next three questions: At what age were you aware of what is right ani 

wrong? What was your view of it then? And have you always felt that 

wayl F .J. said he bad been aware of the law 11when I started to steal 

at six or seven11 • 111 knew it was wrong but I was just gambli.n 1 • If I 

got caught, I got caught. If not, okay. 11 others answered s:i.milarl;r 

though it was several years in mo~ cases before they began to violate 

it. Ail of them bad known since childhood, at the latest 10, what was 

right and wrong and they accepted it. Leo accepted it so ruch that he 

used to feel gullty for being out five minutes past the old curfew. 

Shep 1 s response, however, was unique: 11When there 1 s somethin 1 you 1re 
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not supposed to do, you want to see what you can do, how people react 

and after a while, you just don1t care." How badly he mu.st have wanted 

to feel cared for. 

Most of them said they had not changed their views. Apart from the 

defiant "now I don't care" statements, onl.y M'le and F .J. had really 

changed. Having never received arzy serious punishment Mac could legiti

mately say, 11Now they know we won1t listen, so they bit us where it 

hurts - our pockets. 11 F .J. who had been punished seriously, had changed 

in a different way. 11Now I lma..r the score; I know what's going to 

happen to you if you get sent up11 • 

Although the age of awareness was about the same for board members, 

their initial attitudes toward the law were quite different from those of 

the Eagles. Most of them simply accepted the law: "If Mom and Dad 

weren't breakin1 the law, I saw no reason for me to do it". 

would respect it and live up to it." And so on. Onl.y Sport arrl Rex 

had a:eything negative or defiant to say about i t. Sport said he always 

thought the law was fair but he never 1'went along with it" - meaning, 

he felt it did not apply to him. Rex1s quarrel was more specifie and 

less defiant: "l knew I'd be home by nine o1clock (the curfew hour) 

but I didn1t like the idea of bein1 forced to11 • Both changed their 

views subsequently; Sport since the previous Sllllllller after he had been 

associated with the Naval Military Police( l) and Rex, since he disas

sociatedwith the big gang. 

Abœt half the board did not know what the police thought of them. 

Two (Mi teh and Andy) reckoned that the police thought they were "ordinary 

guysn or 11 okay11 • The· other two (Sport and Crew) felt that the police had 
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disliked themwhen they had associated with the big gang but since their 

disassociation had come to respect them. These two and Mitch were the 

only ones who cared what the police thought of them; the ethers said that 

it did not matter to them one way or the ether what the police thought of 

them. ln contrast, all the Eagles were convinced that the police thought 

they were nbwns11 who should be "put away" , and insisted that they did not 

care what the police thought of them. Whatever views the subjects bad 

regarding the police1 s view of them and whatever their attitudes toward 

it, most of the su.bjects in both groups thought the jud.gment was a fair 

one. 

When asked how much of the law the subjects actually expected to be 

enforced, most of them said all of it or just the "serious things like 

traffic and stealin 1 " ; drinking and fighting were indi viduals 1 concerna. 

And apart from board members• informal criticism about the leniency of 

East End policemen (stated above), only a few of the Eagles felt that 

law enfo.rcement practices should be any different from what theywere. 

Mostly they objected to the habit of collecting information about them 

from ethers and not listening to "their side of the story11 • 

As to the type of persona policeman should be, both groups were 

more or less agreed. He should be fair, honest, u:nderstanding, and un

prejudiced. Also he shauld not abu.se his authority; that is, he should 

neither hide behind his badge nor laud his power. The two groups were 

similarly agreed about whether or not East End policemen lived up to 

this expectation; most of the subjects felt that they did not and 

emphasized the various forms of corruption in which East End police 

engaged, including their extreme leniency. Finally, four in each group 
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thought that they bad been singled out unfairly by the police. On the 

whole the four board members in question ref'erred to one or two isolated 

incidents whereas Eagles tended to be more general, saying, "Sometimes 

we got picked up f' or somethin 1 we didn • t do". 

Considering all this evidence, then, it wruld seem that police 

practices were most conducive to delinquant behavior in two major ways. 

By being so obviously lenient, at least with regard to rni.nor off'enses, 

f'ear of punishment was not the deterrent that it could have been. And 

by being so corrupt or having such a bad reputation, the f'orce made a 

hypocrisy of' the law. Supporters of the f'orce would undoubtedlY disagree 

with this argument on several grou.nd.s. namely, that the delinquency rate 

was not excessively high, that arrest was a suf'f'icient deterrent to the 

non-delinqnent group, and that the alleged corruption of the f'orce did 

not af'fect that group adversely. On the other band, it is clear f'rom 

board mambers' statements about the ef'f'ect of' their arrests and their 

original attitudes toward the law that they were not at all ambivalent 

about the law; not only did they accept it in theory but they did not 

make a practice of' violating it even in minor ways. For the child who 

is ambivalent, as were the Eagles, simple arrest and nominal pu.nishment 

are perhaps not enough. Provided that the youth is tru.ly ambivalent, 

that he is not decidedly bent on a specif'ically delinquant and/ or 

crirni.nal career, it is quite conceivable that stif'f'er pu.nishments f'rom 

men whom they respected would indeed have acted as a powerf'ul deterrent. 

It obviously worked in the case of' F.J. and Ieo, who began to quieten 

dawn immediately af'ter they were released f'ram reform school. Lastly, 

f'ear of' punisbment was a partial deterrent to the Eagles f'or the 

colllllission of many major of'f'enses; apart f'ram the fact that Eagles thought 
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such seri.ous offenses as rape, nurder, tald.ng drugs, professional car 

theft, and so on were morally wrong, they were extremely scared of the 

consequences for such activities. For these reasons it is argued that 

police practices were conducive to delinquant behavior in general and 

that they w ere a primary factor in structuring the range of offenses 

committed by the Eagles. 

The most delinquant of the Ea.gles were Leo, Shep, Irish, and F.J. 

Two were Catholic and one was an immigrant. The greatest o.ffenders on 

the junior board were Red (for nature of offense) and Sport (for frequen

cy of offense); only Sport was an inlnigrant and neither were c~.tholic. 

Thus, three out of four in one group and one of two in the other group 

were either immigrants or Catholics. In terms of problems with the 

police (perception of police discrimination) , the incidents were so 

isola.ted in the case of board members and so general in the case of the 

Eagles, it is doubtful that individuals in either group considered them 

problems and therefore no cross-analysis regarding religion or origin 

need be made. 

In view of the evidence presented in both sections in this chapter, 

it ma.y be concluded that the two groups were significantly different with 

respect to delinquency. By admis~on of guilt, history of associations 

and identifications, listing of police contact, and analysis of attitude 

toward the law - by all these indices, there is no doubt that board 

members, despite their very minimal past involvement in delinquant 

activities, could va.l.idly be described as being essentially non-delinquant 

individuals. Equally unquestionable is the fact that although Eagles were 

decidedly delinquant, they -:were in no way pro.fessionals and they did not 
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deSire a:rry kind o:r delinquent and criminal careers. Their type o:r de

linquency was limited to troublema..king and would be given up upon 

reaching adult status. 



CHAP!'ER IX 

FROSTRATIONS FROM PRIM.ARY RELA.TIŒS 
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FAMILY 

V...ost subjects were observed at least once wi.th at least one or their 

parents and in two cases, Rob and Mttch, the observation was much more 

intensive as the homes of both these boy-s were visited regularly for 

meetings or interviews. With the exception of the two Eagles, Irish and 

F .J. • who did not reside in or very near East End, all the subjects lived 

within a f'ew blocks of each other in prefabricated bouses. All the 

agency reports make much of the "bad conditions" or these homes and refer 

to lack or privacy, uncleanliness, and so on. Fra.nklJ, these bouses 

seemed to be very well maintained. Floors were usually covered with 

linoleum with carpets in various rooms. Whatever taste they were deco

rated in, the furniture was ample and in fairly good condition, excepting 

the homes of' two board members, An:ly and Sport. YJ.Ost of the subj ects in 

both gr011ps where :Camilies were large shared a room wi th a brother as do 

many youths whose parents earn more money. In addition nearly all of 

the subjects' familias owned such basic appliances as refrigerators and 

cooking ranges as well as such "luxury" items as cars, television sets, 

radios, record players, and tape recordera. In several cases, sorne of 

the latter items were purchased by the subjects themselves or their 

brothers. 

All of the subjects had both parents living with the exception of 

Rexwhose rather died when he was seven. 

of divorce or separation in each group. 

since he was 17; neither bad rem.a:rrted. 

And there was only one case 

Mac • s parents bad been di vorced 

l1itch1s parents were divorced 

when he was extremely young; his mother remarried f'airly soon afterwards 

and l1itch did not know that the man whom he thought was his rather was 
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in tact his steptather until he was 15 when his brother Deug told hin4 

On the who le all the tami.lies temed to be large wi th one or two parents 

in each group tald.ng on the care ot several toster children. The 

mothers ot tour Eagles, Mac, Dodger, J o~ko, am Rob were employed in 

such jobs as taking in laundry, dietetics, demonstrating products at 

a department store, and part-time work at a hospital. Most ot the 

tathers ot subjeets in bath groups were skilled workmen, trequently 

allotted night shitts. 

On the whole board members rarely discussed their tamilies in group 

meetings. When they did, they rarely made negative or resent:f\ü. commenta 

about paying rent. Mi.tch' s mother was the most trequently diseussed 

parent. When they met at Mitch' s bouse on Tu.esdays she prepared food 

tor them, joined in their serious discussions, always made jokes with 

or about them, am sometimes engaged in mock wrestling matches w.lth them. 

As a result her efforts were greatly appreciated by the group am she 

was more or less considered an honorary member ot the group. 

In contrast, Eagles frequently discussed their parents usually in 

tones ot annqyance or dissatisfaction especially regarding their tathers. 

Tbose who pai.d rent resented. it and judged their fami.lies materialistic 

tor requiring it. Most ot them :made reference spontaneously to speci.tic 

fights that they had had wi th the ir parents - in soma cases the se tights 

were physical such as the time when Shep hit his rather tor abusing his 

mother or the time when Mac faught with his rather one night during the 

summer prior to the projeat. Apparently he had come in quite inebriated 

and demanded that Mac and his friems stop their drinking am leave. 

Thinking that the demand was highly hypocritical under the circumstances, 
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he refused, was consequently struck by his father, and fought ba.ck. 

Despite these dissatisfa.ctory relationships with their parents, five of 

them mentioned (also spont~neously) on various occasions that they tried 

to behave and to show relatively good manners at their own homes and at 

the homes of their friends. Two of them, Dodger and Jocko, said that 

their parents would not allow them in the bouse when they were drunk and, 

because of this, they rarely beca.me drunk though they dra.nk heavily. 

This was conf'irmed by observation. Actually J ocko added that when he 

11 sl1pped11 (occasionally beca.rne inebriated) his mother would secretly 

wait up for him and let him in without telling his father. 

ln a.nswering the questionnaire section on the fa.mi.ly it was evident in 

ilea:tly all cà§les. that ·s~ especially Eagles had had a series of fa.mi.ly 

problems. Rather than present each individual' s problems as they came 

out by bits and pieces in the interview, it will be more meaningfu.l to 

describe the complex of problems as the individual experienced them. 
1 

The point in the interview at which the respondent actually discussed the 

particular problemwill be noted accordingly. 

When asked if they bad any problems rega.rding their family two board 

members, it.:L, and .Q.r,a, responied negatively /~ one (Andy) had a problem 

1 • Soma of the information rega.rding their family problems wa.s gleaned 
through listening to conversations the subjects bad amongst themselves, 
or through private comments made outside the interview. Such spontane
ously given material will be noted where it is relevant. 
2

• Actually Crew said no - · WitQ. ..51a exception. Sever al years ago he had 
borrowed a friend' s outdoor speedboat motor and someone stole it. His 
parents found out and his :rather thought he had sold i t because he had 
been out of work. This isolated incident angered him enormously at the 
time but he soon got aver it. Considering the rest of his interview which 
shows a very positive attitude toward both parents, it would seem that this 
was not a major problem with seri011s or dama.ging long range affects. More
over, it did occur long after his initial association with the big gang. 
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with his sister, two (Mitch and Rex) had problems with their siblings 

and their parents, and the rest had problems with their parents a1one. 

Their histories were as follows: 

.AndY' s main problem was his sister who 11a1ways had a difference of 

opinion" and they did not get Ol1Jl. we1l together. Apparentl,y this was not 

a question of sibling rivalry for when asked if he thought his parents 

loved him as much as his siblings he said yes am there was nothing else 

in the interview or observation to imicate that this was not so. The 

otber problem he mentioned was quite separate - the time he ran away as 

a result of difficulties in school. He added, bowever, that he had felt 

much closer to his parents when he returned. 

From the time that he was 14 untii the time of the interview Mitch 

felt that his biggest problem was his brother Doug "who has no respect 

for an;rone". Actuall,y Mitch had discussed spontaneousl,y his brother 

several times in private and referred to those discussions to express 

his feelings. More than once he had said he hated Doug for the shame 

he had brought to the famil,y through his delinquant activities and 

honestly thought him capable of' mu.rder, though he himself bad o:f'ten said 

he couJ.d ld.ll Doug. l1oreover, 11Ltch was certain that Doug hated him as 

well. This, however, was onl,y partly true. Deug hated his brother less 

than he hated his parents• constant unfavorable comparisons, which he 

had suffered since early chi1dhood.1 

At 15 when Mitch was to1d by Doug out of spite that his father was 
,. 

in fact his stepfather, this discovery was a great shock to him for a 

1. 
This was learned from Doug, himsel:f' 1 who frequent ].y used to discuss 

his problems. 
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period. of two years until finally he came to terms with the situation 

and accepted it. At the time of the project he loved, respected, and 

gcton with his parents equally. 

Even before his rather died Rex loved his mother the most. He began 

to feel this way after his rather beat him as a punishment for !ying. 

His mother bad "saved" him. After his rather died, Rex resented his 

mother' s attempt to prevent him from. "goin' out and doin' thingsn. The 

effort bad, in his view, a very bad effect on him in that it onJ..y made 

him want to be all the more independant. He finally received tbat 

independance after his older sister 1 s wedding which was the source of 

his second problem. When he was 14 she ma.rried a colored man and he was 

so upset tbat he did not attend the wedding.
1 

Also he hated his brother 

for refusing to emigrate with the fa:mily. He was additionally disturbed 

because the event upset his mother; "Any problem to ber was a problem to 

me since my rather died". After this marriage he began to work on week-

ends and then duri.ng the summers to compensate for the incorne once pro-

vided by his sister. This, combined with his mother' s distress, earned 

him more freedom. Full freedom came to him the next year when he left 

school and began to work full-time. At the time of the project he was 

dissatisfied with his not having used that freedom very well; he felt he 

spent too rouch money and l'rent out. too often. 

Since early in his childhood. Sport had been jealous of his older 

brother (especia.lly when the family bad helped him financial.ly to pur-

l. lronically this race prejudice did not seem to color his relationship 
with Sport. Perhaps he was like JI'IS.ey people who are not generally 
prejudiced against those of a different race but feel differently when 
ma.rriage into the fami.ly arises. 
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chase a car) who was considered the "pet" of his parents, particularly 

by his rather. Also he resented the !act that he was beaten when he did 

something wrong which in their eyes was all too of'ten, according to hirn. 

Relations were so bad that he joined the Navy at 16 for two years. When 

he came out he was a changed person in almost every way. In terms of 

his farnily he began to resent bitterly his rather' s cruel treatment of 

his stepmother. Tension came to a head two years later in July of 1960 

(when he was 20) ani he moved out. He said that it was solely because 

he "would be independant, on (his) own11 • However, everyone knew that 

Spart did not get on with his rather and he never visited his mother 

when his father was there. Local gossip indicated that he was expelled 

by his rather but there was no concrete evidence for this. 

Red1 s main problem was also his father who was an alcoholic. He 

was 12 when the man began to stay out late and keep his mother waiting 

up. At that time he began to argue violently with his father am two 

years later began 11frequently disobeying (his) rather on purpose by 

getting into trouble with the police11 • Soon a!ter his seventeenth birth ... 

day in June, he joined the Navy but was rejected a!ter two months for 

medical reasons (respiratory problems). Short as it was, the irrvoJ.vement 

changed hirn in many ways. Among other things he began to come to terms 

with the problem caused by his rather' s drinld..ng. Although he still 

resented it at the time of the interview, he realized then that his de

linquant behavior was only hurting himself, not his father, and he broke 

his râtions with the big gang entirely. 

Thus only in three cases were there continu.ed, dissatisfactory 

relations with either or both parents. 
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The Eagles, including Rob, hé:.d very different stories to tell. Their 

histories were as follows: 

According to Hi&. his parents began having marital difficulties when 

he was seven, the year his :f'ather lost his business. It upset him badly 

to hear them quarreling and to hear from others about his father1 s drink

ing at the local tavern. As the years went by his drinking became worse, 

as did his efforts to ma.ke quick, easy money through what Mac considered 

"stupid business deals"; also the man bega.n to beat bis mother. His 

parents became separated when he was about 11 and divorced when he was 

about 18. At the time of the project Mac was avoiding his father as 

much as he possibly could. 

§hep1 s father had a college education but received bis degree during 

the depression when he was only able to be employed "in a lower job11 

which, according to Shep, he hated 11because he knew he bad brains for a 

better one11 • From the ages of seven through 12 he 11hated" his father 

for his drinking, and for constantly comparing him unf'avorably to his 

older brother. At 13 when the drinking became worse and when the man 

began maltreating his mother, be rebelled by talking back to his father 

and threatened to "fix bim" if be ever bit ber again. 

At 15, his fatber was promoted and received more pay but began to 

gamble most of i.t away so that there was often not enough to eat - in 

which case it was Shep who was served last. That bis brother a.lways 

received such 11better trea.tment11 was somewhat justified in Shep' s mind 

during those years because he had caused the family trouble and because 

hi.s brother was employed, contributing to the f'amily income. What he 

resented were the consta.nt unf'avorable comparisons between him and his 
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brother. He also resented his rather 1 s apparent gloating whenever he 

burt them; he would come home 11laughin1 af'ter he had just lost his 

salary by gamblin 1 " and he laughed the ti.me he ga:mbled away the money 

his wi:f'e had given him for Shep1 s bail. Shep1 s mother admitted to him 

during this period that she was no longer having sexu.al relations wi th 

her husband. 

The climax to these tensions came in the middle of the pr6ject when 

Shep asked his rather (af'ter a particularly violent argument) if he re

gretted having him for a son. His rather did not answer directl.y but 

said a.mbiguously, "You know all the a.nswers 11
• The boy then told his 

rather "not to i'ool around 11 with him in very strong language, moved out 

to live i'irst with Mac and then at a boarding bouse, and bad yet to 

speak to him again by the end of the project. Whether he left volun

tarily or '\-tas expelled was not entirely clear but, wbatever the case, 

his rather barred his ~eturn. 

At first Jocko denied he had any problem regarding his fa..mily but 

later in the interview he said that he did not respect his rather because 

be drank too mch. He became aware of this problem at the age of 13 

just before he joined a semi-delinquent gang in his neighborhood. The 

real cause of Jocko 1 s running away from home several weeks before the 

start of the project is not kn~. Shortly after the project started 

he volunteered that he and bis friend, Eddy, had run away 11for the bell 

of it11 and refused to give any further explanation. But he frequently 

spoke of arguments at home or being puni shed constantly and i t was 

evident that he bad not been on good terms with either of his parents 

but particularly his father and that the act bad lllllCh to do with his 
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relations at home. 

Dodger bad also run away from home shortly before the start of the 

project. Apparently he bad wanted a bicycle at the age of 14+ and his 

parents said he could have it when he was 16. This delay was disappoint

ing but acceptable and he waited patiently. When the bike was not forth

coming at the speci:ried date, he was quite hurt but not yet angry. He 

began to save money for a motorcycle and when he bad half the necessary 

sum, his mother contributed the second. Bu.t his father refused to sign 

the license and thus prevented him from having i t. This made him 

furiOils am he left ilmnediately afterwards for two days. Whether or not 

he accepted in fact his father 1s decision to postpone buying the bicycle 

for two years is debatable. Whatever the case he said at four different 

places in the interview ths.t his rather bad not understood him for 

several years. 

Irish bad always resented his parents• constantly favoring his 

younger brother am sister who were observed to be very quiet and 

studious bo.t managed to get on with the famil.y until they moved to 

Canada when he was 13. In Great Britain his father bad taught Sunday 

school and been e:mployed during the week in a steel factory which was 

apparently acceptable to the man himself and the rest of the family. 

When they moved to Canada he became a sheet metal worker. Quite 

spontaneously one afternoon, Irish said privately that his father had 

11 messed things up since they moved11 , that he had initially obtained 

that job as a temporary measure since presumably they bad migrated in 

hopes of improving their economie statua but bad 11gotten into a rut11 

and not found other means of employment. He also implied tba.t his 
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rather agreed with this view. Relations within the family gradually 

became intolerable. Irish constantly fought with his parents as well 

as his brother and sister. These relations were so bad during the 

project that Irish ran away for two days. He did not tell anyone 

specificall.y why he ran e.way, saying vaguely that his 11 old man and 

doll (mother) had gotten on (his) nerves 11 ; but the event occurred 

imrnediately after he had attempted (unsuccessfully) to "borrow" his 

father 1 s car, which incidentally was a large family car. 

Lao' s problem with his family is not altogether clear. He spoke 

at great length about his parents when questioned in the rnaj or interview 

as well as when he was questioned about himself. But frequently he 

would change from one aspect of the relationship to another with no 

apparent logic and his feelings towards his parents and himself were 

highly ambivalent. He said several times that he hated his parents 

and could kill his father yet when asked if he loved them he said yes. 

Similarly, he vacillated between viewing himself as a docile and weil-

meaning but persecuted person to seeing himself as the all-powerful 

persecuter of his parents. 

It is doubtf'ul. that the boy was actually lying for it seemed that 

he was deeply disturbed.1 When he spoke of himself as being persecuted 

he would begin quietly and fairly calnù.y. But, as if he felt terribly 

guilty or ashamed for allowing such persecution to be perpetrated upon 

himself, he would becorne extremely intense and nervous and shift 

1 
• Although his friends liked him, they felt he was very "mixed up", 

easily confused, and desirous of displaying courage which they felt 
he basically lacked. According to Mac, Rob used to enjoy making Lao 
do bold stunts "to save his j>ride". Ironical:cy Rob and MaC were among 
the very few people about whom Lao cared deeply. 
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abruptly into viewing himsel! as persecuter with a strong sense of 

revenge. Actually, he said several times tb:?.t his parents bad tried to 

make h1m see a psychiatrist but be bad refused. Each time a!ter he re

!erred to this he would say something like, "I'm not crazy. I know !lm 

not. Do you thi.nk I'm sick?'' Whether or not the subject was in fact 

psychologically ill is hardly within the scope of this project to decide. 

However, he was certainly disturbed and his responses to questions con

cerning himsel! were so closely related to what he said about his !amily 

that the two sets of responses will be partly combined in order to 

present a comprehensive picture. 

According to him, his problems at home began when he was about 12 

though there is some evidence that he was miserable be!ore that. He 

speke much of being beaten !or smoking, staying out late, beating his 

sister, and doing anythi.ng which they viewed as wrong. Most of these 

activities began a!ter the age of 12 and he insisted tha.t "up until 12, 

they (his parents) tbought I was an angel, thought I 1 d be somebod.y11 • 

Yet he said later "they hurt me inside •••• I did all I was told and was 

alwa:rs scared of everyone. • •• It was the same at school... I hated 

bein' pu.shed arow:xl all the time". 

When he was 14 he ran away to his cousin' s house in another 

province for two months because of an incident at schoo1, described 

elsewhere. When he returned his mother 11 treated me like a king. Once 

I knew that she was breakin 1 down (not going to punish him) , that was 

it". 'Ibis last statement meant that he knew or fe1t he bad 11won11 as it 

were. "A!ter I ran away I was good for a year. Then 15 was a big year." 

It was sorne time during the earl,y part of that year that he was sent to 
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reform school for car theft. 

After his parents discovered that it was he and not his frienis who 

instigated many of the delinquant activities in which he was involved, 

they were so shocked "they nearly had a heart attack11 • According to him, 

they became atraid of him; 

11 They have restrictions but I break them and threaten 
to break them". When asked if he enj oyed having this 
power, he answered yes, "because I'm gett1n1 back at 
h1m (his rather) for something. • .. I eJJjoy havin' 
this revenge - for certain people - but it will always 
have to build up. There' s a Frenchman - I 1 d like to 
rip his eyes out but I won • t be ready for about another 
six months. Has to be a time limit, bu11d up. It 
wouldn't do any good if I hit him now; I'd help h1m up 
and be sorry11 • 

Later he added, "I'd change if people would give me 
a chance. It' s JJt1 parents really. They think they treat 
me nice but I don' t. • • • I' d be normal if everyone 
hadn • t pushed me around so much. • • That' s wby I won 1 t 
fight -will let someone hit me 'til I get mad enough to 
kill him". 

When asked if he really thought i t all out in his head and wanted 

peOple to hit h1m in order to make h1m mad, he responded, 11I don't 

think it1 s nice to think that way- I'm not nuts on the inside. You're 

the only one I've ever said all this to11 • 

De spi te the length and depth of his responses, the specifie causes 

of Leo' s troubles are hardly evident. He attributed his problems to 

being 11 pushed around"- by everyone, particularly his rather, but obviously 

much more is needed to explain the extent of his disturbance. The cause, 

it would seem, definitely lies somewhere within his family relations. His 

emphasis on his father's strictness of restrictions and severity of 

punishment would suggest that the boy' s frustrations at home were caused 

by a father who demanied too llll.Ch. This interpretation is supported by 
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several factors. Clearly his f'ather was an enormous problem to him, yet 

apart from these demanda and pu.nishments, Leo did not mention any other 

quality auch as cruelty to wif'e, inadequacy as a provider, or a.lcoholism, 

that would cause so much disturbanee. Second, Rob once said that Leo' s 

f'ather had "always been aggressive towards (Leo), always on his back, 

pushing him to be a better student at school and eventually end up to be 

somebody. The only m:istake in that attitude was that he never gave any 

praise whenever (Leo) would achieve something". 

Third, a part from his reference to bea ting his sister once, the re 

is no f'urther evidence that j ealousy of' his siblings m:ight be a partial 

cause for his ills. In f'act, he said that his parents loved h:i.m more 

than them; she was always saying, 11l'm f'irst". Considering the worry 

that he must have given them, this seems hard to believe. On the other 

band, he was their onJ..y son and it is apparent that they were highly 

ambitious for him to succeed in the goals they bad set out; perhaps 

their dependence on his success made him f'eel that he was loved more 

than his sisters. Also, he speke for four and a half' hours without 

stopping and ref'erred to his siblings only tw:ice - the two times 

mentioned above. Whatever the specifie causes. it seems clear that the 

root of' the problem lies somewhere in his f'amily relations. especially 

in the relationsbip with his f'ather. Perhaps analysis of' his responses 

to ether questions will clarif'y his position. 

Although .!!.sie. was not interviewed, he discussed the problem he had 

with his f'amily. He was the youngest of three boys and bad a sister 

young er than himself'. Whereas his eldest brother bad alwa.ys been quiet, 

serious, and perservering, he was spirited, adventur011s, and daring. As 
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far back as he could remember his parents bad compared him to both his 

brothers but partieularly' the eldest, eonstantly maldng such commenta as, 

"Why don1t you behave like Ted?" or "Your brother applies himself' in 

school, why don' t you?" And so on. Rob loved his parents but hated their 

refu.sal to accept him f'or what he was and the f'act tha.t he had no separate 

identity t'rom his brothers. 

L.:La. bad a similar problem. He was consta.ntly compared unf'avorably 

with an older brother. In his case, thou.gh, the older brother was more 

delinquant then he was but somehow had managed to conceal it t'rom their 

parents, and theref'ore the injustice seemed all the more cruel to F.J. 

Actually he bad gone through a major change just bef' ore the start of' the 

project; bis sentence to ref'orm school which was requested by his f'ather 

bad already done mch to canvince him of' the fu.tility of' being a de

linquant, but his parents' discovery of' his brotber's delinquency at 

that time was the crucial turning point in his relations with them. 

"Now", he said with pride, "they like !!!@. more •• •" 

Althou.gh F .J. said he respected both parents equally and rarely 

discussed his parents outside the interview, there is evidence that be 

was somewhat ashamed that his father was a bus driver. During the pilot 

study interview he blusbed profu.sely and giggled nervousl:y with embarrass

ment when he replied what his f'ather' s occupation was. When asked f'urther 

. if' be did not approve of' the job, he mttered something which sou.nd.ed 

rather negative but rather than lose rapport with the boy by asking him 

to repeat what he bad said and thereby cause him fu.rther embarrassment, 

it seemed beat to go on to the next question. 

Having described historically the essence of' any f'amily problems 
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the su.bjects bad, it is now possible to present briefly the rest of 

their responses to the questionnaire section on the famil;y. In general 

both groups spent some t1me every day wi th their fami.lies. During 

those periods in wbich they worked, associated with delinquant gangs, 

or bad prob1ems with their families, they natura14r spent 1ess time. All 

of the Eagles discussed any problems they had with their mothers and 

sometimes their fathers before they joined the gang. Upon .ioining five 

of them stopped as.king both parents for advice. At the time of the 

project onJ.t Mac and Dod.ger continued to "talk things overn with their 

mothers. In contrast, most board members had always discussed their 

problems with their parents whenever they had them, especially with their 

mothers. Only two of tnem stated that there bad been any change in that 

practice; Mitch stopped discussing his problems at 1.5 when he discovered 

his mother bad been divorced and Sport ceased wben he moved out. 

All the Eagles used to do things wi th their families until they 

joined the gang. Since then they occasional.ly went on picnics or 

fami)Jr visits but most of them got on so badly with their :families tbat 

they temed to avoid being with them. The board members, too, used to 

do more things with their :families but their :main reason :for the change 

was q~ite different; most of tha participated in 1ess activities after 

they began to work. 

Wh.en asked what they were rewarded :for all the board members except 
1 

Rex mentioned scholastic achievements first, and :four mentioned good 

1. 
Rex said that his mother did not believe in rewarding her children. 

"If' I do sollJSthing, I try not to show it; we just knew that we did it 
and that was enough. 11 



behavior second. In general they were rewarded b,y verbal praise, 

prlvileges, am in a few cases, gi:fts. Most Eagles were rewarded for 

the same things - good. grades in school am good behavior and were re

warded ma.inly by praise and someti:mes gi.tts but not privileges. Board 

members were punished for various things: all for disobedience of 

parental orders such as no smoking or drinking, coming in early, and so 

on; three (J .T., Andy, and Sport) for playing hookey or doing badly in 

school; three (l·ütch, Red, and Sport) for getting into trouble with the 

police. Pu.nishments usually consisted of losing privileges or being 

given lectures am prevented from going out. Three (Mitch, Red, am 

Sport) were strapped or ncuffed on the ear" if the offense was considered 

serious. S1m:llarly, most Eagles were punished for disobeyi.ng orders, 

breaking the law, and getting into trouble with the police, but none of 

them mentioned doing badly in school. And Shep cla:irned he was never 

really punished even though he was o:ften wrong. Punishments for the 

Eagles seemed to be slightly more lenient than those for board members. 

Mostly they were simply given lectures though two (Mac and Irish) said 

theywere hit occasionally and of course Leo 1ns1sted that he was 

frequently beaten as well as kept in. 

Four in each group thought that the:i.r punishments bad been fair at 

the time they bad been issued. Board members Crew and Andy thought their 

punishments were unfair whereas Eagles Irish and Shep thought that their 

parents' orders were too strict. One in each group (Sport and Leo) 

thought that their parents' orders and punishments were too strict. All 

subjects except Ieo agreed that, looking back, they were fair and just. 

Four board members loved their parents equall.y. Red was 11prejud1cedn 
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toward his mother when his father drank. Sport said he loved them both 

equally at the t:i.me of the project though he used to love his father lesa. 

It would seem. however, that he was using the word "love11 very loosely 

for it conflicts with what he had said a bout his parents bu.t perhaps it 

was possible for hi.m to love them even though he resented deeply thei.r 

favoritism. Rex1 s sentiments have alrea.dy been described above. The 

situation was just the reverse for Eagles. Foœr of them stated that they 

laved their mothers more than thei.r fathers. Mac 1 s comment on this 

question is noteworthy. He replied "I love my mother but not my father. 

I ha te him even wh en he 1 s trying to be nice. He 1 s promised me so much 

an:l never fulfilled a.ey- of it. ltJother always came through even though 

she worked hard for it11 • Irish responded that he did not lave either of 

his parents. Jocko and F.J. claimed that they laved both thei.r parents 

equally. 

l'l"..ost board members respected thei.r parents equally. Apart from 

Rex who said that he was too yœ.ng before his father died to respect 

an;yone, Sport was the only one who did not respect his father, ard con

sideri.ng his earlier statements it was surprising that he said he had 

only begun to disrespect his f'ather two months bef'ore the project began. 

Although he insisted that there was no specifie explanation for the 

change, his precise identification of the date of the change would 

indicate that this was not so. The only tbree Eagles who did not 

respect their parents equally were Shep, Mac, and J ocko; largely be cause 

of their fathers 1 drinking, they did not respect them as rnuch as their 

mothers. 

The same three Eagles did not get along with their fathers for the 



same reason. Two ethers, Leo and Ir:i.sh, did not get along with their 

f'athers because of their constant nagging. F.J. and Dodger had not gotten 

along well with their fathers until recentJ.y due to their inabUity to be 

understanding. Whereas none of the Eagles got along with their fathers 

as well as with their mothers four board members got on equally weil with 

both parents and Rex, of course, never really knew his father. Red and 

Sport were the only cnes who did not get along with their fathers: Red 

because his father drank and Sport because his f'ather nagged him. 

There was very little difference between the two grou.ps with regard 

to ideas their f'amilies had about school, church, their friexxis, and 

their occupations. All subjects' parents wanted them to finish high 

school and a few in each group had hoped their sons would go to college 

as well. Similarly all subjects were encouraged (a few in each group 

!orced) to attend church. Catholics were given no choice as to which 

religion they should accept whereas parents of Protestant subjects urged 

their sons to be Protestants but were not vecy particular about which 

kind. All board members and five Eagles stated that their parents dis

couraged associating with boys who were known to cause trouble. Only 

two who said their parents thought their friend.s were 0 okay11 ; it was 

known, though, that these two subjects, F.J. and Jocko, rarely brou.ght 

their friends home !or observation. Concerni.ng their occupations five 

in each group resporded that their parents left the choice up to them 

though several in each group were encouraged to attend trade schools 

which would train them in the occupation of their choice. Two in each 

group (board members Rex and Crew and Eagles I.eo and Jocko) were 

encouraged to go into officè jobs. 
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On the whole board members came closer to fulfilling these expecta

tions than the Eagles. Both groups were about equal in the number of 

grades they passed successfully in school, though board members bad made 

more effort than the Eagles to educate themselves further. Eagles 

attended church more often than board members but it was onJ.y the 

Catholics who did so regularly and all the Eagles seemed less concerned 

about Christian values and being Christian tban board members. Both 

groups disappointed their parents by associating with troublemaking 

friands but in the case of board :members the period of association was 

Dlllch shorter than that for the Eagles. FinaDy, parents of ail subjects 

were more or less satisfied about their son1s choice of jobs but parents 

of Eagles were clearly disappointed that their sons bad failed to maintain 

steady em:ployment. 

Wbether or not subjects fulfilled parental expec~ations most of them 

agreed with most of their parents• desires for them. Four board members 

and five Eagles agreed .fully :wïth their parents' desires at the time 

that they were specified. Two board members agreed partially: 1·Ii teh, 

with everything except his parents' evaluation of his friends during 

his association with the big gang, and Rex wi. th everything except his 

mother 1s encouragement to take an office job. Although he thought 

being president of a large corporation would be an ideal job, he really 

hated dressing and being formaJ.. Two Eagles, Leo, and Jocko, and one 

board member, Sport, thou.ght at the time that their parents should not 

make any demanda but rather let them lead their own lives. Since they 

bad been working, however, these three as well as tritch bad changed 

their m:inds and like the others ( except Rex) , agreed fully wi th their 

parents' views. The only one who ever felt that his parents' desires 
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were different !rom. otbers in the community was J.T. He thought tbat 

his parents empbasized good marmers, cleanliness, and neatness perbaps 

more tban other parents in the community. 

Subjects• views of their parents' views of them were varied. Tbree 

board members (J.T., Andy, and :Mi.tch) thought their parents bad always 

bad a positive or very favorable view of them while the others lmew 

their parents were upset about their behavior and associations when they 

were in the big gang. In contrast, near1y all of the Eagles thought 

their parents were distressed about their bebavior and attitudes especially 

in recent years. Although Dodger said he did not lmov1 wbat his parents 

thought of him, his constant reference to his rather' s failure to under

stand. him would irriicate that there was some perceived ill feeling in 

tbat relationship. Shep1s i'ear that his i'ather did not love him at all 

bas a.lready been discussed, as bas Ieo' s insistance that his parents 

thought he was an "angel11 be!ore they discovered his delinquant activi1ies; 

F .J. 1 s perception of favorable feelings since his parents discovered 

the delinquency of his brother; and Irish1 s feeling that his parents 

loved him much more before the i'amily moved to Canada. Mac figured his 

parents probably loved him but thoo.ght he was a "bu.m." for causing so 

much trouble. Jocko was the only one who thought his parents' view of 

him bad always been more or less favorable. Considering, though, the 

times that they bad punished him for stealing cars and runn:ing away 

(not to mention minor errors) , this seems debatable. 

1-iost of the subjects expected similar th.ings from their parents -

support, guidance, respect, security, and so on. One or two in each 

group sa.id they bad no particular expectations though four Eagles (Mac, 
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Irish, Sbep, and Leo) bad come to expect notbing since relations witb 

their parents bad deteriorated. And four board members bad cbanged 

their expectations. Botb Sport (since be left the Navy) and Rex (since 

his sister' s wedding) began to expect and receive more independence; 

Crew who expected notbing wbile be associated with the big gang, bad 

begu.n to l>"ish tha:t his parents had been more strict witb regard to his 

schooling, and Mitch did not actually change bis expectations bu.t, since 

he left the big gang, began to appreciate his parents mu.ch more than be 

had in the past. 

When asked if their parents bad lived up to their expectations 

five board members gave an unqu.aJ.ified yes answer. The other two :f'elt 

tbat on the whole their parents had but Rex said be never bad "mu.ch 

freedom or toystt( 1) and Red wished that his parents had taken a more 

active interest in .bis affàirs especially his schooling. Answers to 

whether or not there was anything tbeir parents should have done but 

did not were similar. Five said no. Red mentioned his parents' lack 

of interest and Mitch said, 11 Yes, a couple of good kicks". Of the 

Eagles who expected a.nything from their parents, only Dodger said yes 

though his father1 s alleged lack of understanding is well known. The 

others said no although 1-la.c added that his parents had always seen that 

he bad enough clothes and allowance. Yet when asked if there was any

thing his parents shou.ld have done bu.t did not, he said that his father 

shou.ld have looked into his problems and supported him but 11 shou.ldn1 t 

have gone out drirùting, spent all his pay, and not provide food for us". 

The other two who said yes to this question were Leo who thought his 

parents should have tried to see his 11 si de of the story" and been more 

lenient, and Shep who said his father "disappointed" him: ••When ! was 
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sma.ll, he cared, now he doesn't. At first he'd take the ti.me. Later I 

found rut when I got into ser:i.ou.s trouble that he was more interested 

in himself ••• he wouldn't help :me out at all when I wanted to save for 

a car. That 1 s when I started drinl.d.ng a gain qui te a bi t 11 • 

Shep was the only subj ect who did not think his parents loved him • 

.A.lthough all subjects except Shep felt that they were loved, one board 

member (Sport)1 and four Eagles felt that they were loved less than 

another brother. In three cases, Sport, Mac, and Shep, they felt it 

was only their fathers who discriminated against them; the other two 

(F .J. and Irish) felt that both parents discri.minated against them. One 

in each group, Rex and Leo, claimed that thei.r parents loved them more 

than the others, though in Rex1 s case he did not discover it until two 

months before the project when his mother was ill and told him so as 

she thanked him for having helped so much around the bouse. 

When asked if they thrught their parents had tried to understand 

them and support them in any problems they had9 five board members said 

yes they always had and Sport figured that his parents had only done so 

recently since he had moved out. Rex asserted that he never told his 

mother his problems as he felt she had enough of her own. The Eagle 

Jocko responded similarly in the negative but gave no such altruistic 

explanation. The rest of the Eagles felt that either or both parents 

had failed in this respect. Jvlac, Dodger, and Shep replied that their 

mothers had always made an effort to understand them whereas their 

l. Actually Red said, 111-ly you.nger sister gets away wi th more because of 
her whole age grou.p11 • This rather casual comment, it would seem, should 
not be classified. in the same category with those who obviously felt 
a deep sense of jealousy. 
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fathers had not, though Shep bad admitted earlier tbat his :rather bad 

probably tried when he was very young. Leo felt that neither of his 

parents bad ever tried to understand him while Irish guessed his parents 

had stopped trying since they rnoved to Canada. And F .J. was pleased to 

report that his parents bad begun to understand him a.rter their discovery 

about his brother. 

Although the final question in this section untortunately was not 

added until haltway through the interview series, the resulta or the few 

in each group who did answer i t reflect the· general di.ff'erence between 

the board members and Eagles concerning their familias. Board members 

spoke in glowing terrns about their parents using such phrases as "best 

in the world", "straightforward", 11fair 11 , "easy going11 , and so on. In 

contrast, Eagles described their fathers especially wi th such terrns as 

"rough", "lacld.ng in understanding", "untair", and so on. 

Unless stated otherwise in the analysis these responses to the 

questionnaire were contirmed by observation. That is 1 there was nothing 

the su.bjects said spontaneously to each other or in private to contradict 

the statements they made in the interview. Moreover, nothing that was 

observed in the parent-child relatianship contradicted what the subjects 

said about their parents. 

From these descriptions it would seern tbat the differences between 

the two groups with regard to the r a.mily are most outstanding and 

significant. Although rive board members had several problerns, one 

(Andy) perceived his to be a problem exclusively connected with his 

sister (that is, having nothing to do w.i.th his parents) ani one (Mitch) 
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regarded the problem he had wi.th his parents as purely a temporary one 

lasting for two years. Thus onJ.y three board members (Red, Sport, and 

Rex) had serious problems with their parents long before they associated 

with the big gang.
1 

Of those three o.nly one (Sport) perceived ~ust 
discrimination from his parents. Of all four board members who had 

problems with their parents, tbree were primaril,y the result of sorne 

perceived lack :in the parent-chUd relationship as ooposed tq sorne dis-

respected quality or activity in the parent himself, as was the case 

with Red (his father' s drinking) and eventual.ly Sport (his father 1 s 

cruel treatment of his mother) - the two were most deeply involved wi.th 

the big gang. 

In contrast, !Jl. the Eagles includ:i.ng Rob had serious difficulties 

wi.th their parents, especially their fathers, long bef ore they became 

delinquant. Six of them perceived a lack in the pa.rent-chiJA rela.tion

ship: Leo and Dodger because of strictness and lack of understanding; 

Rob, Mac, Shep, Irish and F .J., because of discrimination against them-

selves in favor of a brother. In addition, Mac and Shep hated the:i.r 

fathers 1 drinking and cruelty to their mothers. 

At this point one may ask about the shame Mac, F.J., Shep, a:rxi 

Irish felt about the economie positions of their parents: what type 

problem, exactl,y, was it? This shame, it would appear, was not based 

on the :tact of their fathers 1 occupational and financial status, that 

is, with the exception of F. J. , they were not e.shamed of the type work 

inwhich their :tathers were employed or the amount of money they earned. 

1. 
The correlation between the beginning of famil,y problems am the . 

beginning of delinquant associations and e.ctivities will be discussed 
later in Chapter XI, Section 2. pp. 312 :tf • 
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Being a salesman or laborer was quite acceptable and none of them felt 

economie deprivation as a result of the amount of money earned b,y their 

fathers. Wha.t they did resent was the fact that through admitted bad 

judgment and mismanagement, their fathers had descended the economie 

and occupational ladder or failed to rise after making promises that 

they would and then wasted the money that they did earn on such things 

as drink and gambling. And they, because of their fathers 1 own sense 

of sha.me and inadequacy, bad been made to feel this burden. Thus they 

were not ashamed of their fathers' actual positions but their inadequacy 

as men. Consequently, this problem will be considered a family problem 

rather than an economie one. 

That Eagles had more disturbing family problems is evidenced by the 

fact that five of them had run away or moved out whereas only two board 

members had done so. The full significance of these disturbances cannot 

be assessed until all the material has been examined but the universality 

and seriousness of su ch problems wi thin this group cannot be overemphasized. 

Because the essence of responses concerning the family problems has been 

presented at length and analyzed above, there seems to be no need to 

ana~ze further responses to the specifie questions upon which that 

presentation and analysis were based - except to point out that there 

was no correlation between religion or origin and the number or t;,pe of 

family problems perceived by the subjects. 



GIRlS 

There were few differences between the two groups concerning their 

experience with and attitude toward girls. The members of both groups 

started dating between 10 and 14, tlJ,e average age of first date being 12. 

Board members currently preferred dating "nice" girls who were 11fun to 

be with" but three (Mitch, Rex, and Crew) admitted that they bad gone 

out primarily with girls whom they considered tramps ( sexu.a.lly immoral) 

while they were in the big gang. Similarl.y five Eagles stated that they . 

had always dated nice girls as a rule (nice meaning girls who are not 

sexually promiscuous and who do not drink heavily) while two, F.J. and 

Mac, dated "different kinds" of girls and 11treated them accordingly" -

meaning that they treated those whom. they respected with respect. 

Although board members bad gone 11 steady" more often than Eagles, 

this difference could certainly be accounted for by the difference in 

the ages of the two groups. Reasons given by both groups for "breaking 

off 11 were varied. The most outstanding reason stated by Eagles as well 

as board members was being "fed up with" or "tired of11 the girl in 

question. Moving out of the neighborhood was the second most frequently 

cited reason for breaking off with a steady. Red was the onJ.y subject 

who a.dmitted that he bad been 11 jilted11 by a girl and Dodger was the only 

one who had ever gone steady with a tramp but he broke off with ber as 

soon as he 11 discovered what she was 11 • 

A few in ea.ch group had never bad sexual intercourse though all 

subjects said that they had bad much sexual. experience with girls. All 

subjects stated curiosity as the reason for having engaged in sexual 

intercourse or "heav;y petting" for the first time. Presumably having 



satisfied their curiosity, board members thereafter bad intercourse or 

petted heavily with girls only when and usually because they cared for 

the particular girl ani viewed their se:x:u.al activities as an expression 

of their love and affection. Only J.T. had intercourse sheerly out of 

sexual desire; girls abou.t whom he cared he would "never even ask" to 

engage in intercourse with him. Two members, Crew ani Sport, were less 

rigid in their views; they frequently had intercourse for both reasons -

because they cared and because of sexual desire. This same double 

standard, as i t were, may be seen in the Eagles. In general most of 

them had had sexual intercourse on1;y with girls whom they did not 

respect. 11I never touched a broa.d I really cared for" or "I like her 

too much11 were typical statements made by the members of both groups. 

When asked if they classified girls in anyway board members were 

more reluctant to give a definite answer. Over half the group simply 

did not classifY girls.. The other three {Mitch, Rex, and Crew), the 

same three who had dated tramps while theywere in the big gang, 

classified girls solel;r on the basis of the ir sexual morals; girls were 

ei ther goc:xi, nice, and sexually moral or they were bad and se:x.u.all.y 

promiscuous. Eagles, though quick to classify girls, were nnch less 

clear in the basis of classification. Irish and Dodger were the ~ 

two to differentiate girls purely on the basis of sexual morals; accord

ing to them girls were either11easy11 (whores) or 11not so easy" (nice). 

The others mi.xed class and persona.lity qualities with sexual morals. 

F .. J. thou.ght girls were 11pigs, lavable, cozy, or intelligent". And three 

others re:f'erred, among other things, to snobbishness. I.so responded, 

"sorne I don't like because they are too snobby - talk too nnch; others 



are sluts. ~ girl1s different she's quiet; she1 s the average girl". 

Shep stated that he did not really 11 class girls" but immediately went 

on to say without any prompting that some were too 11high class; some, · 

a bu.ncb of teasers, and sorne were oka.y". Bef ore he j oined the Eagles 

Mac did not classify girls; a!terward, however, he felt that girls 

were "snobs - higb class - or law down. Sorne think they are higher than 

you, then you find out ber parents are better than yours". 

In ali three cases it is difficult to discern whether the mention 

of snobbishness and class are pure references to social class. On the 

surface all three statements appear to indicate an awareness of differences 

in social class. Yet there are several reasons :for believing that the 

references are not at all pure. First, the use of the word "classif'y" 

may have been un!ortuna.te; that is, those un!ami.liar with the correct 

usage of the word could have interpreted i t nmch more li terally than 

was intemed; and being younger, less experienced, etc., tban board 

members, Eagles may have been more prone to interpret the word literally. 

Secondl,y, in the case of' IA;,o am Sbep the phrases i.mmediatel,y following 

suggest that the differentiation is at least in part on the basis of 

sexual morals or personality factors. Tbus, higb cJ.ass :may weJ.l mean 

high moralled. This interpretation is supported by subjects1 responses 

to the question concerning the type o:f girls they dated ( which was purely 
' 

on the basis of sexu.al morals) and their responses to the question con-

cerning types of girls who would not date them: Mac gave an unequivocal 

11no11 response. Sbep said, "a hell of a lot - ail types" but tben Shep 

enj oyed bragging about the time that one girl' s parents bad caught Sbep 

in the act ot baving intercourse witb their daughter as well as the 

total number of girJ.s be bad "bad 11 • In view o:f this, i t is hardl,y 
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surprising that arry girl who wished to rema.ih a virgin or have others 

believe that she was, would certainly avoid associating with the boy'. 

Leo's responses were most revealing. He said, "high class, sophisticated 

girls" ( would not date him). ''I 1 m not that kind of guy. They want a 

goody-goody- in good with their parents." His equation of class with 

degree of sophistication suggests tba.t the reference to class is very 

impure. l'loreover, it is clear from the rest of the statement that he 

was referring to judgments made by girls and their parents regarding 

his actions - not his or his family1s social or economie class as such. 

Mac' s statement can be simi.larly explained. Bef ore he became an 

Eagle, he j oined a non-delinqUant, well respected social group of boys 

and girls because he wanted to go out with two particular girls. He 

was accepted by that group including the two girls in question and only 

left it because the grou.p would not accept his friend Rob. His acceptance 

by the group and the girls proves that he bad no need to f eel arry dis

crimination on the basis of his parents• socio-economic position. By 

the time that Mac dropped out of that grou.p, his father 1 s dri.nking 

problems and marital difficulties were weil known. Subjects in both 

groups indicated that his father 1s actions were scmewhat damaging to 

Y.~ac 1 s social reputation. 

Thus it would seem in all three cases that references to class 

were arrything but pure and could hardly be understood entirely, if at 

all, as proof of the existence of class consciousness (in the accepted 

sooiological sense of the word). Clearly they did not judge others 

primarily on the basis of social position nor did they feel that they 

were judged by girls and their parents pri.marily on the basis of social 
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class. More likely, and in keeping with responses to other questions 

as well as observed behavior, they judged girls and perceived themselves 

judged b.Y girls and their parents on the basis of actions and not status. 

When asked wbat ideas their fami.lies had with regard to the:Lr dating 

habits, nearly all the subj ects responded that their parents said very 

little about it. .All subjects said their parents wanted them 11to be 

careful" and 11not to get into trouble" ( concerning participation in 

sexual activities) though board members' parents emphasized treating 

girls with respect and going out witn nice girls more than parents of 

Eagles. Nearly all subjects agreed with their parents and felt that such 

ideas were emphasized for their own good. On1.y Irish disagreed; he 

quipped, "It 1 s 11'\r own business if' I get a diseaself. 

Most board members stated that they had always f'elt girls thought 

of' them as being 11 okayH , "average11 , 11 ordinary" , and so on. Three Eagles 

did not know what girls thought of' them. Two, Ieo and F. J., felt that 

girls viewed them as 11 average11 and 11good11 respectively. And two, Irish 

and Shep, believed girls were divided in their opinion of them. Sorne 

girls, they figured, felt they were 11good11 or 11 okay11 while others hated 

them or thought they were bad. The differences in response to this 

question are most probably a product of age and greater contact with 

girls. By themselves, the se differences do not seem to be significant. 
\ 

What is signi.f'icant is that those who perceived a judgment at all, 

perceived that the judgment was made on the basis of their personal 
\ 

qualities and actions. Finally, it is signif'icant that no subject f'elt 

that he was viewed as being substantiall.y different from others. 

One or two in each group expected to receive from girls, experience 
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or preparation for marriage. Host of the others in each group expected 

to find certain qualities in girls such as friendship. intelligence, and 

so on. Leo wished to be made happy by a:ny girl he should take out. 

Whatever their expectations fran girls none of the subjects felt that 

their expectations had been fulfilled, at least by a single girl. Yet 

virtually all subjects felt that there was nothing that they should 

have gotten out of their relationship with girls but did not. 

When asked if there was any particular type girl that they would 

not date three board members vowed that they would not date "tramps" 

-vrhereas five Eagles ref'used to go out with "pigs11 (the equivalent of 

tramps). other types of girls that subjects would not date were those 

who were "stuck up11 (J. T.) and th ose who were "too soft, who wouldn 1 t 

stand up to you11 (Shep). Five board members could not think of any 

type girl who they f'elt would not date them and Sport did not know. 

On1y Crew said yes, 11a high class one - (I) wasn1 t her type. Didn1t 

matter then but it bothers me now 1 not :much though 11 • About haJ.f' the 

Eagles did not know if there we..s a:ny type girl who would not date them. 

Three said yes. Shep and Leo (whose responses have been discussed above) 

and Jocko who mourned that 11good looking" girls would not date hi.m. 

Nearly all the subjects wanted to get married eventually when they were 

between 25 and 35 and had achieved adulthood as well as financial 

stability. 

Observation certainly confirms the responses of each group to the 

questionnaire. Board members seemed to care whether the girl they dated 

or went steady with was nice and their relationship with girls appeared 

to be stable and responsible. For one thing they active~ d ated girls 



rather than saw them, as did most of the Eagles. That is, they arranged 

ahead of ti:me to go out wi th the girl in question, went to her hou se to 

pick her up, attended to her at the specified place (usually the dance 

or :movies), and then took her out to a restaurant before ta.king her 

home around 12.00 or 12 • .)0 p.m. Frequently board :members double dated 

and visited each other's houses with girls to play records, talk, and 

so on. Whether at home, at the dance, or at the movies, they were 

usually fairly quiet, orderly, and polite especially in their language. 

Because this type relationship existed board :members were usu.ally very 

well known to and on friendly ter:ms with the parents of girls whom they 

dated. 

The three Eagles who went steady with girls, Leo, Shep and Irish, 

behaved in very similar ways except that their relationship to their 

11 steady1 s" parents is not known. The ethers, however, behaved very 

differently arowxl girls. On the whole their relationship with girls 

was very casual and irresponsible. Most of the time they had very 

little to do with girls, even at da.rces and movies. Occasionally 

different mem.bers woold pick out a girl with whom they wished to dance 

or neck, remain attentive to her until the parti.cular end was achi.eved, 

and then rejoin the boys. They rarely co:mrersed wi.th these girls in 

between dancing or necking but when they did their language, except 

when speaking to a girl whom they respected, was often deliberately 

i'ull or obscenities. Unless they wanted to go to her house, they 

almost never saw the girls after the dance or show. And if they went 

to parties, o~ th ose who were going steady brrught a girl to the party. 

This considerable difference in behavior may be the result or 
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dl.f:ferences in ages especiall,y when one considera that those Eagles who 

went steady were among the oldest. On the other hand, the members of 

the big gang who were still active are believed to have had similar 

relationships with girls as the Eagles. This would suggest that attitude 

tœard girls is largely a product of gang code. Certainly membership 

in a gang discourages steady relationship with girls for several reasons. 

A steady girl friend made heavy demands on the individual' s time and 

energy, i:f not money and loyalty. Obviously girls who went steady were 

uaually known to be against gang membership precisely because it did 

absorb so much time, energy, and money. And because Eagles (like many 

delinquants oriented to making trouble) would only go steady with girls 

whom they respected, it follows that she would be against participation 

in trouble~ma.king activities. Finally, to treat girls in ways described 

above, casually and irresponsibly, was supposed to be a sign of in

depen:ience from them and to shœ great 11 toughness" o:f character - both 

of which were quite desirable according to gang morals. 

Actually, the Eagles maintained a double standard, as it were, in 

their treatment of and attitude toward girls; they treated with respect 

those girls whom they respected and they were quite irresponsible, if 

not cruel, towards girls whom they did not respect. Moreover, they 

wanted girls about whom they cared, to be virgins, loyal, ani responsible. 

This was proved in their observed behavior ta·mrd girls, in their casual 

conversations about girls, and in their responses to the questionnaire 

section on girls. It suggests a deep commitment to accepted social 

values and it reveals much about their character. 

Observation also revealed a tendency to judge and be judged by 
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actions and personal traits rather than statua. In casual conversation 

not one Eagle was ever observed to comment on the socio-economic 

position of a girl or her fami:cy. When they made remarks or judgments, 

they were always based on the girl' s m.orals or personality. In the 

questionnaire the extent that they made and perceived judgments to be 

made of them. on the basis of their class status rather than their actions 

is not known conclusive:cy. It bas been suggested, however, that none of 

the three Eagles who referred to class had any clearcut notion of social 

class as such and in fact was using the word 11 class 11 to indicate type of 

sexual morals or personality. And when one considera the offensiveness 

of their behavior toward girls and their parents, it is surprising that 

only three Eagles felt that they had any kind of problem. concerning 

girls.1 Certa.izùy several parents as weil as girls were heard to make 

judgm.ents about Eagles be cause of the ir be havi or or their parents' 

behavior - not on the basis of socio-econamic positions. It would seem., 

then, that personality and behavior are the general or prim.ary basis for 

m.aking and perceiving judgments. 

1. 
Because this number is so small, it does not appear to be very 

signi:f'icant. That two of the three Eagles were native born Catholics 
may have been important. On the other hand, none of the other three 
Catholics experienced any kind of problem. with girls and the one 
board member who perceived discrimination was neither an immigrant 
nor Catholic. 



CHAFTER X 

PRESSURES FROM arHER SPHERES 
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EDUCATION 

Althou.gh neither group was observed at school or taking trade 

cou.rses, their responses to the pilot interview section on educational 

background gives a good indication of how they did in school. Ironica.ll.y, 

it was the delinquants who were slightly better academically •1 Although 

most subjects in both groups pa.ssed successfully an average of eight 

grades, the junior board members had to repeat more o:rten; the average 

number of total years devoted to formal education was 11 for them and 

onJ..y nine for the Eagles. 2 Moreover, the only scholarship ever held 

by a board member was a religiou.s one awarded to Red for his interest 

and, according to him, "fanatic devotion11 , whereas both Mac and Rob 

had won schola.rships for the year before they left. These schola.rships 

were based entirely on their academie achievement; Rob was second in a 

class of 63 and Mac was third. Grades on the whole, though, for both 

grou.ps were mainly average (0 1 s), sOJnetimes good (B1 s), and in certain 

years failure. 

vfuy did all the subjects drop out of school after only a few years 

of training at the high school level? It is significant that not one 

of them mentioned teacher discrimination, financial necessity, or 

parental pressure as a reason. About half in each group left because 

they lacked interest or just did not like it. Only two board members 

1 • Thou.gh Brian Sanders who taught most of them ma.intained that they 
were about equal in intellectua.l ability. A few in each group were 
not very bright (but not stupid) , and most of them were average or 
fairly bright. 
2• The school leaving age was still more or less comparable for both 
groups since it was two board Jœmbers in particula.r, l<litch and J.T., 
who pulled this average down so far. 
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said. they left because they bad failed ( thou.gh a third also failed his 

final year) and tw'o Eagles indicated that they would have f'ailed in their 

final year had they stayed. One of' these, Irish, said, "I lmew at the 

t:ime I shou.ld have stayed but I didn1t; it was hard to get used to af'ter 

British schools. I didn1t work it rï.ght, took too many subjects. If I 

bad stayed, it wou.ld have changed rrr:1 whole life". other reasons given 

in both grou.ps were that they wanted to work and have their own money 

or to go to trade school. A few of the Eagles :mentioned the gang as 

an additional or secondar,y reason for leaving. 

Apart from the fact that nearly all the subjects drOpped ou.t of 

school arou.nd the eighth or ninth grade and the reasons they gave for 

doing it, there is nothing unusual or different about their attitude 

toward school, their teachers, and education itself. Like most you.ths, 

the members of' both grœps lilœd and disliked certain few of their 

teachers and subjects and several in each grou.p disliked hamework or 

liked sports, recess, girls, and other non-academie aspects of' school. 

Similarly they f'elt that most of' their teachers liked them or thought 

of' them as "average" while a few disliked them - in most cases justi

f'iabl,y so, according to them. And tbree of the Eagles said that they 

felt their teachers liked them personally, and knew they were capa.b1e 

of learning bu.t did not apply themselves. On the whole about ha1f in 

each grou.p genera11y liked school while they were there and most of 

those in both groups who generally disliked going to school thou.ght it 

was i+nportant to be educated. 

The three board members who disliked it were Mitch, J.T., and 

Rex; all three were iramigrants, two of' which were Protestants ani 
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one was Catholic. Interesting~ it was not the immigrant Eagles who 

disliked school but the Cathollcs, Jocko, Leo, ani Shep. There does 

not seem to be any immediate explanation for this difference. The 
< 

junior board immigrants who disllked school were not significantly 

older or younger at the age of immigration than Eagle immigrants who 

liked school. And two of the four Catholics went to Protestant as 

well as Catholic schools; in !act Leo liked his Protestant school mch 

better than the Catholic one to which he transferred in the eighth 

grade. 'lhe other two Catholic Eagles went exclusively to Cathol.ic 

schools. 

There was considerable difference in response to the question 

concerning the purpose of education. Five board members, at the time 

they went, viewed going to school vaguely as a means of "getting 

educated11 while only one saw it primarily as a means of attaining a 

better job. Obversely, !ive Eagles thought one received an education 

in order to obtain a better job while one saw it as an end in itselt. 

And one in each grou.p went to school solely because he was sent and 

saw no purpose in school. This difference could be the result of 

differential parental ernphasis. However, ~ subjects stated (in 

regard to questions concerning the f'am:ily) that their parents had urged 

them to finish bigh school arxi two subjects in each group belleved their 

parents wanted them togo on to college. Most probably this difference 

arose because they conf'used their post-school feelings with those they 

bad while in school. In the first place, at the time of the project 

they had onl.y been out of school for about two years. Second, on1.y 

two of them- as compared with nearly all the junior board - went to 

trade school immedia.tely or shortly after leaving school. Third, 
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w:i.thout this additiona.l or simuJ.taneous extra training, they averaged 

a starting salary of $35 whereas the average starting salar,y for the 

junior board was $50. And the two Ea.gles who did go to trade school 

bef ore or during their first tull time jobs received $43 and $,56 

respective]Jr. Fcurth, at the time of the project, they were painf'ul]Jr 

aware of this lack of qualification. 

F. J. explains why they could leave school to work at the same ti me 

that they believed education to be the means of getting a good job. 

When asked if he had changed his m1nd. since he left school, he responded, 

"I always thought the purpose of education was to get a job but it didn' t 

register; a year after I left (refo:nn school), I realized11 • The other 

three Eagles who said they thou.ght, before they left school, that educa

was a means of getting a better job responded in a variety of ways when 

asked if they bad changed their opinions. Two realized that education 

was an end in itself'; the other {who had an office job with a training 

course thrown in) said, 11now I think: education is important for ma.tricu

lation and getting degrees but not necessarily for getting a good job". 

The other two Eagles had not changed their view; one stUl thought that 

it had no pu.rpose and the other that it was an end in itself. Ironically, 

of the five board members who reasoned that education was an end in itself, 

three had changed their minds after they left and began to calculate it 

as a means of obtaining a better job; the two who attended because they 

were sent went through a similar change after leaving school. The 

other two did not change. 

What they expected to get out of school while theywere stUl there 

corresponds closely' in the case of the board members with their view of 
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the purpose of education and in the case of the Eagles with their general 

attitude toward it. The !ive board members who saw education as an end 

in itself' expected vaguely "to be educated". According to Andy, this 

iaèant "as mu.ch schooling as pOssible": to J.T. this mea.nt 11ever;ything -

a better standing in l.if'e for .suceess". And so on. Th ose who attended 

because they were :f'orced to ex.pected nothing. SimiJarly the :f'ive Eagles 

who disllked school generally expected nothing or did not knOW' what to 

expect while the other two expected to get general training or "more 

brains". 

In the main, neither grou.p felt any kind of' serious discrimination, 

un:tair treatment, or discouragement from their teachers. Five board 

members reterred to certain tea.chers who disliked them without cause. 

In two cases it was simply a question of' recognizing the dislike, rasent-

ing it perhaps, bu.t denying that it bad any real or negative e:f'f'ect on 

their work. The other three had more seriou.s problems. The on1y case 

which could defini tely be interpreted as class discrimination was that 

of Crew. Apparently one of his teachers asked ali the East End boys to 
1 

stand up so that he 11 could see who the bu.ms were11 • The other two cases 

seem to be the result of personality clashes. Red felt his French 

teacher disliked him personallY and indicated tha.t it was becanse of this 

dislike that he cou.ld not do sufficiently well in that subject to pass it; 

on the other band, he uJ.timately blamed himself for not trying harder 

than he did. Andy told of one teacher whom the class hated and whom the 

authorities eventually expelled for allowing personal feelings to influence 

1. He explained later that many of the boys fran East End bad a bad 
reputation which many of them deserved. This, he argued, was no excuse 
to prejudge a person. 



his academie jll.d.gtœnt; apparently this man particularly disliked Andy 
1 

and was a partial cause of his running away from home for two months. 

Only two Eagles fe1t any discrilrd.nati.on. Apparently Lao bad been 

in a very small class (a1lowing :nucb special attention) several years 

before he changed to a City Catholic schoo1 where the classes were :nuch 

larger. According to him, his teachers "di.d.n't give a -- about me", 

and eventua1ly one of them hit him without justification ani caused him. 

torun away for two months. That year he failed and joined the Eag1es 

though he did not drop out. For t'hat fail:ure he sti11 blamed the scboo1 

though he added, ur guess they bad ethers to think of so it wasn1t all 

their fault 11 • He bad anotber complaint as well. It seemed that he did 

not have enough subjects for his junior matricul.ation and, for reasons 

which he failed to make clear, he thought the. schoo11 s decision not to 

admit him the folladng year was unfair and still felt that wa.y at the 

time of the project. Dodger 1s case was quite different. Due to a ma.stoid 

operation he missed a year and a half of schoo1 and the school authorities 

retu.sed wi.thout trial or exa.mination to readmit him to the class of his 

own age group. He resented this action tremendously as he felt quite 

out of place with boys two years his junior. He tried rather half-

heartedly to do weil until he received law marks in a certain class. 

Apparently the principal asked the teacher in question to give all those 

with low marks some special attention. Wb.en she failed to do so, Dodger 

gave up altogether and left. Although he b1amed the school and the 

teacher for being unjust, even at the time he left, he (like Red) 

ultimately blamed himself for not try:Lng harder. 

1 • The other reason was that he had been working at night to earn sorne 
extra money and the strain was too great for bim. 
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Iranically the three board members who had serious problems with 

their teachers were not the same three who disliked school. Moreover, 

none of these were ilmligrants or Catholic. or the two Eagl.es who ex

perienced serious problems with teachers, I.eo (a Catholic) disliked it 

while Dodger liked it despite his problems and the fact that he was an 

immigrant. 

Apart from these five serious cases, there was no other perceived 

discrimination. Actually, many 1n each group, including SOl'lle of those 

who disliked school or had problems with a particular teacher, said 

that several of their teachers gave them special attention or recog

nition. And when asked if they thou.ght there was anyt.hing the school 

could have done for them but d1d not, five in each group sa:id no. 

Interest :ingly Andy was not one of the se; and although Red 1 s answer was 

positive, he was referring to the enforcement of rules - he felt that 

the school should have been more strict. Mitch was the other board 

mem.ber who said yes but he, too, blamed himself: ttit was their job to 

see that I matured properly and they didn't but I guess I d1dn1t g:ii..ve 

them li!Uch of a chance". The two Eagles who responded 1n the positive 

were leo and Doger; both referred to the incidents described above. 

Six in each group said they could have studied harder, received better 

grades, e.nd lea.rned more. 

Final.ly, ail board members who were taking education or vocationa.l 

courses planned to continue doing so and Crew bad decided to go to night 

school the conô.ng fall. On1y one Eagle (Shep) did not plan to further 

his education 1n the fa.tue. Dodger and Irish said they definitely 

wanted to go back to school but would wait until they finished their 
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proposed tJEavels. Leo plarmed to ;eontinue bis job training course and 

thought he might sorne day try to go to college. The other tbree, Mac, 

F .J. , aDd J ocko plenned to go to night school or take a trade course 

within the year. Actually, correspondence has revealed that Mac did 

begin night school in the fall of 162; whether or not the others carried 

out their plans is not known. 

It is clear from these responses to the questiormaire that there 

were no substantial differences between the two graJ.ps in their reasons 

for,leaving school, attitude toward education, their ex.pectations from 

it, and their perception of differential treatment. If aiVone, it was 

the board mernbers who perceived such treatment 1 It is worth noting that 

of all those who had any kin:i of problem with their teacher, Crew was 

the only one who perceived disapproval because of his background. 

Apparently the others were the result of bureaucratie red tape, their 

own admitted bad behavior, or personality con:fliets. The onJ.y out

standing difference was the Eagles 1 widespread association of education 

with attaining a better job - both at the ti:me they were in school and 

at the time of the project - whereas the board members did not have 

this association until a:fter they left school. Reasons for this 

difference have already been given and it appears to have little sig

nificance in itself. 

~.Jhat may be significant is that all those who disliked school were 

either immigrants or Catholics. On the other hand, it seerns equally 

si.gn:ificant that the only three board members who experienced serious 

teaeher problems were native born Protestants. And it is certainly 

worth noting that nearly all (6) of the board mernbers either disliked 

~-······~- -· 



260. 

school or had serious problems with their teachers whereas only four of 

the Eagles either disliked school and/or bad serions teacher problems. 

It is also clear that whatever the members of both groups missed 

in school or failed to get out of it, ultimately they blamed themselves 

and~ the educational system, their teachers, or the authorities at 

their particular schools. Both grou.ps were committed to the value of 

education as an end in itself' or as a means to an end before they lef't 

school as well as after they began to work; even those in both groups 

who did not like it recognized its general importance at the time they 

went. That they were serious in this commitmmt may be seen in the 

number who had attempted to further their technical or academie educa-

tion or who were going to do so. 

Although neither group discussed education in groù.pme~tings, they 

said nothing to contradict any state:ments they made on the questionnaire. 

Usually when they talked about school, they discussed particular subjects 

and more frequently teachers that they liked or disliked. And, of course, 

whenever they talked about school, both groups inevitably would mention 

various stunts wbich they or youths they knew had perpetrated during 

school hours. There were, however, the few occasions when both groups 

discussed education seriously. Each time most of the subj ects re-

affi.rlœd the value of being educated, especia.lly the Eagles toward the 

end of the project. As soon as they had started working, they had 

realized the truth of' the principal' s statement, "(East End) is a dead 

1 
end for anyone who doesn't succeed in education". 

1. 
February 1961 interview with the man who was principal of the East 

End Elementary school for two years, 1958-1959 and 1959-1960. 
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RELIGION 

The two groups were quite different with regard to rellgious de-

nomination, acceptance of doctrine, attitude tOW'ard religion, and 

frequency of discussing i t spontaneously. Of the six Protestant board 

members, four belonged to the United Church of Canada. J.T. was a 

lutheran and Mitch was an Anglican. Rex, the Ukranian from France, 

was the only Catholic in the group and was completely bi-lingual. Of 
. l 

the four Eagles who were Catholic on1y Shep was of recent French 

descent; he had been reared entirely · among English-spea.king Protestants 

and consequently did not speak French. The ether members of the de

linquant group were Anglican or belonged to the United Church of Canada. 

Only three of all the subjects did not generally accept their 

religion and all three were Protestant bOard members: Red, the one-time 

religious fana tic, was agnostic; J. T. , the Norwegian - an atheist; and 

Sport, the Negro from Barbados, was somewhere in between agnosticism. 
2 

and atheism.. Ironically bath Sport and Red were the only board mem.bers 

asked to teach Sunday school classes and Doug, Mitch 1 s older delinquant 

brother who had been a ring leader of the big gang, also taught for 

several years. 

Because neither gronp was observed with any regularity on Sundays 

it wa.s not possible to confirm. statements referring to practice. But 

in response to the questionnaire section on religion most of the subjects 

l. 
A new fringe mem.ber of this group who was not interviewed was also a 

French Catholic and could hardl.y spaak English. His father was a 
p)]i.cema.n l 
2. 

Although he did not believe in God, he still said his prayers, 
especially when he was drunk 1 
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said they used to attetxl church regu.lar:cy- until they were about 15 or 

16. Mitch was the only Protestant board member to say that he still 

went to church weekl;y'. When they did attend church onlY one or two in 

each group went by themselves wbile the rest went with f'amil;;y or f'rietxls. 

When asked why they went to church or Sunday school, tbere was a variety 

of answers. Three of' the board members reckoned they 1attetxled because 

theywere f'orced by their f'amilies. Strangely enough these three were 

Red, Sport, and Rex. Four in each grou.p attended perhaps part:cy- because 

of parental encouragement but mostly because they wanted togo, to learn 

more about their particular doctrine. Of' the remaining Eagles Dodger 

said he attended church only because his frietxls did while J ocko and Leo 

responded immediate:cy- that they went because the Church advocated it. 

F .J. figured he vent because he was f'orced rut when asked wby he stopped 

going he replied tha.t he bad lost interest, so presumably interest was 

at least a partial reason for his attendance. 

Both the English speaking am French churches boasted in the 

Fif'tieth Anniversary pamphlet that they of'f'ered a variety of social, 

educational, and recreational programs for young people. But, according 

to Reverend Loney, this was not at all true until 1959, when their 

$90,000 Christian Education Center was offic3.ally opened. In an inter

view early in the project he regretted that there were :few such 

activiti.es in the winter and none in the summer. The church was too 

"absorbed in clearing ground for the center, a new bouse for the 

minister, and a new organ for the church", to be able to of'f'er its 

services to the young people in the community. Apart from a f'ew church 

sponsored dances and 11get-togethers11 in the school gym:nasium or audi

torium, the English speaking teenage population bad only the social 



agency to provide organized social activities during the day or at night. 

The church did • however, have a social wel.fare !und to help the 

unemployed, the sick, and youths in trouble. Althou.gh there was no 

direct relationship with the police, the church did aid youths in 

trou.ble, among other things, by providi:ng !unis and guidance (at its own 

discretion) to those who asked for it. WhUe this may have been an 

admirable effort, it is not like)J- that it was very effective since it 

required youths to come to the church and accept i ts tems rather than 

going out to them. The only other way the church was able to establish 

contact with youths was throu.gh the reverend • s capacity as padre of 

various social, Christian organizations far pre-teenagers. 

In view of this deplorable lack of facilities and trained personnel, 

i t was hardly surprising that the members genera.lly named Christian but 

agency-sponsored ·clubs and groups when asked what social programs were 

offered by the church during the time they attended it. Those who did 

mention specifie church activities said that they did not participate 

in them because of the highly religions atmosphere in which they were 

cond.ucted or because the "guys who went were no fun". Although no 

reference was made in the questionnaire to the new center, it was the 

subject of one or two spontaneous discussions within each group; 

apparently most of the subjects had been to the center 11to try it out" 

but they came to the same conclusion - "that everyone was rut to get you 

to be religious11
• 

Of the subjects who stopped. going to church or Sunday school, most 

of them attributed it simply to lack of interest or sheer laziness, 

though one Eagle (Shep) had recently begun to attend it once again after 
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a long period of absence. Sport stopped teacbing because he was going 

into the Navy and because "one ld.d made (him) nervous". Red stopped 

teaching at 16 a.tter an incident in which the f'ather of' one of' his pupil.s 

saw him drunk alXl beca.me angry so Red just resigned; he f'elt that his 

f'reedom to behave as he chose was more .important. 

When they went to church most of' the subjects had similar thoughts 
1 

about the church. About half' in each group thought it was 11 okay" • 

while the other half' did not like it or did not think much of' it; these 

were usually the ones who lacked interest in religion and went because 

they were f'orced togo or because their frien:is went. All board mem.bers 

estimated that they had thought a lot about religion both when they went 

to church and af'ter they stopped going whereas f'ew Eagles devoted rnuch 

time to considering their doctrines. 

About ha1f in each group bad no particular satisfactions from going 

to church or out of their religion. The others believed that they had 

11felt better after going to church'' and that they bad :f.'elt vaguely 

comf'orted by their religion. Simi.larly about ha.l:f.' in each group said 

they had no specifie problems concerning going to church or churches in 

general. T-.No board members were disturbed by" what they considered to be 

the authoritarian nature of Catholics; Rex who was Catholie agreed with 

Red that the church was "too pu.sby" and tried to control too much of one' s 

lif'e. 2 The other board criticism came from AriJ.y who argued tbat the chureh 

did not adequately explain religion; in school he bad learned different 

1
• "Olœ.y" was accepted as an answer since observation shot-led that it 

always meant an affirmation or acceptance of something. 

2 
• Rex did not feel this about the church in France whieh he thought was 

''great". 
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things about his religion. Both Andy and Red were native born whereas 

Rex was not. ~ two Eagl.es bad an::r ld.nd o:t problem concarning the 

church. Irish thought that the church in Canada was "always grabbin' 

;f.'or money and doesn't give to the poor-especially the Catholics11 • Native

born Mac was not disturbed by anything that the church itselt did, he 

was upset that "people go, .feel sorry for their sins, and then do the 

same thing ali over again when they come out 11 • 

When asked if there had been any change in their thoughts, satisfac

tions, or proble:ms relating to the church or religion, most of them 

responded negatively. One in each group, Rex and Irish, the two most 

recent immigrants, said that they 11used to get a lot out of ( their) 

religion and going to church but not over here11 • And F .J. replied that 

after he had stopped going, he thought 11 church people were a bunch of 

crooks who only wanted money". Since he was Irish 1 s closest friend, 

this view may easily have originated in that frieniship. Red was 

perhaps the most deepl.y disturbed by religion. Shortly after he stopped 

teaching he "began to look around and discovered that religious people 

were usually queer or abnorma1 in sorne other way". He concluded that 

their worst sin was that they were 11a bunch of ~ocrits". Only Mi. teh 

had chapged in a positive way. He had been disturbed because he could 

believe in ail of his doctrine except that Mary was a virgin. After 

some thought and enquiry he had "settled that Virgin Mary business" to 

his satisfaction. 

Responses to the question of what type of person they thought the 

church wanted were varied. Two in each group said they did not know or 

had not thou.ght about it. Also two in each group thought the church 
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wanted its members to live up to or practise its particular doctrine. 

The others !igured that the church wanted people "to be good11 , help 

others, and so on. There was little change in these views. 

or those who had an opinion or the type person the church desired, 

only a !ew had an;y reason -v;hy the church advocated such things. In 

general they attributed it sinrply to the doctrine. One in each group 

!elt that it was a means of guiding people in "the right direction". 
L 

Apart from a rew references to Hell most or them had no concept of the 

consequences !or failing to conf'orm to the image promoted by the church 

though most or them more or less agreed with that image and felt that 

they had tried in their own BY to live up to it. All the Eagles who 

said this, however, admitted spontaneously that they us~ did not. 

Only two board members disagreed with that image and theref'ore did not 

try to conf'orm to it because it was too strict; the church, in their 

view, only wanted people who did absolutely no wrong. 

There was considerable difference in what subjects thought the 

church thought of them while they were still atten:iing. Most Eagles 

did not lmow. Two or them (Catholics) replied that the church did not 

think in tems of individuals; no drubt this coul.d account for wby the 

other two Catholics in the group had no view. The rest of the Eagles 

and board members genera11Y thought the church viewed them as average, 

ordina.:ry, or, in a few cases, à !airly good member of the church. Only 

Crew and. Red mentioned the time when they had associated with the big 

gang. Red said he hoped that most of the new people did not know he 

had been a member :r or he knew the older administration had disapproved 

or his activities at that time. Crew admitted that his gang had caused 



trouble but felt the pa.rl.sh ought to have remembered when they t.J"ere 

:roung; "besides11 , he accused, 11there were ethers causing more trouble 

than we were." Apart from Crew, the ethers felt the church's judgment 

to be fair. And both Red and Crèw perceived that the church had changed 

its view since they dropped out of the gang. 

About three in each group had no specifie expectations regarding 

the church or religion. The ethers expected a certain security and 

cOllli'ort or faith. On:cy' Andy, wbo axpected more 11proorn, had thought 

differently; that is, all but him had alwa:rs had those expectations. 

orthose board members who had had arry expectations, al1 except Mitch 

replied that their e.xpectations had not been fulf'illed, and it is clear 

from their dissatisfactions who they blamed - the church. Yet when 

asked if there was anything that the:r could have gotten out of church 

or religion but did not, only two, .And.y and J .T., said yes - faith; 

native-born Andy blamed the church for inadequate teaching while J.T., 

the Norwegian, blamed the nature of the doctrine itself, calling it a 

11fa.iry tale". In contrast, all the Eagles who had specifie e.xpecta

tions believed that they had been fulfilled. 0:nJ:y Mac felt that there 

was something the church could have done bu.t did not. According to 

him., 11they should've been more understanding". 

Rex and Irish were the onl.y cnes who reckoned that they had re

ceived a.l\V special attention from the church; Rex had been asked to 

perform a special duty when a high official came to visit the church 

and Irish had been asked, in Britain, to be in the choir. Ironically, 

none of the Eagles felt that the church itself had ever discouraged 

their attendance though two of them mentioned spontaneously in a grotlp 
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meeting that they had tri.ed 11to get in wi th the church group and their 

dances 11
, but the atmosphere of the dances was "too religioustt and they 

11 broke with the church group because not ali of them were invited to 

their private parties". At first the uninvited persons would crash the 

parties but when they began to get a reputation for this, none of them 

were invited. EventuallY they stopped most of their attempts to crash 

the parties. Subsequent enquir;y proved, however, that those who were 

not invited were those who were notorious, notably Rob and Shep, for 

dama.ging property. None of the board members ever referred to such 

experiences either in their meetings or in the interview. But three of 

them felt that their attendance at cburch had been discour~ged b,y the 

adult congregation: Crew and Red for reasons stated above and Andy once -

because he had been seen quite inebriated on a Saturday night, had been 

stared at the following morning but there were no further repercussions 

and, according to him, the incident had little effect on his attendance 

or attitude toward church except that he thought it was unfair. 

'l'hat the Eagles were not invited to the parties of their peers was 
. on 

con:firmed by Hudson as was the fact that the congregation frowned/dririk-

ing and/or association with the big gang. Hudson vras inclined to 

at tri bute both experiences to class discrimination. In his view, the 

vestige mi.nori.ty of "respectable citizens 11 who constituted the ma.jori.ty 

of the congregation looked down on all working class youths. Although 

this may have been true and may in fact have been the reason wby so 

many of the wealthier citizens emi.grated from the community, it does 

not seem to be applicable to the attitude taken b,y youths who refused 

to invite certain Eagles to their parties or to the attitude taken by 

the congregation toward dririking and association with the big gang. 



A more likely explanation :for the Eagles 1 experience is simp~ sel:f

protection; no parents wantc their children to invite people to their 

homes who are known to be destructive. The very :fact that some o:f the 

Eagles were in:itially invited indicates that there was no inherent and 

wh ole sale class prejudice toward them. Similarly, because a father 

does not want his son taught about God by a youth whom he has seen 

inebr:iated in a bar the n:ight before, there is no reason to assume, 

w:ithout :further evidence, that. there is any class prejudice involved. 

Nor is it reasonable to argue that because a congregation (however 

hypocritical it may be) discourages drinking and delinquant associations, 

that it does so out of class discrimination. The :fact that all three 

board members reported that they perceived a change of view when they 

stopped drinking or associating with the big gang suggests that the 

congregation disapproved o:r the boys' actions and associations and not 

specii'ical~ their class. 

Plans for the f'uture with regard to religion were varied in both 

groups. Two in each grou.p had no specifie plans. Two board members, 

Crew and 1-litch whose brother was still associated by the community with 

the big gang, wanted to join the church officia.l.ly as soon as possible. 

Andy and Rex simply wanted to be good Christians and Sport said that he 

would continue togo occasionally. Although three Eagles did not plan 

to become re-involved in the church, they did want to be married in the 

church and wanted their children to attend church. Shep hoped to go more 

often whUe Jocko repl:ied that he would carry on going to church. 

Apart from the existence ot :important differences in their rel:igious 

denominations, the stri.ld.ng f'eature of' these findings is that, if' anyone, 
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it was largely the native, Protestant board members who were dissatis!ied 

with their religion, who !elt that their expectations had not been ful

!illed. This difference was con!irmed in observation. Board members 

discussed religion at some length on several occasions and !our of them. 

were clearly disturbed either about some specifie doctrinal point or 

about their own negative attitude toward religion in general, that is, 

wanting to believe but finding they could not. In contrast Eagles 

never talked spontaneously about religion as such. In fact the only 

observed reference to religion at all was made by Jocko who on two 

occasions, both of which he had be en drinking, went around to everyone 

in the room asking who was Catholic (a good indication that they did 

not discuss religion amongst themselves) and seemed upset when anyone 

responded negatively. 

This difference does not seem to be the result of any difference 

in age since most of those who were dissatisfied claimed that they had 

felt that way before they stopped going to church regular]J" or, in 

other words, when they were slightly young er than the Eagles at the time 

of the project. This difference may be partly explained by the differ

ence in denomination. All those who were dissatisfied with their views 

were Protestants ( though not all Protestant subjects were disturbed), 

and it is a.Y..iom.atic that the Protestant religion generally tends to 

encourage independant thinking perhaps more readily and at an earlier 

age, than Catholics. The diff'erence may also be explained by a differ

ence in parental emphasis on religion. Moreover, ail subjects said in 

a.nswer to questions concerning the family that their parents urged them 

to attend regularly. But, most of the Protestants, espec1ally those on 

the junior board, said that their parents left the choice of their 
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religion up to them. Consequently, if they were at all interested in 

religion they had to think about it and come to sorne kind of conclusion 

regarding it. 

The other striking f eature is that i t was native, Protestant board 

members, if anyone, who felt any kind of discrimination within the 

church, whereas Eagles perceived discrimination through the'ir peers' 

refusal to invite them to parties. While both acts of discrimination 

were confirmed by conversations with Hudson, they seem, for reasons 

stated above, to be a product of delinquant associations am/or acts of 

delinquency rather than a cause of it. Whatever acts of discrimination 

were committed and by whom it has not affected to any significant extent 

the affirmation on the part of both groups to the validity of Christian 

values, if not specifie points of doctrine or church attendance. This 

affirmation is clear in the majority acceptance of the ideal type person 

desired b,y the churcb as well as in the fact that most subjects plan to 

continue cburch membership, join it in the immediate or distant future, 

remain Christians without necessari~ attending church, or rear their 

children in the Christian faith. 

THE SOOIAL AGENCY 

The East End a geney, like all national branches sponsored b,y the 

same or similar welfare organizations, emphasizes Christian and demo

cratie values in ali its programs. In the past as well as at the time 

of the project, the East End branch offered a variety of programs to 

youths under thirteen. In general tbese programs were educational as 

weil as social or recreational as was the one available to teenagers 

at the time of the project. Apart from teaching democratie and Christian 
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principles, the immediate aim of the pre-teen prog.rams was to educate 

the participants about given pràcti.cal subjects such as forestry, arts ... 

and crafts, and so on. The rnaj ority of ~bjects in both groups par

tici.pated in such programs before they "graduatedn to the teenage 

program which consisted of a weekl;y sports night for each two year age 

group un::ler 18 and the Saturday night dance. OnJ.y two in each project 

grœp participated exclusively in the teenage program and Leo was the 

only one who bad not been a full fiedged member of any program though 

he did attend the dances occasionally. 

According to their responses to the major questionnaire section on 

1 the subject, both groups were generally satisf'ied with whatever programs 

in which they 'bad participated. AJ.though board members seemed more 

appreciative of the educational opportunities offered to them than the 

other group, both universally appreciated the fact that they bad some

thing to do. Despite a few isolated personal. arguments in both groups 

with the direct or, only one in each group felt that he bad a seri.ous 

problem concerning the teenage program. Mitch deri.ved mu.ch satisfaction 

from his capaci ty as president and enj oyed the sports night as well as 

the dance but felt that all his efforts toward improrlng the program 

were not duly recognized. Irish was just plain bored by the program. 

The only changes which occurred were from Mac, Dodger, and F.J. who, 

at the time of the project, were most distressed about the action taken 

agai.nst Mac and the denial of the special sports club. All those who 

had problems were Protestant and of the five, three were immigrants. 

1. 
Leo, for reasons he kept to himself', said th,at the questions in 

this section were "irrelevant11 to him as he had never been a mel!lber 
and he refused to answer any of them. 



All subjects bad always been weil aware of the type person con

sid.ered desirabl.e by" the agency - one who more or l.ess abides by the 

ru.les and does not cause trouble. Also ail a.greed in theory that such 

behavior was necessary and severaJ. Ea.gl.es agreed with board members in 

thinld.ng that it was beneficia.l to the indiv:idual as wel.l. Of the 

board members only Rex and Andy had more or l.ess obeyed the rul.es even 

during their limited association with the big gang. The others had 

tried their best to disobey them wherever possible when they were 

members of the big gang. At the time most of them thought the rules 

were 11 stuffy" and unjust though in evalua ting this response it must be 

remembered that the agency was then ruJ.ed authoritatively by" outsiders 

who, according to general legeni, believed in enforcing all the rules 

a1l the time. 

Eagles, even at the height of their dellnquenc;y, agreed in the ory 

with the rules .iD! their enforcement. F .J. was the on1y one who had 

begun to think that they were general.J.J" childish or, as he put it, "kid 

stuff"; ironically, he was the only one who obeyed them. All the 

others boasted that the;y had broken them. :f.1ost of them mentioned dri:nk

ing and f'ight;i..ng as their most frequent offense as thrugh such activit;y 

was suf'ficient evidence of' their prei."'ess at brea.ki:ng rules. Actual.ly 

it was interesting to observe which rules they broke and which anes 

they did. not. In general they abided by rules that were strict~ 

enforced or those which, if disobeyed, would be so obvious that it 

would be almost impossible to break without being discovered. This 

appll.es to dress' behavior . on the dance noor f iniiscreet use of 

obscene language, drinld.ng at the dance, and tald.ng or distributing 

any form of narcotic, which the Eagles persistently avoided after they 
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ha.d satisf'ied their curiosity. The rules they broke were usua.J.ly those 

which they thought they could break without being detected such as 

drinking bef' ore the dance, playing crap in the cloakroom, or stealing 

such momentarily u.nguarded items as soft drinks, cigarettes, or clothes. 

The only circumstances under which they broke rules indiscreetlywere 

when they were too inebriated to restrain the:mselves or when they were 

exceptianally angr.y; and even then their desire to continue going to 

the dance was usually strong enough to prevent them f'rom doing a.eything 

which would change that. 

When asked why' they broke rules which were acceptable to them in 

principle most of' them did not know. Irish maintained tha.t he broke 

them because ever.yone else did. While some rules, such as kissi.ng on 

the dance .fl.oor, were broken by everyone at one time or another, most 

of' the attendants generally obeyed most of the rules and Irish knew it. 

The others attributed their misbehavior to drink or anger. This ex

planation was confirmed by observation and it certainly accounted for 

nearly all of their most serious offenses and a maj ori ty of their minor 

ones. Occasionally, however, they would engage in a pra.nk, such as 

turning off the lights, sheerly out of mischief am/ or boredom. And 

sometimes when they were not drunk or angry they would break a rule 

simply out of' defiance but this did not ha.ppen often. 

Perhaps the most salient feature of their behavior at the dance 

was not how often they broke the rules but how often they obeyed them. 

The dance was to all teenagers ,W. social event of the week ard its 

importance to the Eagles was intensified by the fact that they were 

barred from so :marzy other public places. Their desire to attend the 



dances was usua.J.ly stronger than their desire to do acything which would 

prevent them from being adnritted. Second, even though they disliked 

soma board rnembers persona.lly, they respected them because they thought 

they were fair. This applies to the senior staff as well except for 

the new one who reported Mac during the project. They felt, as did 

board members, that he had "picked on them" unfairly since he bad 

arrived. Third, they did accept the reasoning behind most of' the rules 

ani thought that their enforce:rœnt was usually just. They knew which 

rules were in tact enforced and the punish:rœnts involved in breaking 

them. If they broke a rule and were caught, they were usua.lly willing 

to accept the consequences. 

Time and again the saille pattern was obse:rved inside the agency as 

well as outside of it. Immediately after they were caught doing some

thing they shCM'ed great anger and defiance and spolœ of 11injustice" 

whether or not it was relevant. This reaction, it 't'fOUld seem, was more 

a ma.nifestation ot anger at themselves for having been caught than a 

genuine sense of injustice. Shortly after the outburst of indignation, 

anger would subside and be replaced by resentment. Again, it lvould 

seem that the resentment 'tvas more the result of having to pay the 

consequences than a real. dislike for the rule or its enf'orcer. Rasent

ment rarely lasted very long and frequentJ.y it was a matter of hours 

before they would admit that they deserved the reprimand. 

The anger and resentment 1a.sted :mu.ch longer if they actually thought 

some injustice had been perpetrated. According tc Dodger, it was six 

weeks before they "cooled down11 their anger at Hudson for reporting 

Shep tc the police on suspicion of' taking drugs. In the end they 
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real:ized that the man had been acting on information whi.ch he had be-

lieved to be the truth and was simply doing bis duty. Because they 

felt tbat they bad been singled out unfairly by the new staff member, 

a rew of themwere still in the resentment stage during the final inter-

view. 

Wben asked bow they thought the agency staff viewed them, the 

responses of the two groups were quite different. The junior board knew 
.. 

that the agency bad strongly disapproved of their association and activities 

in the big gang, but felt that they bad nproven tbemselves since then and 

won respect". Tbree Eagles did not know what the agency tbought of them. 

Mac and Dodger knew very well the agency thought they "fooled around too 

rm.J.cb". F .J. , having obeyed the rules fai.thfulJ.y, felt tbat he was 

generally liked by the staff. 

Wbat they expected the agency to do for them was varied. Of the 

board members only two, Sport and Rex, expected nothing. Hitch wanted 

the senior staff to show more gratitude for his efforts. Crew tbought 

the agency shëru.ld prOV'ide adequate sports and recreational programs. 

Red felt the staff sbould listen to indivi.dual problems. And J .T. sai.d 

he expected 11exactly what it is doing - everything". The on:cy- one who 

bad even expected anything different was Sport, who bad previ.ously hoped 

for a greater variety of ·programs •. In contrast five Eagles expected 

nothing - of whom two felt this way 11 because they bad never given any-

tbing". Dodger expected simply to be accepted as a member am Mac 

argued tbat the staff sbould bave kept i ts promise regarding the special 

sports club. None of them bad aey change of ex,pectations so far as they 

could recall. 
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or th ose board members who had had defin:i.te e:xpectations. three 

(Red, Andy, and J.T.) had been satisf'ied by the agency and available 

programs. Mitch and Creo-1, both Protestants - one native and the other 

immigrant, felt that their expectations had not been fulf'illed. Despite 

:!ëbese dis satisfactions • all board members stated f'latly that the re had 

never been anything they thought the agency or programs should have done 

for them but did not. or the Eagles who had had def'in:i.te expectations, 

1-lac and Dodger, both Protestants - one native and the other i:mmigrant, 

perceived that the agency had acted unf'airly regarding JII.s.c 1 s expulsion 

and the denial of the club. It is signif'icant that the majority of the 

group, despite their disappointJœnt over not having the club, felt that 

there was nothing that the agency should have done for them bu.t did not. 

As was expected l-1ac and Dodger answered this question by referring again 

to the fatef'uJ. night when M.c"l.c was expelled. 

All but two bos.rd members, Rex arrl Crew, who only became an official 

member at the end of the project, f'elt that they had received much special 

attention from. the senior staff' by virtue of their jobs. Red also 

mentioned his appreciation for the amount of help in solving bis problems 

given to him by the sen:i.or staff. On the Whole alJ. of them felt that 

they had not been discrimi.nated against by the senior staff', though Rex : 

thought that once he had been ur.dustly blamed for breald.ng sorne wind~Ts 

and Mitch resented Hudson 1 s actions when he reported Mitch to the police 

for what Mitch described as 11borrM.ng11 the agency car. Eagles unani

mously felt that they had received no special attention with regard to 

the teenage programs but Mac and F.J. said that they had been asked to 

lead the group in two of the pre-teen programs. Mac and Shep, both 

natives - one a Protestant and the other a Catholic, were the only two 
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w):'l.o felt tbat they bad been singled out unjustzy for various offenses; 

what they resented was not being caught or blamed but being singled out 

amongst a group of guilty persons. 

In spite of' their f'eeli.ngs Mac,l Dodger, ani Shep planned to continue 

their membership. The others had no particular plans with regard to 

membership or attendance. All the board members planned to stay a 

member of the association, though Mitch and Rex planned to resign their 

posts for lack of time and, in Mitch's case, lack of' gratitude. Red, 

Andy, and J. T. hoped they could go into welfare work. Actuall,y, f'urther 

correspondance revealed that Mitch and Andy resigned at the end of' their 

term in May of 1961 ani Red became chairman. The .fate of the agency 

af'ter tbat has already been descri l:ed. 

Observation of' official board meetings and the dances not ~ con

.firmed. all the data received in the interviews but also provided much 

material on the interaction between the two groups and the relationship 

between the two groups and the senior staff. The respect that the Eagles 

had far the board members was evidenced in several ways. First they 

accepted the authority of board members even .from those whom they did 

not like personall,y. I.f a board member asked them. for exa.mple, to be 

quiet they general:cy- did so without resentment. Second, they appreciated 

the f'act that the board did not enforce certain rules unless they had to; 

they thought this discretion ·was just. Eagles 1 relationship with the 

board was most clearly revealed the night that Mac was expelled. They 

1 • Mac could not attend the dances bll.t he was still allowed to participate 
in the Tuesday sparts hight. This is not to be conf'used with the speCial 
sports club which bad been pl.anned exclusively for the Eagles. 



279. 

knew the board did not enforce the rule about drinking before the dance 

unless the person(s) involved made it obviOlls that the rule had been 

broken. The ir first assu.mption ai'ter they were caught, i t will be re

called, was that someone other than a board member must have told Hudson. 

And they did not resent the fact that Andy had been drinld.ng before the 

dance or that he was not caught; wha.t they objected to was being singled 

out by the person who infor:med on them. 

Board members had an earnest desire to help and reform the Eagles. 

This desire onJ.y became active, however, in relationship to the agency. 

That is, they recognized both formally and informally that the Eagles 

v1ere a problem to themselves aiXl the community but they made li.ttle 

effort to. do anyt.hing about it except through the agency. This, it 

would seem, stems in part from tll!.eir contempt for the Eagles• trouble

making activities but also from an inability to see how anyt.hing could 

be accamplished informally, outside agency programs and activities. 

They never, for ex.ample, invited the Eagles to their homes and although 

they v-rould socialize with them in public places or at parties, they 

rarely ever made e:py real atteng;:rt to become frl.ends with them. ~Vhat 

they did try to do was to be as fair as they possibly could with regard 

to any disciplinary action that bad to be taken against the Eagles. If 

one of the senior staff allotted a punishrnent which they thought was un

fair, they expressed their feeli.ngs and tried to alleviate the situation 

as beat they could. l1oreover, if they themselves had to take arry 

disciplinary action, they made every effort to be understanding and just. 

Actually, this concern for justice on the part of board members was 

not restricted to the allotment of punishment at the dances. In board 



280. 

meetings if any known delinquent bad to be consi.dered for admission or 

commi.ttee membership, the whole grou.p questioned the sincerity of the 

person in question to reform and behave according to the rules. They 

also compared his past group membership and activities to his current 

associations and behavior in order to assess whether or not there had 

been any substantial change. Then they discussed whether or not 
1 

admission or committee membership would help to reform the person. 

Occasionally one or two of the board members would overemphasize the 

delinquency of a candidate and imply that he was beyond reform but any 

statement of this type was quickly undermined by the rest of the group 

who would remind the speaker that most of them had been somewhat of a 

problem themselves. This sense of justice was also seen in their strict 

observance of democratie procedure. In fact, Mitch always made a 

special effort toward this end by constantly checking for forma.l 

approval of official actions and by frequently encouraging the dis-

cussion of specifie disapprovals. 

The groups' relationship to Hudson in their formal meetings as weil 

as at the dances was very friendly. All of them liked him arxi respected 

the :principles he represented and his efforts to serve the community, 

though one or two of them thought that he was too lenient, especially 

with those whom he liked. But, above all, they deeply appreciated 

everything he had done to help them improve themselves. 

Eagles also appreciated Hudson. They recognized him as an inter-

mediary between them and the police - as witnessed by the fact that he 

was often the first person they turned to when they were in serious 

trouble. And urùess it had aeything to do with a disciplinary action 
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talœn by the agency, they knew they coulet always discuss f'reely wi.th 

him any other problems they had. Apart from the f'ew times that they 

were angry with him, the relationship was a very .f'riendly, of'ten jovial 

one. On the who le they respected him and responded quickly to any re

quests or cttlers he made. They knew that he wanted to change them and 

they accepted this general attitude without any resentment. In !act, 

they never said so but it is quite probable the.t they were very grateful 

for the interest he took in their welfare. 

Both groups liked, trusted, and respected the two main senior staff' 

members Brian Sanders arrl Bill Richards. Having been brought up in East 

End, both men clearly understood the problems of the community and were 

very sympathetic towards the problems of' all the.subjects. Although 

they supported any official action itaken by Hudson, they never dispensed 

particular punishments; consequently their relationship with members of' 

both gr011ps was somewhat closer than that of Hudson. The new staff 

member, Malcolm, was an outsider and disliked by both groups who thought 

that he was much too strict and authoritarian as well as prejudiced against 

the Eagles. 

In sum, there were few differences between the two groups with 

regard to participation in ageney programs, satisfactions derived from 

them, or problems wi th them. Both groups were well aware of the be havi or 

required by the agency and it is significant that !J1 the subjects 

accepted the validity of such requirements. Because they~fined them

selves as troublemakers it was èxpected that the Eagles would break the 

rules; it is very significant that in fact they broke very f'ew rules, 

obeying those which were strictly enforced or too difficult to break 

without being obvious. This discretion does not appear to have been 
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simply a question of expediency since they did not make a concerted 

effort to break those rules which they thought could be broken without 

detection and since they did accept the reasons behind the rules, in

cluding th ose they broke, and generally they did not mind being puni shed. 

It was also expected that there would be a difference in the two groups' 

perception of the agency' s view of them. Significantly all subjects re

ferred in this respect to persanality or behav.ioral characteristics 

rather than background, educational, or economie cha:racteristics. 

Although the junior board felt they had won respect since becoming :nembers, 

Eagles as well as board members at the time of their association with the 

big gang perceived accurately disapproval from the agency as a result of 

their behavior and associations. 

Board nlembers did expect more from the agency but this in itself 

does not seem to be particular~ important. Whatever expectations either 

group had, they were considered in the main to have been fulfilled. It 

is true that several Eagles resented the action taken against Mac and 

the denial of the club but all the evidence from observation would indi

cate that despite the discrimination involved in that particular incident, 

Eagles generally respected and appreciated agency authorities and their 

efforts; this included the junior board. Considering how relia ble board 

members were in perfor.ming their duties and how mueh they improved the 

teenage program, it was not surprising that the junior board felt that 

they received special attention by virtue of their jobs. It was sur

prising, however, that the Ea.gles did not mention their special privileges 

at the dance (putting their coats in the club room or office, etc.) or 

the encouragement from the senior staff to discuss their problems. 

Finally, apart from the one or two isolated incidents in each group, 
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neither group perceived that they bad been discriminated against. 

ECONOMIC POSITION AND STYlE OF LIFE 

It was learned from the pilot study that the two groups were quite 

similar in economie position. About half in each group were skilled 

workers and one in each group bad an office job; the rest were unskilled 

laborers. Although board members averaged about $10 a week more than 

their delinquant counterparts. wages correlated with age and amount of 

vocational training rather than group membership. And all board members 

paid from $12 to $1.5 weekly rent to their fa:milies whereas only a few 

Eagles contributed to household expanses. 

Actually the most significant feature of the subjects' economie 

position was their present income: board members averaged $:3:300 and 

Eagles 1 $2800. They earned more in wages than did 87.9 per cent of 

the employed, non-farm population of Canadian males under 19. Since 

on1y 6.6 per cent of that statistical sector earned from $2.500 -

$2999.1 subjects in both groups (but especially Eagles) were in !act 

quite highly paid. Wha:tever their social class 1 one eould hardly argue 

that these teenagers were in any way economically depressed - despite 

their lack of education and vocational training. Moreover. it is clear 

that they did not suffer from any kind of job discrimination. On the 

other band, the size of their income does not alter the classification 

of their social status as tbat of working class. By type of occupation, 

degree of education, and style of life, they were all undoubtedly work-

ing class boys. 

1. Calculated by the author from Census Report Distribution of Non-farm 
Incomes in Canada by Size (Dominion Bureau of Statistics; Catalogue 13-
.517, 19.59) Table 30, p. 42. 
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Perhaps the most outstanding difference in economie position was 

board members• apparent capacity to retain their jobs for longer periods 

than Eagles. The average number of jobs held by board members was four 

while the average nwnber held by Eagles was three but board members, 

be cause of their grea ter age, had been working from one to two years longer 

1 than Eagles. Furthermore, nearly all of them ha.d been employed at their 

then current jobs for at least a year and a half whereas the longest job 

held by an Eagle prior to the project was 7 months and the average length 

of time employed in jobs prior to the project was three months. That 

these differences are largely products of age differentials is evidenced 

by two tacts. First, board members, when they were the same age as the 

Eagles, had held about as Illal1Y jobs as that group bad. Second, there 

was no great difference in reasons stated for leaving a job: board 

members quit somewhat more often than they were fired whereas Eagles 

were fired more often than they quit; but both were laid off about the 

same nwnber of times. Finally, there was very little difference in 

general attitudes tow-ard the various jobs the subjects had held i each 

group felt positively about half the jobs they had held and negatively 

tow-ard the other half. 

In their major interviews on economie position all subjects said 

they had saved money on a nwnber of occasions. Interestingly it was 

the Eagles who saved on principle; that is, they saved money for the sole 

1. 
J. T. and Sport were the :major exceptions to this. Being 24 at the tiJœ 

of the project J. T. had been working off and on for sorne 10 years and had 
been employed in a total of 9 jobs. This large figure is partly the re
ault of age but also the result of several changes of address and the 
nature of his work - construction. Sport, aged 21, had been working for 
seven years - not counting the two years he had spent in the Navy. 
During those seven years he was employed in a total of three jobs. 
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the 
purpose of saving rnoneywhereas/junior board usual~ saved because they 

wanted sornething in particular. At the tirne of the project four were 

saving specifically for a car and the others bad saved rnoney off and on 

for an assortrnent of things such as a radio, hi-f'i set, bicycle, and so 

on. All subj ects paid for their own clothes, cigarettes, liquor, trans-

portation, and entertainrnent. During the period when board rnernbers 

associated with the big gang the.y spent more money on liquor than any-

thing else. At the time of the project what they did not save, they 

spent mostly on clothes and objecta they wanted. Eagles, ever since 

they bad been earning rnoney, bad always spent more on liquor than any-

thing else. 

When asked what they would have done with a lot more money bad 

they ha.d it, four board mernbers thought they would have spent it on 

something in particular such as a car, boat, or bouse; two others would 

have spent it on clothes, girls, and drink ar.rl Mitch would ~ve saved 

any extra money he received. Three Eagles figured they would have saved 

or invested most of it and, like the others, spent the rest on a car or 

bouse. Irish said he would have used such a sum of money to go back to 

school as well as buy a bouse. Both groups gave mu.ch the same answers 

when asked what they would have done wi.th substantial wealth, had they 

been born into it. Responses to these two hypothetical questions show 

that the taste of subjects in each group is very similar and not very 

di.fferent from that of youths in other classes. More important the 

objecta they desired could hardly be termed extravagant. In casual 

conversation they spoke of secondhand cars advertised as econOJI\Y models 

or medium priced ones, and bouses which they pointed out as acceptable 

were modest by any standard. On1y a very few ever dreamt of luxury 
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living. Gi.ven such modest tastes, then, it is entirely possible that 

wi th thrif't and instalment purchase • the things which they desired most 

coul.d be considered within their f'inancial reach, certainly by the time 

most of' them would be get ting married. 

This same modesty may be seen in the plans subjects bad f'or the 

earnings they hoped to attain. All board mem.bers merely wanted their 

wives and children to live camf'ortably 11without pinching pennies" -

in other words not mu ch above the margin. Over hal.f' the Eagles, being 

young er and thinking less of' marria.gé in the immediate future, said 

they would save sorne of' it and spend the rest on auch JJJa.jor items as 

a car and a house. The others desired sim.ply to get married (2) or 

travel f'or a while bef'ore settling down(l). 

Sirnilarly, the a.m.ou.nt they hoped to earn was not extravagant. 

Subjects were asked to estimate the amount which they actual.ly hoped to 

earn - that is, the amount which they thought they might actually 

achieve at the peak of' their careers, not the amount which they hoped 

ideal.istically to earn. Most of' them hoped that they would earn arou.nd 

a hundred dollars a week ( thou.gh about two in each group desired sub

stantially more - between $150 and $200). How does this canpare with 

their then present earnings? Board members averaged about $63 a week 

(or $3300 a year) and Eagles, about $53 a week (or $2800 yearly). Thus, 

the junior board hoped to reach a peak two-f'if'ths more than their present 

earnings while Eag].es hoped eventually to double theirs. Considering 

the relative smal.lness of' their present average wages, the desired in

creases f'or each group are very close and do not appear to be un

real.istic; in other words, it seem.s entirely possible that a skilled 
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laborer starting out in his early teens at $2800 or $3300 could be earn

ing $5000 - $6000 at the peak at his career. And if the subjects co~ 

pleted the educational and vocational programs that theywere taking or 

planning to take, the chances of achieving the ir fiil2.ncial goals are 

even greater. 

Wben asked to estima te what they believed to be 11 a really good 

salary" , most of the subj ects gave figures just under $6000 - the sa:me 

figure most of them hoped actuall:y to earn, About two in e ach grou.p 

even thou.ght that $3000 - $5000 was a very good salary. Only one in 

each grou.p (Red and F .J.) gave relatively bigh figures such as $10,000 

and $12,000. Thus, there is virtually no difference between what the 

two groups considered to be an ideal income. And equally signifieant. 

there was virtually no difference between the subjects' proposed earn-

ing~ and their concept of ideal earnings. This suggests strongly that 

there was no discrepancy between monetary ends that they actuallY hoped 

to acbieve and those emphasized in their social system. Certainly their 

economie ambitions were in keeping with those of' their parents. 

But hœ do subjects' f'inancial goals compare with those of others? 

Althou.gh there are. no statistics on the f'inancial desires of' others. the 

average yearly earnings per worker for all industries in 1960 was $4707 

in the United States•
1 

and $3943 in Canada. 
2 

Thus, there is little 

1 ' Statistica1 Abstract of' the United States, 1963 (Washington D.C.: 
U. S. Department of' Commerce, Bureau of. the Census, 1963) Series No. 460, 
p. 343. 

2. 
Calculated by the author from Canada Yearbook 1961 (ottawa: Dominion 

Bureau of Sta.tistics, 1961) p. 740. 
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di!ference between the subjects desired monetary status and the average 

figures !or the United States and Canada. One could argue, then, that 

because the average income in these two countries is o!ten equated wi th 

middle class or lower middle class status, the subjects desired a middle 

class status. On the other hand, with the current cost of living such 

an income, presuming an average !amily size, is not more than adequate 

{even in the lesser developed areas} for such basi~ comforts as living 

in one 1 s own house and owning a car. In fact, leon H. Keyserling, 

!armer Chairman of the Council of Economie Advisors for President Truman, 

has directed a report1 that considera a fami~y income of $4oOO or under 

a year as 11poverty" - and goes on to define the lesser ordeal of "depriva-
2 

tion" as a family income of under $6ooo. In vievr of this, it would 

seem that an inccme of $5000 - $6000 cannet in fact be interpreted as 

a distinctly middle class income and that the desire to earn such an 

amount cannot be interpreted as a desire to achieve middle class statua 

but Jllllst be seen simply as a desire to live comfortably. In any case, 

it is definitely not a desire for great wealth or financial success in 

the terms of which Merton speaks. And above all it is consistent with 

what the members of beth groups define as economie success. 

A similar though less pronounced consistency may be seen with re-

gard to the subjects 1 actua.l job goals and their ideal job choice. 

Nearly all of them wanted the same type job which they held currently 

or for which they had been trained ~ namely skilled laber and miner 

1•conference on Economie Progress, Poverty and Deprivation in th@ United 
States (Washington, D. C., April 1962.) 

2. 
Peter Jones, Am.erica 1s Wealtb {New" York: The MacMillan Cam:pany, 1963} 

P• 332. 



289. 

office jobs. And in most cases this corresponded closely wi.th the 

occupation of their fathers. On1y one in each group wanted a job which 

was very different from their own and/or that of their fathers; Sport 

was practising to be a professional football player, and Irish bad always 

bad his heart set on being an engineer draftsman. Also F .J. t s chosen 

occupation, a dental technician, differed substantially from that of 

his father but it was a job for which he was already trained in reform 

school; he was waiting until he was old enough to begin practise. Leo 

presented a special case. He boasted to ever,yone that he was going to 

be a racketeer when he was 2.5 and bad made the necessary 11 contacts11 • 

Actu.a.l.J.y, he was most content with his job as assistant accountant and 

boped soon to be promoted. He did insist, tbougb, that if be did not 

succeed in his legitimate career cboice he would in fact become a 

racketeer. 

Wben a.sked what .careers they would cboose if they could have any 

job they wanted 1 the two groups responded in alm.ost exa.ctly the same 

way. Explanations of ideal job choice, where i t was different from 

their actual jobs or those for which they bad been trained, correlated 

s1milarly. Two in each group named their own occupations or those for 

which they bad been tra.ined. Two in each group chose a specifie position 

of highranking governmental or industrial importance. Red and Leo 

wanted to be government officials because they wanted to help the people; 

Red would "tell the Communists where to go" and Leo would aid his 

mayoralty by 11bein1 nice to the people - helpin1 them and gettin1 them 

to respect me". Rex would be head of a large corporation and the less 

ambitious Dodger would be head accountant in a fairly big concem for 

the same reasons: according to them, the job was clean; the work was 
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good; am the pay was high. One in each grou.p, Sport and Mac, nam.ed 

types of popular entertainers (singer and drummer respectively) because 

of' the exciting way of' lif'e it would entail. The remaining four choices 

and explan.a.tions of them were varied. Board m.embers Crew did not know 

what he thou.ght was an ideal job ani Andy thought he wanted to be a 

missionary because then he cou.ld 11 travel to distant cou.ntries ani help 

people - do somethine good for them". Finally, the two Eagles na.med 

the highly technical jobs of electronics (Shep} and engineer draftsman 

(Irish). Nearly al.l subjects whose ideal job choice was different from 

their own job f'elt tha.t 1t would not be possible for them to consider 

seriously changing from one to the other due to lack of qualifications. 

Actually nearly all the subjects felt somewhat unqual1f1ed for 

their current jobs. Rex was the onJy board member who did not feel 

that he needed further education; ani except for Red who wanted more 

general education, all the others desired greater technical training 

or experience. Board members began to f'eel their inadequacy almost as 

soon. as they s tarted working and as pointed out previously, in the 

section on Education, most of' themwere then in the process of doing 

something about it by going to night school, taking correspondance 

courses, and the like. In slight contrast, four of the seven Eagles 

felt that they lacked the necessar,y qualifications for their job goals -

Mac, Dodger, Irish, ard J ocko. At the time of the project J ocko was 

the only ~e ·who was going to trade school though, as was learned from 

later correspondance, Mac went to night school in the fall preceeding 

the project, and the other two planned to educate themselves further 

in the near future. Shep and F.J. had already received substantial 

training in their respective fields of carpentry and denta.l technician 
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and Leo was then in the process ~ being tra.ined as part or his 

assistant accountantship. Al1 subjects who felt a la.ck of qualifications 

blamed themselves for m:i.ssing 11the education they threw away-'1• 

At this point it may be asked how do individual economie or occupa

tional problems correlate with religion and birthplace? As stated 

earlier one of the most important aspects of responses to this section 

was the high degree of homogeneity. Only one or two in e ach grou.p 

differed with regard to any given question from those witlù.n their own 

group or in the ether group. Of the se miner differences, the re were 

only two questions where respondents whose answers differed from ethers 

were Catholic or immigrants. The two whose job goal differed substantial

J.y from their present job or jobs of ethers were Sport am Irish; both 

were Protestant immigrants. And the six wh ose ideal job chai ces 

differed substantially from their present jobs, their job goals • or 

the job choice of others were board members Red, Rex, and Sport and 

Eagles Leo, Dod.ger, am Mac. One in each grou.p (Rex am leo) was 

Catholic. One in each group (Sport am Dodger) was an immigrant. The 

remaining two were native-born Protestants. As it can be seen these 

differences are so slight that they seem quite inconsequential. 

Due tc the nature of sorne of the questions it was not possibl.e tc 

confirm by observation all the answers to questions in this section of 

the major interview. There was, however. nothing the subjects did or 

said in easual. conversation to contradict their formal statements. In 

faet, from the general tenor of all the variou.s remarks about money, 

employment, and style of life made by subjects as well as nwnerous 

adults - judging from all this one eould say that East End was a typieal 
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example of a genuine and sold worldng class com:munity as described by 

Richard Hoggart in The Uses of Literac:y. 

Apart from the remaining vestige of in:iustrial managers, engineers, 

and technicians, the English speaking population, it will be remembered, 

was composed alm.ost entirely of laborers (unskilled, semi-skilled, and 

skilled), labor managers {such as factor.r foremen and dock supervisors), 

and a few white collar workers (including sal.esmen and office staff) -

all of whom lived in a very small geographical area completely eut off 

on three sides by bodies of water ani buge industrial plant complexes. 

Despite the various social problems of the commu.nity described previous-

ly, the working class element of the English speaking community - the 

vast bulk - bad all the appearances of being a cohesive, relatively 
l 

stable, and outgoing group with ali the familiarity and casualness of 

a small rural town. Because it was originally conceived as a garden 

city all the bouses, though quite close together, had lawns in the front 

ani back of each one so that there was a sense of spaciousness and rural 

openness which can be seen in thousands of towns dotted across the face 

of Canada and the United States. And because most of the bouses were 

built at about the same time in similar styles wi.th identical materials, 

one could not distingu.ish bouses owned by Protestant School Board 

members from those owned by factory workers - a factor which must have 

ten:ied to equalize . .W. the inhabitants. Another equalizing factor was 

the limited availability of products. Almost everyone shopped locally 

and this meant that most people were consuming the same type of goods. 

And virtually no differences in dress were observed; thoughout the 

community people dressed simply and casually. 



The actual amount of social integration between the vestigial 

middle class and. the workers is not known but there was an unmistakable 

sense of co:mmunity. Men returning from work stopped to chat with each 

other and called to various children bicycling to the groceries or play

ing ball in the street. Women were often seen gossiping with their 

neighbors or attending a brood of infants obv'iously too large to be all 

their own. And both sexes met in the evenings - the women, to bowl 

perhaps or just to get together; the men, usua.lly to drink at local 

taverns. One could approach almost anyone in the street or anyone behind 

a counter to ask about this person or that and they would invariably 

knOW' him or her by name and frequently they knew the whereabouts as well. 

Wb.atever social problems this town had, it is certain they were 

shared by all the townfolk; :i;.f ever anything out of the ordinary happened, 

the whole tOW"n knew about it regardless of who he was or who his parents 

were. When, for example, Rob accidentally wrecked his brother' s car 

(the gas pedal stuck as he was turning into Sport's driveway and the 

car rammed into the side of the house), not only did everyone at the 

dance make some commènt about it but all day neighbors came to com

miserate with the ~s of Rob and Sport and parents of other youths 

talked about it for days. It was much the same when boys got into 

trouble with the police or couples were having marital difficulties; the 

tOW"n was simpJ.y too small and the houses too close together for everyone 

not to know most of the private affaira of ethers. On the whole, gossip 

did not appear to be malicious but rather an expression of concern and 

synq:>athy. Undoubtedly there was sorne malice; Sport's initial difficulties 

are evidence of that; but for the.most part if adults made condemning 

remarks, it was usually because they or their sense of rightfulness had 
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been offended. Ani Eagle parents were equally disturbed as board 

:members 1 parents by insults or acts of vandalism committed by local 

youth. The main point of all this is that social life amongst the bulk 

of the townspeople gave every appearance of being cohesi ve as well as 

having a genuine sense of community spirit ani homogeneous style of 

lite. 

No doubt agency staff would disagree with the picture presented 

above. Highly committed to the eradication of juvenile delinquency and 

other social problems, they would emphasize the existence of these 

problems. Apart from the fact that they were pledged to combat social 

problems and therefore sought them out, their definition of various 

problems was extremely broad. Delinquency was defined as 11 any act 

whereby the property or comfort of an innocent person i:s thoughtlessly 

1 
offended11 and although theft, property dama.ge, and assault were given 

as exampl~ they tended to consider any 11anti-social" act a problem. 

:Horeover, they had to deal with numerous youths who were not even 

residents. For these reasons their stress on the extent of social 

problems is understandable but a rate of 139 police calls over a four 

month period during the shortlived 11peak11 of the delinquency wave in 
> • 2 

1958 suggests that the problemwas. hardly acute. 

1. 6 "Agency Progress Report 19 l" , p. 20. 

2
• Regrettably comparison of the nwnber of offenses with other cities 

is not possible since the Canadian Census Report lists only those 
offenses and individua1s wbich required a court hearing. 11Children 
presenting a conduct problem who either were not brought to coJ.rt or 
were dealt with by police. social agencies, schools, or youth serving 
agencies without referral to court are not included ••• ". And nowhere 
in the report is there a listing of the total nnmber of offenses 
committed. See Census Report, Juvenile Delinguency (Dominion Bureau 
of Statistics; Catalogue No. 85-202, 1961) p. 9 
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Similarly all agency reports stress the number of broken hames 

yet according to census statistics, the total number of divorces and 
1 

separations for the entire population is under 10. When corifronted 

with these statistics Hudson said that many hornes broken by divorce and 

separationwere not reported, especially among the French. He added 

that the emphasis also referred to the number of men who spend their 

evenings at local taverns and go home only to sleep and breed. This 

behavior may be irresponsible and unChristian from a Christian, middle 

class point of view. It may also be conducive in sorne cases to serious 

problems within the family. But the fact remains that such behavior. is 

typical of fathers of non-delinquants as well as delinquants and most 

of the youths in the comnru.nity were not delinquant. However alien such 

behavior is to staunch middle class standards, by itself it cannot be 

defined sociological~ as a social problem l~thout defining the working 

class way of life as a problem. For ~bove all, it is·an integrated part 

of a way of life with a culture and stability of its own; it may be 

different from that of the middle class but sociological~ it is not 

deviant. I1oreover, i t is probably not very different in effect from 

the wealthy upper class habit of spen:iing evenings drinking at private 

clubs and lavish cocktail parties. 

Whatever the mo~al attitude of the agency, it would surely attest 

to the cohesiveness ani homogeneity of the working class within the 

community - homogeneity of occupation, income, style of life, and 

presumably education. This great homogeneity goes a long way toward 

explaining the very striking and significant similarity between the 

l. See Appendix E. 
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two groops' type of occupation and present income; the job goals and 

earnings they actua.lly hoped to achieve, the occupations and incomes 

they considered ideal, their spending behavior and attitude towa:rd 

money, their feeling of inadequate technical qualifications and self 

blame - all these highly correlated responses cannat be overemphasized. 

Equally significant is the fact that proposed earnings and ideal earn

ings as well as actual job goals and ideal job choice were generally 

consistent with each other, with that of their parents, and it is 

argued, with that of their own class. 

With regard to earnings, most of the subjects were not content with 

their present wagès - despite the size, but it is quite conceivable that 

they could eventually a~n what they viewed as a satisfactory income -

wi th out changing their occupations. The income level which each group 

actually hoped to achieve was identical to that named by the other 

group and that defined by both groups as ideal and successful. And con

sidering the closeness of their job goals with the present occupations 

of their fathers, it is most probable that their proposed earnings 

would be quite close to the incomes of their parents. Finally, if it 

can be accepted that an incarne of $6000 is not a middle class incarne 

but an upper working class one, then it can be said that virtually none 

of the subjects actually desired or proposed to achieve middle class 

financial status; they wanted to increase their present earnings and 

rise i'inancially within their class but not out of it. 

The same consistency exists to a lesser extent with respect to 

occupation itself'. Not only were most of them content with the jobs 

they had or were trained for but a1so they generally considered their 
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own occupation as acceptab~e ani respectab~e; at ~east, they chose thei.r 

present occupation or that for whi.ch they had been trai.ned as thei.r job 

goal. v1here job g~s differed from ideal job choice, the reas ons they 

gave were not mainly financial or social ones. .And uthough five out of 

seven in each grou.p chose as ideal Jobs which di.ffered substantially from. 

those of their fathers, choices were c~osely matcbed between the two 

groups. Moreover, onJ.y three in each group chose jobs for which they 

were quite unqualified and only two in each group chose as ideal jobs 

which, i.f realized, wou.~d take them ou.t of their own financ~ class. 

The main difference between the two groups was job qualifications. 

Board members were better qualified for the jobs they desi.red than 

Eagles but the difference was not a great one and Eagles bad slightly 

more forroal education than board members. In any case, both grou.ps 

felt th.?t~ the vocationti training and experience they bad was inadequate 

and~ groups lmew that this deficiency c~d be overcome. 

From. these facts it is argued that the subjects in both groups 

vere ~ truly frustrated about their economie position. All the subjects 

were disturbed abou.t their lack of job qualifications and all of them 

wanted to earn more money - even though they were very hi.ghly paid. But 

theywere not frustrated in the sense that theywere generally or deeply 

dissatisfied with their present types of work; they were not frustrated 

about their lack of technical training for they knew that it c~d be 

overcome vd. th effort; and they were not frustrated about the ir economie 

and occupationa~ goa~ because they believed they could eventually achieve 

these wit't.tin the bou.nds of their chosen occupations. In short, they 

were not f'rustrated about anything in this sphere which they thought 
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could not somehow be overcome legitimately with effort am time; they 

felt neither despairnor powerlessness. Whatever frustrations they 

experienced, they were commi tted to the goal of economie improvement 

~ the accepted means to achieve it. If there was an over-emphasis 

in this comnnni ty or from their parents on financial suc cess w1 thout 

a corresponding stress on acceptable means to attain it, the subjects 

did not perceive it or succu.mb to it. If there were in fact insuff'icient 

avenues to achieve the goals subjects set for themselves, or job dis

crimina.tion.they were not aware of it. 



CHAPTER XI 

THE SElF AND INDIVIDUAL DEVEI.OPMENT 
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SELF..CONCEP.I' 

Many psychologists and sociologists argue that development of the 

sel.:f is more a product of one' s experiences than a cause of it. If an 

individual has little self-respect, he acts differently than he l-Tould 

if he had great sel.:f-respect. But the fact that he has no respect for 

himsel.:f is caused by his lUe' s experiences. Thus, the self grows and 

develops with experience but it does not directly or pr~ determine 

experience. That is the view taken here. Questions in this section were 

designed to explore and confi~ other facets of the subject's lUe as 

much as to understand the nature of his self-concept and thevray in 

which it developed. Responses to the very first question, for exa.mple, 

suggest that choice of gang type had less to do with the attractions of 

gang life than prior experiences. Similarly, they indicate that gang 

membership tends to reinforce rather than change one's self-concept. 

Before joining their first gang, five board rnembers thought of 

themselves in generally satisfactory terms - as being average or okay. 

All five chose non-delinquent groups for their first gang. Two were 

unhappy with themselves; J.T. thought he lacked aims and Sport said, 

vrithout divulging or understanding why, that he was not happy unless 

he came home bloody from a fight. Both chose semi.-delinquent fighting 

gangs for their first gang.1 In contrast, most Eagles viewed the~ 

1
• Actually, J .T. bad belonged to two distinctly non-delinquant groups 

bef'ore he joined the big gang. The statement was made as it was 
because in his answer to this question as well as to questions about 
the gang !1! made a distinction between groups and gangs, groups being 
very loosely structured, non-delinquant collectivities, and gangs 
being more tightly structured, troublesome collectivities. 
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1 
selves in negative terms. On:cy' two liked themselves, Dodger and Jocko. 

These two and Mac were the oruy three out of the seven whose first group 

choice was non-delinquent and onlY semi-delinquent respectively. 

On the whole there had been no qualitative change of self-concept 

among board members though Rex and Red had come to hate their own 

stupidity for associating in the big gang as long as they did. And 

Sport reckoned that he had "gotten tired of gangs. Since last year 

after the Navy I can do wi thout fighting. 11 This sort of answer was 

typicaJ. among Eagle responses. Mac: I realize now I've made a mess of 

things. Irish: I just begun to think that I 1 d be a different person 

if I had passed grade school. F .J. : I still have lots of problems 

but I don1 t define nvself as a troublemaker any more. And so on. 

Significantly Dodger and Jocko reported no substantial change of 

attitude. 

'When asked what qualities subjects liked in themselves, board 

members generally specified such virtues as honesty • responsibility • and 

understanding. T .J. s2id nothing. Rex and Sport n2med a.bility to handle 

girls and talent for sports respectively. On the whole subjects in this 

group maintained their attitudes. Eagle responses y.rere quite different. 

Three (leo, Shep, and Jocko) stated "nothing in particular11 • Three 

(l'lac, F.J., and Irish) thought they liked best in themselves their 

ability to get on with others. Judging from their commenta, this 

ability was restricted to peers. Mac, for example, added, "but then I 

1. . 
leo replied tha.t before 12 he had thought of himself as being 11 pretty 

cool11 or elever. vlhile this would indicate that he had a positive self
concept, there is too 1•1Uch evidence (described elsewhere) to the 
contrary. He was therefore included in this category. 
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tell them off". Asked why 1 he replied, 111 feal I have the right; I like 

blow:i.ng :m;.y top". Follow:i.ng that, he was asked what if others are hurt 

by it? 11 Yes, I think about that later", he claimed, "but after I have a 

few drinks, I don't care11 • Unlike Mac, Dodger liked best his capacity 

for self-control - 11watching myself in what I say, minding :m;.y own business, 

and thinking bef ore I do things11 • Of all the Eagles, only Irish had 

changed his attitude toward himself: 11Now, who the bell cares, nothing 11 • 

Responses to the question about thirtgs subjects disliked in them

selves were quite varied and therefore difficult to su:mmarize. The 

three board members who referred to actual qualities within themselves 

bad experienced no change. H:i.tch had always been disappointed by his 

11inabili ty to see things as they really are - I look too ruch into the 

future, make plans for others without telling them, and then it doesn't 

work out". Red felt he had always lacked ambition and direction but he 

had not realized it until he began work. And J.T. had always disparaged 

his shyness. The remaining board members mentioned actions, rather than 

qual'lties. Of three, two referred to activities in which they partici

pated while they associated with the big gang. Rex hàd hated telling 

11 so many lies to so many girls" until he met Jill., then he stopped. 

And Crew wished he had not drank so much, done so many crazy things, or 

gotten into so many .fights. An:iy felt that there was nothing in par

ticular that he especially disliked in himself though there had been a 

period, he added, when he had been depressed from overwork in school 

and had run away. Until he j oined the Navy Sport bad not thought mu ch 

about qualities in himself that he disliked. Since he bad joined, be 

bad begun to regret things he used to do; 11Now I damn myself for not 

gettin1 a proper schoolin', fightin', lettin1 nzy- parents dawn about 
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radar school - I don•t reel guilty for these things exactlY but I do 

regret them11 • 

In contrast. most Eagles named. qualities. F.J. hated his lankiness 

despite the fact that he was quite well-proportioned. More than anything 

else :Hac feared that his sarcasm and tendency to bullY others had cost 

him friems but he also thought he drank too much. Shep deplored his 

stubbornness and lack of self discipline: "I know right from wrong but 

will do the opposite of what others tell me. I get away with a lot 

sometimes. I can do right but then I give up too easy instead of stay:i.n1 

and fightin 1 - but I' m startin 1 to realize thingsn. Leo' s quick temper 

annoyed him the most especiallY with his girl friend for whom he cared 

deeplf but also with his rather whom he could 11killl' for wanting to take 

him to a psychiatrist. Ever since he bad immigrated, Irish had had 

little respect for himself: ttrtm a rat sometilnes when I swipe a car or 

swear at :m;y old doll11 (his mother). Dodger v.'ished he had tried harder 

in school. And J ocko said there never had been anything in particular 

that he really disliked about himseli'. 

Board members were most reluctant to say specificallY what kind of 

-people they would like to be. Five of them stated flatly that they had 

no ideals wi th regard to themselves but when questioned again three of 

the five named specifie occupations. Whether this indicates a lack of 

ambition to improve one self or sorne kind of philosophical realism is 

not knOWll. Mitch' s response was certainly simple enough; he wanted to 

be a good husband. and rather with a job able to support his .family and 

have sorne left in th~ bank for emergencies. Rex bad wanted 11 to get 

ahead but not work for it - be as good as the next guy11 ; but since he 
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le:t:t hi.gh school, "I don't realJ.y care ii' I measure up to others 1 

ste.ndards11 • On the surface this might sound as though he had suddenly 

lost initiative but judging from his other responses and observation 

this statement more likely reflects a change :t:ram other-directedness to 

inner-directedness. 

Eagles de:t:ined their ideals more readily though J ocko said that he 

bad had none and F .J. answered superficially that his ideal was not to 

be lanky. The other responses were more revealing. Dodger had always 

desired most to be frien:ily. :Mac said he had not thought mch about it 

until recently but he wished 11naw, to be well-liked - able to fit in with 

all different types of people - bu.ms, middle class, upper class11 • Up 

until a year before the project Shep had wanted "just to be normal, get 

along with other people11 • Since then he wanted to be an engineer and 

"dreamt" of what he 11 could do right: I want to be something but I need 

too nuch money ani don1 t like to ask to be lent it". S;miJ.arly Irish, 

within the year prior to the project, bad also wished to 11be something 11 • 

"I'm gettin 1 older, got a girl friand, started thinking of rna.rriage and 

responsibilities - I can1 t be a laborer allli\Y J.if'e 11 • Ieo insisted that 

he would rather be a racketeer than a clerk though he added, "I don1 t 

mind being a clerk. I could get rna.rried and have a normal life. But if 

I don1t make it (his promotion)in the next few years I will be a racketeer". 

Wb.en asked hO!Ii long he bad felt this way, he responded, 11 since I started 

working about two years ago11 , but it must be pointed out that he bad 

been in reform school the year before he began work. 

vfuatever class awareness, economie ambitions, and personal aims 

these responses reveal, it is clear from the time element stated by them. 
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that these ideals were more than subsequent to the start of delinquant 

activities. One is tempted to generalize that J.ack of ambition and 

direction rather than over-ambition was perhaps the more dominant :feature 

of their pre-delinquent life. Being delinquent possibly generated such 

desires and purposes. Like the old proverb: when one is confused, one 

has to reach rock bottom in order to rise. If they resorted to de

linquency as a reaction or possible solution to their problems, they 

may have discovered by virtue of that experience and status that it was 

no solution in the long run, that il:. was unacceptable to themselves and 

quite useless as a career. 

In evaluating the various roles they played board members generally 

judged themselves more or less good sons, dates or boy friends, gang or 

group members, agency members (except during the period they associated 

with the big gang), ani students (except during the latter years o:f 

forrnal education) though with respect to this last role three (Red, 

Crew, axrl Mitch) said they should have worked harder all the way through. 

Eagle responses were less positive. Four estimated that they had been 

good sons for helping around the bouse but bad ones for causing so much 

trouble. Mac and Jocko reckoned that they had been average and "not too 

bad" as sons. Irish was entireJ.Y negative in this respect. leo was the 

onl:y one who felt he bad not been a good date or boJr frien:i; he said he 

got too jealous. Similarly, only one (Irish) figured that he had not 

been a good gang member. A1l but F.J. admitted that they had not been 

good agency members; F .J. had broken no rules ani was qui te justified 

in his positive evaluation. F .J. was also the -onl:y one who thought he 

pad been a fairly good student though !-tac said he bad been a good one 

when he tried. Thus, Eagles generalzy estimated that they had not been 



good sons, agency members, or students. 

The nex.t series of questions was designed to eXplore the nature ot: 

the generallzed other - who they thought of before they acted and what 

they thought 1 whose opinion of them ma.ttered the most. .Again responses 

of board members were more easily summarlzed than those of Eagles. On 

the whole board members tried to think of others bef ore they a cted 

especially if any harm might come to them. Mostly they thought ot: the 

other person in question but Mitch thought in addition of what his girl 

would think; Red, what his parents would think; and Andy, what the group 

would think. If the action in question was a troublemaking one against 

the law, ali of them thought of getting caught first and then what their 

parents would think. If the action in question was something they knew 

their parents would disapprove of but the gang wanted them to do, they 

would generally do it unless it was very 11 big", harmful, or serlous. 

If detected or fearlng detection, all except Crew and Rex thought of 

family, friends, and neighbors - in that order; Crew thought of what 

was going to happen to himself first, then others. Rex said that he 

had trled not to do anything against the law (a part from drlnking or 

fighting) since he had been beaten by his rather early in his childhood. 

When asked if they had al1va.ys thought or reacted in these ways, four 

said yes, generally spea.ld.ng. Mitch reflected that he thought more of 

what girls would think of him in recent yea.rs and Red admitted that when 

he associated with the big gang he had been more a.fràid of being detected 

than what others thought of him. J. T. rem:i.nisced tha t during the war 

when his country was occupied by the Germans one took what one could get 

and did not think so nuch of others. 
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Eagles were somewhat more self-centered than board members. Only 

three of them tried generally to think of others before acting. Leo 

said he did not 11 give a •••• about anyone 11 , though as stated above, he 

adnti..tted that this was not true; there were a few people he cared about 

and he often was goaded into doing things in order to 11 provett hi.mself. 

Irish thought of others if the action was good; otherwise, nyou think 

onJ.y about yourself am whether you'll get caught 11 • l>'Iac and Shep often 

acted just to please themselves. When they thought of others, mostly 

they thought of the other person in question but Dodger thought only of 

what his parents would think and F.J. was mainly concerned about what 

his friends would think. Ir the action was against the law, nearly all 

of them thought only of being detected and not at all of what others 

would think of them or how they might be affected by it, though three 

said they thought of others after they were detected. Shep was differ-

ent, he worried mainly about what others thought of him. If the action 

was one they knew their parents disapproved of but the gang wanted them 

to do, most of them would not do it if their parents would be ~ hurt 

by it. F .J. thought he would do it in any case. And Irish just quipped 

that his parents did not care what happened to bim. If they were de-, 
1 

tected or feared detection, they thought only of v1hat was going to 

happen to them though two, Dodger and F .J • 1 thought of their parents 

after they knew what was going to happen. On the whole there had been 

no substantial change in their reactions. 

\rlhen asked what they would change about their lives, if they could 

change a.rzything they wanted to, ironically neither board members nor 

Eagles mentioned things that they had said they disliked about themselves 

indi vidually. Of the board members Red would have studied harder, and 



Rex would have drank less. Sport and Crew would have finished school. 

done less fighting, and not associated with the big g:::.ng. J.T. regretted 

the trouble he had had with the police. The remaining two, Mitch and 

Andy, would not change their lives at all. Eagles would change more 

things. :Mac would have saved more money and finished school as w·ould 

Shep who in addition would like to have been without all his family 

troubles. Jocko 1~shed he had not started drinking or smoking. Dodger 

would travel. leo would like to have been more husky and not have been 

controlled so rouch by his family. And F .J. wished he could relive ali 

his life so that he co.1ld have llall that fun over again". 

Actual changes or stages in their lives for board members were 

largely defined on the basis of. gang membership thou.gh three (l'litch, 

J.T •• and Sport) saw no distinct stages but rather changes too gradual 

to define. Of those who gave a definition of stages Red defined his 

thus) ~· Through grade school he stayed at home a lot to be with his 

family. After that he associated with the big gang, stayed away from 

home, and took nothing seriously other than what (he) wanted to do. 

Since he j oined the Navy in the sumrner of t .58, he changed the 't'lay he 

thought about himself and others, learned to accept himself for what 

he was, and defeated his problems. This lead him to break aHay from 

the big gang and take things more seriously espec:ially regarding 

religion and school. 

'dorking hard through school was Andy' s f:irst stage. Once out of 

school he began work and hi's association with the big gang. Though his 

faction of the big gang and his activities within it were hardly de

linquent, he regretted the amount of drinking he did and joined the 



308 •. 

agency. According to Crew, he wa.s more or less the sa.me until a year 

be.fore the project. At that time he began 11hangin1 around with an 

older group .from work and calmed down11 • 

Rex .figured that the death of his .father changed his li.fe; though 

he belonged to a wholesome camping group he was required to st~ home 

more o.ften and take on more responsibili ti es. When he inlmigrated to 

Canada he was lonely and homesick. At this point he became irwolved 

with a group of French 11 hoodlums". He .felt so much like a 11 bwn11 as a 

result of this association that he le.ft i t ;;:t.fter a mon th. Through high 

school, 11 everythi.ng was great; I dated a lot, played a lot of sports, 

had nv .freedom, joined the agency and felt proud of myself11 • At 14 

he met Roy and associated with the big gang even though he hated him

self .for 11 being so bad" - drinking, .fighting, dating tramps. A.fter he 

met Jill, he started to plan for the .future and 11 act more seriously" • 

Eagles de.fined stages in their lives largely on the basis of their 

delinquency. Irish felt tha.t -when he came to Canada he changed from 

11 good to bad11 • He was 11 in the process of another" - presumably .from 

all he said elsewhere, back to good.. Bef ore 14, Leo was 11always hurt 

inside; I did what I was told but was scared of everyone". After he 

had run away lJUccess.fully at 14, 15 was a big year. (Tha.t was the 

year he w2s eventuaJ.ly sent to re.form school.) "Now I don1t care 11
• 

This was the point where he was asked if he really did not care about 

anyone and he admitted this was not true. 

F .J. reckoned his delinquency started when he was seven; he beard 

of some "big guys in the community and at school gettin1 into trouble" 

and this attracted him. From 10 - 13, 11 ! used to be pretty bad, always 



thought of gettin1 into trouble, made myself worse11
• At 14 he got 

11really, realzy shy with girls; the.t •ras when I started changin1 , meetin1 

other guys not like us (non-delinquant) but the gang was still my buddies 

and I couldn 1 t leave right off". 11Now I 1 m not shy - willpœer." Shep 

did not define a~ stages when as~ed this question but spoke of his 

father. 11I'Ve always hated my fatherl S guts but in the last tWO monthSt 

I've begun to reel sorry for him, wonderin' if I really gave him a 

chance, if sorne of it wasn1 t my !ault. Also I've started to realize 

I 1 11 never get acywhere :r or drinkin r • 11 

l-1ac's definition of stages was as follows: First there was that 

early stage of delinquency, breaking windows and getting into "a little 

trouble". Then he began to like girls and became a "big wheel'l at 

school. Between school and the start of the project he defined himself 

as having 11 been around, seen how people acted11
• "Now I'm confused; 

there are so ~ decisions to make and I could make a bad mistake. 11 

The other two, Dodger and J ocko, saw no defini te stages or periods in 

their lives. 

All board members saw themselves married and settled dawn in ten 

years' time as did most 'Eagles. Only F .J. was considering bachelorhood 

at that age. And Ieo >vished he would be dead by 30 - in his view the re 

would be nothing else to live for after that. 

In sum, those who thought of themselves in generally dissatisfactory 

terms chose delinquant groups for their first gang. Obversely, those who 

were generally satisfied with themselves chose non-delinquant groups first; 

when those in this latter category subsequently joined delinquant gangs 

or associated with the big gang, they tended to become dissatisfied with 



310. 

themselves and remained that way until they broke away from those groups. 

Subjects role evaluation and responses to the questions about things they 

liked and disliked in themselves revealed further the general negative 

outlook Eagles had toward themselves. Unlike board members Eagles 

evaluated most of their roles in derogatory terms, and either they 

founi nothing to like in themselves or they feil back on their status 

in the gang, saying they got on well with their friends. Whereas board 

members either disliked temporary periods in their lives or qualities 

which were harmful only to themselves, Eagles tended to dislike qualities 

rather than periods and those qualities which they disliked were generally 

ones which hurt others, sarcasm, qùick-temperedness, and so on. This 

suggests that Eagles had more cause for concern about themselves. But 

it also shows a genuine desire ~ to hurt ethers. And although board 

members 1 lack of personal ideals (as opposed to their occupational ones) 

prevents comparison between the two groups, Eagles 1 responses reflect a 

growing a;.rareness of the unpleasant realities and long term effects of 

being a troublemaker as well as a desire to become constructive and 

improve themselves. 

One mi.ght ask how Eagles could be so self-centered in their de

linquent activities which obviously do hurt others yet at the same time 

say they do not want to hurt anyone. Part of the answer, i t would seem, 

lies in the fact that they are truly self-centered in the deepest sense 

of the word. Most people who are deeply confused, ambivalent, and 

worried continuously about a variety of problems are selt-centered 

because they are fighting with themselves and those who cause their 

problems or those whom they think cause them. The situation becornes 

even more complex when those who hurt them are the very ones they love 
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the most. As tension mounts 1 t is bound to seek release. The search 

:for a.dventure, thrills, excitement, and possibly status is a Jneans of 

combatting these problems; it is an attempt to block out or reduce the 

pain caused by confusion and worry. Sometimes ethers are burt deliberately 

in revenge for sorne particular action. But most of the time if others 

are hurt in the process of this search, it is incidenta.l or unintentional 

beoause, being so involved with their own problems, they are unable 

temporarily to see their actions :from another 1 s point of view, they 

' ca.nnot for the moment think through the implications or affects for 

others of their actions, they act compulsively without thinking. 

The fact that most of their offenses are committed under the in-

fluence of alcohol supports this interpretation. Essentially, Eagles 

are not cruel, spite:ful, malicious, or sadistic people. Full of tension 

and pent up emotions they drink to forget and when they find that this 

is not possible • they a ttempt to manufacture thrills in ways which they 

would not do if sober. Plans are made hastily with excitement; or by 

suggestion from one, the others become iinmediately caught up with the 

idea. As the act is carried out, the blood rises, :fear of being 

caught distracts other fears and ~<es the whole body alive to the 

moment. After it is over, detected or not, there is a sense of release. 

~. they begin to think of others or rather the thoughts of others 

which have been made dormant by the activity, return. As they wonder 

about whom. they have hurt and how badly, they make their excuses and 

justifications to themselves and others hoping that they will be be-

. lieved, knowing secretly that they will not, that eventual.J.y they will 

have but another worry - until they drink again. 
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The ultimate unhappiness they caused themselves by their offenses 

may be seen thr~baut this section but particularly in the defini ti ons 

they gave of the major periods or changes in their lives. Althou.gh 

board members based their cefinitions on group rnembership i t was clear 

that they regretted most their association in the big gang and were 

most unhappy during that association. In defining changes in their lives 

Eagles were almost entirely concerned with their own delinquency; the 

realization of the futility of it all was just beginning to dawn on them. 

CORRElATION 

Having presented all the empirical ma.terial, it is now possible to 

try and evaluate the significance of outstanding events am relation

ships. On the asswnption that delinquency is a response to problems, 

special attention ha.s been paid to any events or relationships which 

might have been problematic to subjects. Problems were defined as any

thing which appeared through interviewing and observation to disturb 

them. In these latter cases reasons for believing that such a dis

turbance existed were given. Direct questions about any particular 

sphere of their lives were asked in different ways to insure tbat such 

a problemwas not overlooked due to the wording of any given question 

and to provide as comprehensive a view of the problem as possible. In 

addition, the importance which subjects placed on their own problems 

1-1as determined by observing the emotional intensity they exhibited in 

discussing their problems inside and outside interviews as well as the 

length of time devoted to discussing them and .the ru.mber of times they 

discussed them. fry reviewing the emphasis which subjects placed on 



problems in these ways and by correl.ating the sequence or these problems 

with delinquency or association with the big gang, it is hoped that the 

signi.ficance of them may be understood. 

Considering all observation and intervi.ewing what problems di.d 

subjects emphasize the most? As a group (during group meetings) the 

tapies di.scussed most intently, most often, and the longest amount of 

time amongst board members were the agency, girls, religion, arrl their 

associations in the big gang - in that order. Problems related to the 

agency were entire]J· concernedwith the running of the program: ways 

to improve it, evaluation of each individua11 s effectiveness in his 

particular official capacity, allotment of new duties, and the control 

over the program by the Protestant School Board. Although sorne criti

cisms were made of agellC"J policy in the past, virtually no mention was 

made of personal problems related to the agency before they became 

officials which in every case was after they bad broken away from the 

big gang. Problems about girls were .constantly being discussed: how 

to convince Sheila 1 s mother that .Sheila should be allowed to stay out 

late or drive in the car, should so and so ask a certain girl to go 

ste~dy, how to get Jill to stop nagging about getting married, wha.t 

should be done about Jean' s seeing another bay behind ber steady1 s back, 

how to a.ttract this girl or that, and so on. On the whole no one 

except J. T. spoke of quali ties within themselves which they considered 

a serious hindrance to success with girls. Apart .from this one exceP

tion such problems were, it would appear, highly te:mporary and normal -

hardly capable, except und er extraordinary circumstances, of being a 

major factor in offensive activities. 
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Except in interviews where aubjects devoted nearly as rnuch tiJne to 

discussing religion as to past fami.ly proble:ms, religion was discussed 

mu.ch less frequently and perhaps le~st in amount of time but i t was 

alwa.ys the one tepic about which everyone be came heated and intense. 

What disturbed nearly all of them was their own ina.bility to believe in 

God.. In most cases this disturbance began just before they joined the 

big gang • though Illal'l\Y of them did not stop going to church until after 

they joined it. Board members 1 association in the big gang disturbed 

them not only after they broke S]i[a::f but also throughout their member

ship. Though they would engage in illicit activities, this disturbed 

them, because even while they did it, they believed it was wrong. 

Apart from such :impersona.l topics as popular music and sports, it 

was not until the last few weeks of the project that Eagles discussed 

much of anything except their own delinquant activities, their relations 

wi th the police, their familles, and boredom. Of' the se, delinquant 

activities were easily the most frequent subect of conversation ani one 

they could discuss endlessly. How Illlch a problem it -vras in the first 

stages of the project was not readily apparent for each time they began 

reminiscing there was wild laughter and excitement as though theywere 

actually prou.d of their offenses. To seme extent this was true; they 

were genui.nely pleased and a:mu.sed with many of their stunts. But after 

a time it was discovered that aften they laughed and made jokes abou.t 

things which had in .t'act been quite painful to them or things far which 

they were earnestly sorry. On one occasion, tor example, they were 

reminiscing about the slaughterhouse incident inwhich several pigs 

were badly wounded; :many of them were holding their si des they were 

laughing so uproaricusly. Af'terwards one or them said that the wou.nding 
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of the animaJ.s had been an accident and that several of them had been so 

horri:tied by the gory sight that they became ill. other times they 

vacillated between nervous laughter and anger as when Mac was reiterati:ng 

the tale about hitti:ng his :rather. On such occasions laughter was rea.J.ly 

a facade biding guilt, pain, and sorrow. Thus, even before they began 

to question seriou.sly toward the end the utility of being a troublemaker, 

even before their guilt complexes, ambivalence, and worries abou.t their 

delinquency came out in the interviews, there was stro:ng evidence that 

bei:ng delinquant was in f'act qui te a problem to them.. 

Mllch less problematic were their relations with the police though 

they talked about them incessa.ntly in conjunction wi th discussi.ng their 

delinquant activities. Being detected b,y the police was always a po

tential problem because apprehension just might have serious consequences. 

Those who had been in reform school could testify to that and the two 

who were still on probation were deeply worried about detection. Also, 

toward the end, f'ear of having a criminal record was becoming a problem 

to the older ones. But f'earing detection was largely manuf'actured and 

superficial; ma.nuf'acturing fear is part of being delinquant - to explain 

its production is to explain delinqu.ency. 

Until the end of the project f'am:Uy problems were not discussed for 

long periods of time; it was the frequency and intensity of the remarks 

that made them noticeable. And if anyone was in a particuJ.arly depressed 

mood, more of'ten than not it was the result of some recent quarrel with 

his famil.y. It was mch the same with boredom; they did not discuss it 

at length but they were constant:cy l:e;td to make such bitter remarks as, 

"I wish to hell there was somethi:ng to do around this godd.amn place 11 or 
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"Wbere the bell can we go - nowhere". 

Toward the end of the project fa:mily problems were considered at 

great length inside and ou.tside interviews as was their lack of education; 

how they needed more training for better jobs and which was the best wa:y 

to go about getting it - night school, the Navy, a trade course? Under

lying ali these problems there was always the nagging doubt about what 

was going to happen to them in the future.. It was not just a question 

of whether or not troublemaking was a worthwhile activity but rather 

an emergent desire to "do something" and 11be somebody", to improve 

themselves genera.lly, to find meaning in ille. 

Correlation of irrlividual development amongst board members is as 

follows: 

' 11i.tcb 1 s biggest problem until he was 15 was his brother Doug whom 

he hated for his negative maliciou.s attitude toward everyone. This 

feeling towards his brother began at 11. At 14, he failed the eighth 

grade, through general lack of interest in subjects. Apart from the se 

two problems, Mitch was fairly satisif'ied W'ith lite. He was not dis

pleased wi th himself'; he got on well wi th girls, he loved his parents 

and felt they loved him; and he had few worries regarding the agency, 

the church or religion, choosing an occupation, or money. At 15 Dou.g 

told him ttout of spite11 that their mother had been divorced when 1-!:i.tch 

was too young to remember. Shortly after that he joined the big gang. 

According to him the effect of this discovery J.asted from 15 to 17; he 

was in the gang only one year. The exact correlation of Mitch1s family 

problem with his association in the big gang leaves little doubt as to 

the predominant factor which led him to join it. It is possible a~so 
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and might therefore have been an additional factor, though he did say 

in the interview that he had always been more or less satisfied with 

himself. 

Before he was 12 Red bad few problems. He loved his parents and 

they loved him; he got on w:ith his sister and frlends, and was doing 

weil in school •. His .father had been drlnki.ng heavily for sOl'lle years 

but it was not until he was 12 that it began to bother him; at that 

ti.me the man began to stay away from home at night. Despite his 

worries, he spent a fair amou.nt of tirne at home and got on with his 

parents until he was 14 or, in his words, "through the eighth grade 11 • 

After that, 11I figured he wasn't interested in ley" affaira, so I did 

what I pleased 11 • Tbat sum:mer Red joined the big gang and failed the 

ninth grade. During his association he orten "disobeyed his father 

on purpose and deliberately got into trouble w:i.th the police". This 

perlod of association was the only perlod that he had a negative self

concept. Clearly this subject' s violations against the law were purely 

a reaction a.gainst a father for whom he had lost respect and from whom 

he perceived a l.ack of love and interest. 

~' s life was considerably more complicated. Li.ving in Norway 

throughout the war and its a.ftermath must have been a most disruptive 
at 

experience and he was more than glad to i.J.mrd.gratf//lli. Because of the 

war he had on1y attended school for four years and was somewbat back-

ward in education even before he immigrated. And because of the 

language difference he had to start .from scratch in Canada. To make 

matters worse his father moved several times to seek better employ-
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ment in his trade, construction work. The result was that by the ti.me 

J.T. settled in East End he was 19 and had on1y passed the .fi.i'th grade. 

Shortly a.fter he arri.ved he began to date a certai.n girl wbich was the 

.fi.rst time he had ever actual.ly dated; prior to that he had always gone 

out wi th girls only in groups. Eventually they went steady but broke 

up within five months; "I don't even know why11 , he explained, "but I 

cou.ld have kicked rn;yself' .for it 11 • Immedi.ately a.fterwards he joi.ned the 

11Inebri.atesn and witbin a year o.f his arrival at East End, had gai.ned 

over .50 pounds. With such a life story it was little wonder that he 

was an atheist long before he reached adolescence; about the ~ happi

ness he ever knew was through hi.s .fa:mily whom he had always loved and 

respected. It wou.ld seem, then, that J .T. 1 s delinquency was unquestion

ably the result of anomi.e arisi.ng .from the constant disruption o.f social 

relations and cultural ties. Relations with his friands and exterrled 

.family as well as bis school were disrupted by the war, immigration, and 

the geographical mobility o.f his family. In addition imrnigratiion dis

rupted hi.s nationali.ty and language. The breaku.p of his relationship 

wi.th that girl was the final blow. 

Unti.l the ninth grade ~'s tt-ro major problems were his sister tdth 

whom he had always clashed and himself'. Up to then, he had dona well in 

school. 1-Ioreover, he had no financi.al worries, loved the rest of his 

.family, and although dissatisfied with points in his religi.ous doctririe 

as the result of differences in school and church trai.ning, he attended 

church regularly and believed firml.y in Christian values. 

The key to understandi:ng Andy :Lies in his answer to the question 

about what he thou.ght of himself before he joined his first gang. He 
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1'1\Y .friands and elders. I don1t think I 1m a.rw greater but I hope to 

achieve a better position". Then he added, "I've always thought that 

but when I was in school, I didn1t realize it and lite wasn1t easy11 • 

V'lhat he was referring to when he said 11better position" was not a better 

job or income than his elders :f'or he wanted to be the same thing as his 

:f'ather, a. spray painter ( though he did mention elsewhere that he hoped 

eventually that they could have their own garage). Rather he was re

ferring to his desire to help others. He had aJ.ways wanted to do some 

kim of part-time wel:f'are work and had even toyed witb the idea of 

being a missionary. This desire had apparently lost him :ma.ny friands; 

not onl;r did he have a reputation for aJ.ways thinking he knew what was 

best for everyone but also ma.ey considered him a 11goody-goody11 • In 

this connection it will be recalled tbat ~ did not b.elong to any 

group until he lvas 14. What bad happened, it appears, was tbat Jmdy 

did think he was somehow greater or superior in those days. And :f'ail

ing the ninth grade as a result of his clash with a certain teacher 

was ob:viously a great blow to him, even a:f'ter he returned from having 

run away; it w.2.s shortly a:f'terwards tbat he joined the big gang. This 

sense of superiority which caused hi.m. to lose f'riends including his 

sister and feel particularly upset after his failure at school is the 

only sign of disturbance or frustration found in this case throughout 

observation and interviewing. 

The first group that S:eort ever joined was the Tigers, a semi

delinquent fighting gang. He was aged eight at the time and bad just 

immigrated the year before from Barbados. More important, before 

leaving their native country, his :rather bad re-ma.rried ai"ter having 
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been di.vorced for tbree years when the boy was only four, old enough 

ta perceive marital difficulties and be profoundly upset b,y them but 

too young to understam. To complicate ma.tters, the boy did not like 

his new stepmother and his older brothers, accordi.ng to him, received 

more attention. Tbese fa.mi.ly matters, combined with the turmoil of 

l.mm:i.gration, mu.st have been deeply di.sturbing and could easily be 

sufficient to warrant involvement with such a gang for tbree years untU 

he changed schools and found a group of boys who were decidedly non-

delinquant. This second group he enjoyed more than any other arrl was 
1 

particularly sorr.y when it broke up a year later through its members 

moving away. The next four years he did not belong to any group. ln 

19.56 he joined the Navy for two years. When he returned he di.scovered 

that his rather bad been maltreating his 1nother and began to resent the 

man. That year he joined the big gang. 

How mu.ch racial discrimination bad to do with joining either gang 

is not lcn~for certain. Sport never once spoke of it tbrrughout the 

entire project but Hudson had stated that the boy had had considerable 

trouble in becoming accepted during the first feur years of his residence 

there. This means th.s.t the peak of prejudice correlates with membership 

in that first semi-delinquent group. On the other han:i, Sport bad said 

in the interview section on the self that he bad not been happy without 

fighting until a year before the project. Presuming that such constant 

fighting vras at least partly the result of racial consciousness, then it 

would seem that it had little to do with joining the Tigers or the big 

gang. ln other words, although the peak of prejudice correlates with 

rnembership in Tigers, racial consciousness wa.s a constant factor and 

involvement with delinquant groups wa.s not; between membership in the 
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Tigers and j oining the big gang there were six years o! !ighting perhaps 

but not delinquant activity. No other :factor except !a..m:Uy problems 

correlates with membership in either group. Sport bad no problems in 

school or with the agency. His !ather was earning enough money to 

help his oldest son purcbase a car o! his own and Sport himsel:f was ea.rn

ing $90 a week be!ore he joined the big· gang. And although he bad been 

ambivalent about religion, he did not seem particularly disturbed by it. 

Family problems correlated exactly with membership in both groups. 

Rex also associated with two different delinquant groups. The !irst, 

however, can be more or less discounted a.s he was only in it !or a month 

shortly a:fter he arrived in Canada at the age o! 12. He broke away as 

soon as he realized what kim o! activities the group participated in. 

A:fter that he enjoyed membership in an agency group !or nearly three 

years. At 14, he was deeply disturbed by his eldest sis ter 1 s marriage 

to a Negro. The !ollowing year he began associating with an older man 

who introduced him to the big gang, and also !ailed the eighth grade. 

Although retarded a !ew years in grade progression due to an initial 

language di:fficulty, his grades had been average ever since he immigrated 

and this !ailure was clearly the result o! his association in the big 

gang, which also caused him considerable dissatis!action with his 

religion. He could not reconcile his sexual, drinld.ng, and !ighting 

activities with his belie!s; unt:i.l that association he bad considered 

being a priest but discovered that he liked unpriestly bebavior too much. 

Althou.gh Rex's activities in the big gang were limited to the above, 

this association represented an enormou.s change. A:fter his !ather died 

the household responsibilities that he bad to take on caused him to lead 
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a quiet, seriou.s life. His eldest brother' s refusa.l to emigrate with 

the rest or the family not only meant additiona.l duties but deeply dis

turbed Rex; he h.ated his brother ever since and became quite emotional 

whilst speaking of him in the interview. Also there is sorne evidence 

that Rex perceived differential affection from his mother. When asked 

if he felt he was loved as much as his other siblings, he said he dis

covered .:ecentlY that his mother bad loved him more than his sister. 

His sister' s ma.rriage, apart from his feelings about it, meant tbat he 

bad to ta.ke on even more responsibilities, this time f1nancial; he 

began working duri.ng the summer to compensate for the loss of inco.me 

from his sister. With his own and his other two sisters 1 as well as 

his mother' s income, there were no serious financial worries. But con

sidering how close Rex was to his mother, the fact th.at she was so 

deeply upset by these three disruptive events - the death of ber husband, 

the unhappy parting with ber eldest son, and the dreaded ma.rriage of ber 

daughter - the pressure on Rex must have been fantastic and it is small 

wonder tha.t his reaction against all these family problems was so re

strained. 

Crew' s involvement voJi.th the big gang is difficult to understand. He 

bad done fairly well iii. school until the sixth grade which he faUed due 

to a broken leg and proceeded to make average grades until he left school 

after the eighth grade so tbat he could go to trade school. The only 

incident at school which disturbed himwas the remark made b.Y his 

teacher during his final year about ali the boys from East End standing 

up so that he could see all the 11 bum.s 11 • He was generally satisfied with 

his religion and the feeling of disapproval he perceived from the con

gregation arose as a result or his transgressions. He bad always had a 
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f'airly good opinion of' himself' and been popu.la.r wi.th girls though there 

was that one nh:igh class girl11 who wou.ld not date him, which according 

to him had not bothered him at the time. His f'amily he loved and f'elt 

they loved him equal~ as much as hi.s siblings. Crew had two links 

with the big gang, his brother and a man named Ray whom he had met at 

work. Ray was considerably older than Crew but they had in common their 

intense interest in cars. Moreover, Ray had one, a sports ma:lel, and 

was a good teacher; he taught Crew as much about racing as he did about 

cars. Unf'ortunately the man was a bit of' a juvenile, being a member of' 

the big gang at hi.s age, drinking, and racing around with lots of' women. 

It was through his association with this man that he began f'requenting 

the same bars as the big gang. drinking heavily, and carousing around 

involving himself' in f'ights and crazy stunts for a year until he realized 

that he was being associated with the big gang by others. Thus in Crew• s 

case association with the big gang seems to have been exclusively the 

result of' diff'erential identification. 

The correlation of' individual development amongst Eagles is as 

f'ollœs:-

Mac' s f'amily problems started at seven when his f'ather lost his 

business. At that time his f'ather started drinking and marital dif'f'i

culties developed. When Mac was ll his parents were separated. At 

twelve he dropped out of' the Guards because they would not accept Rob, 

joined the Eagles, and through misconduct lost his scholarship for the. 

eighth grade; the next year he dropped out bef' ore exams. Until that 

time he had had no substantial problems wi.th girls, the agency, his 

schooling, his religion, or the church. And although he f'elt before 
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he j oined the Eagles that his f ather was wasting the money he earned, 

he stressed that he had always been wel~ provided for in terms of food, 

clothes, and pocket money. The lack of qualifications for his own 

occupational and f'inancial plans, he did not feel until af'ter he lef't 

school in the ninth grade. When he beg an to be sarcastic and bu.lJ.y his 

friends is not known for certain but Mitch said that he had been quite 

popular with the Guards before he left it so it may be presumed that 

this trait developed subsequently. Thus, Mac 1 s j oilù.ng the Eagles was 

primarily a reaction a.gainst f'amily problems, though his friendship 

with Rob was undoubtedly a factor; apart from aey- appreciation for 

Rob's prowess in delinquent f'eats, Rob had unquestionable charismatic 

power and they both shared their family problems. 

Although llim was not interviewed, he discussed at length his motives 

for delinquency and ali the evidence obtfi!ined in this connection supports 

his own analysis. According to him, he had never had axv problems re

garding girls, money, the agency! or religion. His main probl.em was 

his i'amily. His family' s constant comparison with his older brothers 

lead him to feel that he lacked an identity of his own. Since his 

parents would not accept lù.m :for what he was. he sought to establish 

identity by being delinquant. 

It was much the sa.me wi th Mitch 1 s brother, Doug; only in this case 

Doug was the eldest and such endless unfavorable comparison must have 

been even more painful. Also, when their mother was divorced, Mitch at 

two v1as not old enough to know about it or feel any resentment but Doug 

at five was. And when the family immigrated l1itch at five t-l'as not ol.d 

enough to have started school but Doug at eight had already begun school 
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Dodger, perhaps the least delinquant of the Eagles, bad the least 

amount of family problems. Rather, most of his problem.s were related to 

h~s educat~on. Comi.ng from Great Britain at about siX, he had little 

difficulty w~th regard to language or grade credits. It all started 

at 10 when he bad a masto~d operation and was out of school for a year 

and a hàlf. Because the school refused to.admit h1m to the grade of 

h~s age group, he was badly ~sappointed and did not want to return at 

all but ms rather 11forcedn him. which made him. very angry. Perhaps he 

would st~ll have been able to finish that year if it had not been for 

h~s ~ficulty with a certain subject and subsequent lac~ of help from 

ms teacher. At any rate he left before the year was out which undoubted

lY worsened relations with his father and poss~bly explains why the man 

refused to g~ ve him a b~cycle until he was 16. Again the boy was dis

appointed. After be left school and started work he began to feel that 

he lacked educat~on and qual~f~cations. That same year he j~ned the 

Eagles. 

Hœ much his fam:iJ.Y hàd. to do -vdth his joining the Ee..gles is 

difficult to determine. itlh.en asked in the ~nterview about fami.J.y 

problems, the on:cy- one he mentioned was his ~sappointment over the 

bicycle for the promise was unfulf~lled and after he bad saved money of 

ms own to buy a motorcyole, his father refused to s~gn the license 

which oaused Dodgàr torun away for a few days, just p~or to the project. 

He in~cated that this was the main source for his feeling that his 

rather did not understand h1m but the bitterness in his response when 

questioned about his parents' ideas regar~ng his school suggests that 
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the clash arose initially aver the question of his schooling, and was 

greatly aggravated by the denial to give the boy a bicycle. 

Up until the year that he failed. he had been average in school, 

gotten on well with a non-delinquent group, girls, and the agency. He 

had never found any meaning or satisfaction in his religion and the 

subject seemed quite irrelevant to his life. AJ.so he had never had any 

financial worries or serious worries about himself. Thus, it would seem 

that the educational disruption caused by his operation and the subsequent 

difficulty with this one subject and teacher combined with the two major 

clashes with his father and the feeling often of insecurity about his 

career after he left school were the outstanding points in the sequence 

of events which lead Dodger to join the E2.gles. It would also seem 

that Dodger's delinquency was the most accidenta! or least socially 

structured case of all. 

Like Dodger, .ê.h!m's father forced him to attend school; he was not 

allowed to leave until he was 16. He never had liked school or done 

particularly well in it so that he resented this insistence enormously'. 

But th.::'.t was the least of his family problems. They started when he 

was about seven as the result of several factors. First, and most 

important, he was constantly compared to his older brother who was . 

studious and hardtvorld.ng. Second, his father made enough to support 

his faJllily but he had a college education and felt that he was capable 

of a much better job than the one he had as a salesman. Eventually, 

the man beg an to drink and g~le his money, consequently marital 

difficulties arose. Th.Toughout this period Shep hated his father but 

did not rebel until he was 13 when the family moved to a new neighborhood 
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delinquants. From them he learned to look at life from an entirely self

centred point of view, taking what he wanted without regard for others. 

Because his drinking became apparent, his rather forced him to disassociate 

himself from the group, but in secret he joined another group of de

linquants, and when it broke up, the Eagles. 

Apart from Shep1 s dislike of school which may have been caused by 

his father 1 s comparison to his older brother, Shep1 s fa.rnily problems 

were about the onl.y ones he had before he became delinquant. His 

problem about certain girls not dating him definitely arose after his 

association with the first delinquant group and was most probably a 

result of it. Similarly, he never had any problem with the agency until 

after that association. And he had no problems concerning his religion. 

The financial difficulties he felt prior to his delinquency, he blamed 

on his :f'ather1 s drink and gambling, and was therefore a family problem. 

leo1 s confusion about his own problems made it clear that he was a 

deeply disturbed person but impeded understanding. l-Ioreover, there was 

a lot that Leo did not disclose such as the !act that he had been in 

reform school and the particular action on his father 1 s part that he 

resented more than any other. But in reviewing leo 1 s various question

naire responses certain statements reappear several times. From these 

statements and facts gleaned elsewhere his lire story appears to run 

more or less as follows. Up until the age of 11 he was a higbly obedient, 

studious, and hardworking boy. He had no problem concerning pre

adolescent agency groups, girls , religion, or money. Although the only 

family problems he ever discussed anywhere were those which arose as 
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a result of his delinquency, there is much evidence that he was disturbed 

before that. There were several statements about alwa,ys being scared of 

his father and a1ways hating himself because of his fears. Then, too, 

there was that story about deliberatel.y stabbing a boy when he was eight 

and J.ying to everyone afterwards that i.t was an accident. While i.t is 

possible that the statements were exaggerations and the story a lie, 

Leo was too deeply disturbed at the time of the project to believe that 

these disturbances had developed suddenly within a few years. Finall.y, 

there was Rob 1s statement to the effect that Leo's rather had demanded 

too much of him. 

Leo became involved with the Eagles the summer that he was 11 

shortly arter the group was formed. The first year or so of its 

existence the group 1 s acti vi ties were daring and adventurous to say 

the least but as most of the time they spent together was at the quarry 

during the summer and a shack in the winter, they were not yet seriously 

delinquant. Duri.ng and after this period Mac and Rob especially used 

to encourage Leo into doing all sorts of things - hopping trains, catch

ing and riding stray horses, and the like - which they thought he lacked 

the courage to do. In order to prove himself he did them. Leo knew his 

f'ather would. disapprove strongJ:.y of these activities had he known about 

them. And it is believed that participation in such activities to prove 

himself to himself and his f'riends ca.used or aggravated a really deeP

seated fear of the ma.n' s disapproval, so much so that he became "scared 

every time he saw him". 

When Leo wa.s 12 he had two problems that he had never bad before. 

In East End he had been quite happy in a very small class where he re-
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cej_ved mu.ch j_nd,j_nduaJ. attention fran his teachers and made :f'aj.rly hj_gh 

grades. Graduatj_on i.nto a Cj_ty hj_gh schooJ. meant not onl;r that hj_s age 

group was sudderùy shif'ted .from being a senior group to the most junior 

one but more important, the classes were qüte large and. he no longer 

recej_ved such attention. Second, he bad never belonged to a cohesive, 

tj_me demandj_ng group bef'ore. Whether these two di:f'.fj_cultj_es caused him 

to do badly in his subjects and made ha hate his teachers or whether 

hatred :f'or his teachers was purely the result of' a percej_ved lack of' 

attention on thej.r part is not known. In any case he f'riled tha.t year 

and subsequently became t'ully involved with the Eagles and even began 

to challenge Rob' s title for being the most destructive delinquant of' 

the group. 

On the surface i t might appear that his problems in school were 

the main .factor in ms leading the gang to be a f'ully delinquent group. 

However., it is believed that Ms f'amily' s ambj_tio:ns for ha were the 

determin:i.ng factor for this leadership as wall as the initj_al j oining. 

His parents were among the :f'ew of' subjects in both groups who demanded 

much .from his scho.ol wprk and emphasized going to collage. Secobd, 

leo was the only subj ect to say that his parents wanted hj_m 11to be 

somebody11 • Thi.rd, Leo was the o:n1y subject who ever even considered 

serj.ously crime as a profession. That the type crimj_nal he chose as 

j_deal (a racketeer) was one who typically is well-known as a personaJ.ity 

wi.th great power amongst the cri.minal world and who makes much money is 

most revealing. l1ore revea.l.ing was his insistance that he would def:i.nitely 

try to be one if' he fuled in his present occupation. Fourth, leo was 

arnong the few whose legitimate ideal job choice was totally out of 

reach- that of mayor; 11You 1re somebody in that position11 , he said. 
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"But I'd be nice - I 1d go talk to people and help them and get them to 

respect me. 11 Fina.11y, he was the only one who did not want his .f'ailures 

at delinquency known; not only did he "neglect11 to report that he had 

been in re.f'orm school but also there was the .f'act that he was always 

trying to prove he was not a coward and exaggerating the extent of damage 

done in any act of delinquency. 

All. of this suggests that Ieo had some kind of deep-seated in

.f'eriority complex, resulting largely from a family situation - possibly 

intense sibling jealousy which would account for his bea ting his sister, 

but most likely gross overam.bitiousness on his father' s part which wou.ld 

account for why he never actually explained his hatred for the man; to 

do so would have been to admit .f'ailure whereas s?-bling jealousy would 

not necessarily indicate such .f'ailure. Moreover, sibling jealousy by 

i tself would hardly be sufficient to warrant such a deep-seated in

feriority complex. For all these reasons it is argued that Leo1 s de

linqu.ency wà.s primariJ.y the· resaJ.t Gf an O'Ver-emphasis, by his .f'ather 

on· silccess with a corresponding over-emphasis on obedience and law

abiding behavior. Once Leo made contact with the .f'ew boys who were 

about to become the Eagles that su:rmner after his graduation from the 

seventh grade, this over-emphasis on suc cess made him desire intensely 

to be success~ul in that group. It just happened that success in this 

particular group was based on daring. But once even slightly involved. 

i t was his first group and he had to be successful and prove himself, 

temporariJ.y throwing to the wind as it were his regard for law-abiding 

behavior. Secrecy of these activities enabled him to appear to his 

parents the obedient child he had always been but such secrecy and 

participation must have caused many guilt feelings and could have been 
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an additional ~actar in his ~ailure the next school year. As stated 

previously that ~ailure was the ~inal blow, which caused him to react 

so violentJ.y that he went on with Rob to lead the group into becoming 

fully delinquant. 

The case of Irish was more clear-cut. AJ.though he bad been 

arrested once in Great Britain for stealing a bicycle, he was essentially 

a non-delinquant. He thought of himself as good, bad done very well in 

school, and had no problems regarding monay, girls, friands or religion. 

About the o~ problem he had at that time was a fa.mily one; he was 

alv.rays being c ompared unfavorably to his younger siblings who were more 

studious and less adventurous than he. His feelings were so strong that 

he o~ten used to stay away ~rom home to a void his ~amily. When he 

immigrated at the age of 13, he himself was adversely affected by the 

move and went on to do quite wellin the ninth grade that ~irst year. 

But his f ather was disrupted occupationally by the move; he was only 

able to find work at the time which neither he nor Irish believed had 

justified their émigration since they bad moved in order to improve 

their ~~nancial statua. No doubt Irish, too, had been promi.sed things 

which bad not been fulfilled. Possibly because the man bla.med himself, 

or possibly because hè already resented the man, Irish blaJDed his ~ather 

and within a year of their immigration had joined a highl.y delinquant 

group in which he rema.ined until he was sent to re~orm school two years 

la ter. This caused the f amily to move ne ar East End where he met the 

Eagles after his release. 

His difficulties in the tenth grade were a result of schedule mis

management, taking too many subjects, and possibl.y his membership in 
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the delinquant gang. At any rate, these difficul.ties arose after he 

had joined the gang. Similarly, his own desire not to be a 11laborer 

ail (his) life" aeemed to have been a prod.uct of delinquency. Although 

he did resent his father' s job as a steel worker before he joined the 

gang, he resented it because it represented an occupational failure 

and he hated his father 1s weakness for accepting a position which the 

man himself did not desire as a permanent occupation. 1'l0reover, Irish 

had not had any vocational training as had most of the ether subjects 

and this combined with his stay in reform school prevented him from 

obtaining employment ether than unskilled la bor. For the se reas ons i t 

is believed that his resentment of his parents particularly his father 

was the pri:mary factory in his delinquency and tbat the resentment over 

his father 1 s occupational difficul.ties, combined with having been a 

delinquant, dropped out of school, and been unable to find employment 

other than unskilled 4bor then caused him to desire a better economie 

life for hirnself. 

!.d..:.'s delinquency bega.n when he was seven so it is drubtful that 

problems with girls, religion, education, his father 1 s occupation, or 

money had anything to do wi th i t. He explains that he deliberately 

became involved with a delinquant group because he wa.nted to ma.ke 

trouble and was a.ttracted to the excitement of such a life. His only 

problem at that time was his farni.ly. He had always be en compared un

favorably to an older brother whose delinquencywas much worse than his 

own but was entirely unknown to their parents until la ter years. The 

· group of delinquants he j oined was one of his own age group, not his 

brother' s; therefore it is unlikely that his brother introduced him to 

delinquency but it is entirely possible that he was trying to emulate 
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his brotber. 

Finally, there is J ocko1 s case. He am his brother each :Cai.led two 

grades duri.ng grammar scbool and botb of them bated scbool the entire 

ti.me they went. This suggests that botb of them were wbat teacbers often 

call "problem cbildren" at a very earl.y age. If they were problem 

chUdren in terms of education, it was not because of tbeir class for 

as bas been stated previously virtuall.y ali cbildren in the area were 

:from the same class. If tbeir almost complete lack of ambition and 

dimness of mind observed tbrougbout the project are any iniication, 

tbeir difficulties in scbool were more likel.J· the result o:r these 

qualities. Further evidence :Cor this complacency :may be fou.nd in Jocko1 s 

response to questions concerning the self'; not on1y did he lack personal 

ideals but also he never found any quality in bimself that be disliked. 

Although Ben dropped out of the project be:Core the last interviewing, 

neither of them seemed to have any other problems with respect to girls, 

money, the agency, or the ir future careers. What precipi tated J ocko1 s 

j oining a delinquant group came out in the major interview. At least 

his father 1 s drinking and Jocko1 s disrespect of the man correlated 

exactly ~~th the start o:r his delinqueney. 



CONCllJSIONS 



In Part I the theori.es of Sutherland, Merton, Cohen, ar.rl others were 

presented and evaluated. On the basis of those evaluations certain 

hypotheses were made and several lines of inquiry were demarcated. The 

means of exploring all the se questions were described in Part n. 

Part In contains ail the empirical data and its analysis. Although a 

complete understar.rling of the community and the subjects was obviously 

impossible, it is felt that the material presented in Part ni is 

adequate for the purposes of this research. 

To be sure, there are several large gaps in the knowledge. First, 

the use of the word 11delinquency11 was deliberately avoided because it 

was felt that if the subjects had any idea that the study was concerned 

specifically wi th delinquency, i t would have biased their behavior and 

responses. Consequently, the exact frequency ar.rl extent of subjects 1 

delinquency is not fully known. On the other hand, it is doubtful that 

direct questioning in this respect would have yielded any more precise 

results for delinquency is like anything else that has become a habit; 

one takes it for granted and explicit estimations about its nature 

cannot be made. Secor.rl, the use of the word "class 11 was also avoided 

for simi1ar reasons. Had subjects guessed that the investigation began 

as an inquiry into the relationship between their activi.ties and class, 

it would have affected their behavior. But more important, even a 

si.ng1e use of the word might have ind.uced an ·awareness not previously 

there. Therefore questions about class were asked indirectly. Third, 

there are soma gaps in individual histories. Occasionally a subject 

gave a date or answer which after analysis was discovered to be incorrect. 

Sometimes their memories f ailed them and they were a bit vague. One or 

two, notably, Shep and Leo, were deeply confused so that their answers 



were obscure or contradicto:ry on several points. Then, too, many of 

the subjects were in the process of changing so tha.t some staternents 

:made e~ly in the project conflicted with others. And last, there 

were some instances where a fa1J.c:M""'llp shau.ld have been made but was not. 

This was :mainJ..y because the need was not realized until analysis was 

:made after the project, but also because a follœ-up at that point :might 

have caused a loss of rapport, especially regarding the Eagles who were 

restless and highly sensitive about certain subjects. 

Except in the case of Leo, these gaps were either unimportant or 

they were able to be partially filled by cross-~sis and correlation 

or by information obtained elsewhere. .Wherever this has been necessary, 

it has been noted in the presentation. The remaining gaps are regret

table but it is felt that they have not been sufficiently large to 

impede unQ.ersta.nding. It is also believed that in:lirect questioning 

with regard to class and delinquency was generally successful. Finally, 

most of the data supplied by subjects was confirmed in essence by 

adults who had known them intima.tely, namely Hudson and Sanders. 

THE NATURE OF DELINQUENCY 

From all the observation and interviewing it was discovered that 

board :members had been involved with delinquant gangs. In four out of 

the seven cases, this involvement was so temporary and superficial that 

it could be better described as wild and m:ischievous behavior rather than 

delinquant or even really offensive; in all four of these cases (Mitch, 

Rex, Crew, and Andy) their involve:ment was truly an association. The 

other three cases were more serious but one (Red) had never been arrested; 
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one (Sport) had been arrested only twice, both times for fightizg; and 

the tbird ( J • T.) had been arrested only twice. J. T. was also the only 

board member against whom official action beyond arrest had been taken; 

both times the judgment was based on association with the offen:iers ani 

the offense after it had been cornmitted, not guilt in the commission 

of the offense. Assu:ming that few healthy, adventurous, and curiou.s 

youths are wholly law-abiding citizens, it was decided that the members 

or this group had at the worst, transgressed and violated the law but 

in such a limited wa:y that sociologically as well as legally, they 

could be considered non-delinquants. In order to add perspective to 

the study, however, care!ul attention was paid to factors which led 

to their association wi th delinquant and semi-delinquent groups. 

Analysis of Eagles 1 adventurous activities and police contact re

vealed that they were unquestionably delinquant. But their delinquency 

was a very special kind.; they i.-Iere troublemakers. To them, this was 

not the same thing as being delinquant. They wanted to make enough 

trouble to create attention and excitement but not so much that mi.ght 

seriously endanger health and owned property or become seriously in

volved with the police. Consequently they limited their range of 

offense and choice of targets for attack, as well as made an active 

effort to remain un:i.nvolved with the big gang as it was 11too bad". They 

hoped others would think of them as troublemakers not delinquants, ani 

they developed certain qualities, such as toughness in order to give 

this impression but discouraged ethers such as authoritarianism so 

that they could not be led deeper into delinquency than they wished to 

go. And last, they viewed troublemaking as a temporary activity to be 

given up -..rhen they reached adult status. Thus, troublema.ld.ng was a 
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highly limited i'orm of delinquency; limited in concept, in attitude, 

and in behavior. In fact, its activities were so limited that in contrast 

to ether types of delinquency, it did not need the support of a crimina.l 

subculture. 

How does troublemaking as a style of delinquent life compare with 

the values, goals, and activities described as typically delinquent by 

Cohen, Miller, Bloch and Niederhoffer, Sykes and Hatza, and ethers? 

Were the activities of Eagles typically characterized by maliciousness, 

negativism, non-utilitarianism, versatility, group autononv, and short

run heddnism as Cohen argues? Superi'ical].y, troublemakers were malicious 

in that they delig~ in the defiance of taboos and sometimes enjqyed 

the discomfort of ethers, but beneath that facade of laughter and boast

ing, they usually i'elt sorry and guilty; in fact, the worse the offense, 

the harder they tried to shield their innermost feelings by appearing 

not to care. If Eagles were negative, defining their delinquent norms 

by "turning upside down11 the norms of the larger society, it ~vas in a 

limited way. Not ~- did they limit the scope of legitimate norms 

they oi'fended but also whatever norms Eagies managed to offend, it v-Tas 

not precisely or even primarily because they were the norms of the 

dominant society as Cohen suggests; rather it was because they sought 

adventure, thrills, and excitement. Although Eagles did use some of 

the objecta they stole, they were essentially non-utilitarian in that 

they d1d not steal for profit or gain. However, there was more to their 

stealing and vandalism than doing it sheerly 11for the hell of it", to 

use Cohen1 s expression. Participation in such acts was a means of 

achieving status both inside and outside the group and in this sense 

was utilitarian, and the excitement these activities caused had a very 
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definite purpose. Furthermore, the effort they made to limit their 

activities suggests a decidedly utilitarian orientation. 

EagJ.es were versatile but their behavior cou.ld not really be de-

scribed as autonomous or 11 highl.y intolerant of any outside effort to 

regulate their activities 11 • To be delinquant is to defy regulation by 

definition but Eagles 1 acceptance and obedience without opposition of 

certain family requests 1 police demands 1 and most ·· agency rules shows 

th.at they they were quite willing to be regulated when they felt like 

it. Similarly Eagles were quite hedonistic in that they were seJ.f

centred but they were more than capabJ.e of long-term planning. Thus, 

only one of Cohen's six characteristics (versatility) could be applied 

withoùt qualification to the activities of the Eagles; the other five 

coo.ld be a pp lied but pureJ.y in a super:f'icial way. Cohen appears to 

have looked only at the statements of delinquants; even more delinquant 
1 

groups than the EagJ.es must have had such inner feelings. 

Miller 1 s analysis is more applicable. Y!Ost of the values or focal 

concerna that he maintains are typical of working cJ.ass, delinquant 

gangs could be applied to the Eagles. They did believe in rate or luck. 

Many of them viewed. their am delinquency as a gamble with the attitude: 

If I get caught, bad luck; if not, I was lucky. Tbe extent they sought 

excitement and trouble has already been discussed. above. Also they did 

want to be tough and smart or cunning. And they did want to be autonomous 

in the sense that Miller suggests - independant, thinking and acting on 

1 • Cohen admits to the existence of these feelings but not with regard 
to these six characteristics; he discusses them a.s though they were 
straightforward féjrcts. 



the:i.Jr· own judgment. Although Eagles did have such values or concerns 

as Miller argues, his theory that these val.ue~ and therefore delinquency 

are generated by lower class culture is not applicable here for reasons 

described before. 

The analysis of Bloch and Niederhoffer applies to the Eagles in 

several important ways. In contrast to the authors• thesis that de-

linquents w:i.sh only to show the symbolic evidences of ma.nhood, Eagles 

did take on or desire the actual responsibilities of manhood, such as 

getting a job and hoping eventually for marriage. On the other band, 

they did act quite irresponsibl;r in other ways (drinking, gambling, 

etc.) and they did take on the values of soldiers (bravery in the face 

of danger, retusal to divulge incriminating information at great ex-. 
pense to themselves, and so on). More significant, Eagles 1 style of 

lite could be described accurately as a "culture developed spontane-

ously to till the gap between childhood and adult status", although 

for different reasons than those submitted b.r Bloch and Niederhoffer. 

One of the most important features of their style of life was the tact 

that they actuaUy did view troublemaking as a temporary activity and 

not a stage in a delinquant career. In thi.s instance, then, the view 

of Bloch and Niederhoffer, based on the tradition of Thrasher and YJiller, 

is accepted in place of the idea that delinquency is typically a pre-

limi:nary stage to a cri.minal career held by Shaw, Sutherland, Cloward, 

and Ohlin. Eagles deliberately avoided contact and identification 

with cri.minal elements, and thought leo confused for considering being 

a racketeer. Wby they viewed their involvement as a temporary one is 

diseussed in the final. section. 
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Another notable feature of the Eagles was the fact that they did 

not disdain work and they were not continuaJ..ly looking for ways to 

make a 11 big score" as suggested by Sykes and :î>Iatza. They sought to 

make a "big bang" perhaps, by soma ingenious delinquant feat but not 

by acquiring quickly large swns of money. By auch a commotion they 

could manufacture excitement and release their aggressions. In this 

respect the description o:r Sykes and Matza does apply. But perba.ps 

the most outstanding feature of all was the extent of Eagles' commit

ment to legitima.te cultural goals and values. 

In terms of the individual Eagles (apart :from theil" trouble

making activities) were as committed to legitima.te social values as 

board members. Eagles as well as board members accepted equally the 

value of family life and respected ma.rriage as an institution. That 

is • like many youths in North America, they bad participated in pre

marital sexual relations but they ma.intained a double standard of 

morality; generally neither group participated in such relations vlith 

girls whom they respected and cared for. And if any group was more 

moral in this way, it was the Eagles. Also they all saw themselves 

as being married wi thi.n 10 years and 't-\'anted to make good. hus bands and 

fathers. 

With regard to other cultural goals both groups accepted the value 

of education as an end in itself and the only rneans, barring vocational 

experience, of improving themselves occupationally and fina.ncially. 

This acceptance was shown in the Eagles 1 behavior especially. Most 

board members le:rt school in order to begin work and took trade courses 

after they had begun work whereas most Ea.gles went directly into trade 
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schools. Although this actionwas temporary in most instances most of 

themwere hoping at the time of the project to further their education 

and vocational training in the near future and it is known that at least 

one of them did. Both groups accepted in theory Christian values and 

although Eagles were not Christian by virtue of their troublemaking 

activities, it was they, not the la.rgely Protestant junior board, who 

accepted the theory of their doctrine. Both groups accepted agenoy 

rules, board me:mbers more so than Eagles it is true; but beoause of 

their desire to attend the dances Ea~les broke only a few of the rules. 

' In fact, the noteworthy feature of their behavior at the agenoy was not 

the amount of rules they broke but the nwnber they obeyed. Both groups 

acoepted equal.ly the idea of economie improvement by legitimate methods. 

l1ost important, members of both groups were well aware of the 

meaning of right ani wrong at an early age. All subjects accepted the 

theory behind the law; and with the exception of drinking and fighting, 

they accepted the judgments on their actions made by the làw and the 

larger society. When they committed an offense other than drinking or 

fighting, they uJ.timately judged themselves by legal and majority 

standards. This respect for official and 13ocial judgments was observed 

in the way they 8;CCepted puni.shment. Unl.ess they felt the penalty was 

grossly unf'air, they usually admitted the rightfulness of it after the 

initial shouting and grumbling about being unjust and mean. 

In view of this camnitment to legitimate cultural goals and values, 

Ea.gles see:med to be neither rebels nor innovators as defined by Merton. 

They certainly did not wish to change the social order and they did not 

rejeot institutionaJ.ized means, at least not in the sense that 1-1erton 



meant; a.ll. except one ha.d every intention of a.chieving their economie 

and occupa.tiona.l goals by legiti.mate methods. They were, however, 

innova. tors in a.nother sense. All of them ha.d problems for which they 

sought a. solution. It is a.rgued tha.t they experimented in delinquency 

as a. means of solving their problems and in this sense rejected in

stitutionalized means. To a.ssess those problems is to understand their 

delinquency. 

THE ORIGINS OF DELINQUENCY 

From the data. presented throughout Part ID, the va.riou.s emphases 

placed on certain tapies in interviewing and observation, and the final 

correlation of individual development, the conclusions are clear. 

Fa.mily problems overw'helmingly outweigh any others in both groups. Like 

the delinquants in the investigation of Hea.ly and Bronner (New Light on 
DelinguencY) involvement in dèlinquency was primarily a reaction to 

frustrated relationships within the home. Board members• period of 

association with the big gang and other delinquent groups not only

correla.ted almost exactJJr with fa.mily problems in the cases of Mi.tch, 

Red, Rex1 and Sport but also in three out o:f those four it was virtu.a.J.:cy 

the only problem they had; Sport 1 s race, i. t is presu.med, was also a 

rna.j or problem to him. Moreover 1 Sport who had the most intense and 

longest .ta.mi.JJr problem, associated with delinquant groups the longest 

and Red whose family problem began later in life but was perhaps equally 

intense. was the most seriously delinquant of the group and associated 

wi th the big gang longer than a.nyone else except Sport. The other three 

had ~ntirely different problems: Andy1 s most m:l.ld and temporary associa

tion wi th the big gang was a reaction against having failed in school 



which so affected him because he had had a well-ingrained sense of 

superiority. Crew1 s almost equally mild and temporary association with 

the big gang was primarily the result of an attraction to an older member 

though there is sorne possibility that his brother 1 s activities in that 

gang may have influenced him. J. T. , the most seriously involved offender 

next to Sport and Red, was reacting in a state of anomie against a wh ole 

series of disrupted relationships ani activities starting with the war 

and ending in a break-up wi th a girl. 

All the Eagles as well as Rob and Doug were beset by family problems 

far more than any ethers. The climax of family problems correlated 

exactly with joining delinquant groups in sJ.1 cases and in all but four 

of the total nine cases, family problems were the only major ones prior 

to delinquency. School problems were additionally important in four 

cases: Dodger and leo had outstaniing and specifie problems; Shep and 

Jocko had general, nagging ones. 

These farnily problems it IIUlst be noted, were not diverse. In 

almost every case they were of one or two types. All of themwere the 

result of differentiai love and treatment from their parents (especially 

their fathers) and/or perception of something radically wrong with their 

fathers. Of the board members who had serious family problems Rex was 

the only one whose problems were not primarily the result of either 

difficulty; his problem was that he was too heavily burdened by the weight 

of family responsibility and shock over the actions of two of his siblings 

as well as the death of his father. The other three suffered from one or 

both type problem. Ydtch was shocked by the discovery that his father 

was in fact his stepfather; Red deplored his father 1 s drinking; and 
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Sport bad perceived both differential treatment and serious defects in 

his f'ather, namel.y crueJ.ty to his mother. 

It was the same with the delinquants Rob, Doug, Shep, Irish, and 

F .J. .Al.l perceived gross differential love and treatment from their 

fathers; all had suffered constant unfavorable comparisons to their 

siblings- in three cases an older brothe~,·in one case a younger 

brother, and in one case a younger brother ani sis ter. Like J ocko, Mac 

and Shep hated their fathers 1 drinking as a thing in itsell; but unlike 

Jocko, Mac and Shep resented enormously what their fathers did when 

drunk - maltreat their mothers. Also Mac and Shep shared with Irish 

a feeling that their fathers through their own errors, had failed 

economically and/or occupationally. Leo, it is believed, was reacting 

against an overemphasis on success with a corresponding overemphasis on 

obedience. And Dodger, having clashed w.i.th his father over his school 

and been disappointed by the man for other reas ons, felt deeply that his 

father did not understand him. Thus, in seven out of nine cases they 

suffered a perception of differential treatment by their fathers and/or 

serious inadequacies in them. 

Problems in school. were definitely secondary or minor compared to 

family problems in two of the four cases where educational difficulties 

were a factor. Shep and Jocko hated school, it was true, but Shep it is 

believed, hated it mainly because he was always beiDg compared to his 

brother and Jocko was not at all perturbed by his failures in grammar 

school; he had no ambitions in school and was genuinely quite eager to 

attend trade school. Although leo1 s failure in the eighth grade was a 

major factor in his full involvement with the Eagles, he would not have 



been so a:ffected by it had he not bad family problems. Dodger, was the 

only case where school problems, arising from pbysical ones (his operation), 

could be said to be a major factor on its own, apart from fami.J.:y problems. 

Since so many subjects were Catholic or immigrants in a predominantly 

Protestant and largely non-immigrant cornmunity, what effect did these 

two factors have on them? If either factor was a causative one, it was 

on.1y in a very miner and general way, except in two cases: J. T. , who se 

immigration retarded his education as well as disrupted his lite and 

Irish, where immigration disrupted his father 1 s occupation, and the re

fore affected him negativezy as a result. Rex also was somewhat dis-. 

rupted educationally 'by his family' s immigration but that was the least 

of his problems. And the fact that he was a :ma,.rginal figure did not 
1 

seem to have any effect on him or the ethers. With regaxd to religion, 

it was discovered that Protestants, not Catholics, were disturbed by 

their religion; the universality of Catholicisrn presumably eompensated 

for marginality within the comnnmity. 

Similarly, class consciousness or conflict and OTeremphasis on 

success without a correspond.ing emphasis on the legitimate means to 

achieve it were negligible. All subjects were undoubtedly aware of 

class differences but on the whole this awareness did not seemto affect 

them prior to delinguency. They always judged ethers on the basis of 

their actions, associations, and personality and generally they perceived 

the~lves judged by ethers in the same way. Perception of acceptance in 

church, agency, and non-delinquent groups bef ore membership in delinquant 

groups attesta to that. There was seme bitterness in Mac, Crew, Ieo, 

and Shep about allegedly nhigh class" girls not dating them, but in 



nearJ.y all these cases not only was the concept of class a very impure 

one but such i"eelings arose long after membershi.p in delinquant groups. 

There was also sorne element of class conflict 'i\":i.th regard to the 

Protestant School Board. Subjects did i"eel rightly that the Board was 

a conflicting body and resented its control over the agency, therefore 

themselves. Bu.t this affected junior board members more than Eagles; 

most of the Eagles were not eligible for membership in the agency1 s 

program for teenagers - the one the School Board was concerned about -

until after they beca.rne deliriquent. Horeover, the body, as a representa

tion of i ts class, was so small and ineffecti ve or irrelevant in their 

school life, that it hardly constituted a problem in this sphere of their 

lives. In fact, the man who was principal duri.ng the time that most of 

themwere in school left because bis policy conflicted with that of the 

Board which believed that he sympathized too mu.ch •dth student problems 

and was too lax in his discipli.nary measures. 

Regarding overemphasis on socio-economic success, i t was found that 

whi.le most subjects 1r1anted to improve their economie status, they did 

not desire to change substantially their class position. Arry frustra

tions they felt in the attempt to achieve thei.r economie and occupational 

plans arose in nearly all cases after membership in delinquant groups. 

The general respect for and emphasis on law-abiding behavior from 

subjects' parents and withi.n the community generallywas apparent through

out the project. In no case did parents encourage their children to be 

delinquant and there seemed to be little difference in occasions for 

parental punishment or the nature of penalty given. Parents in both 

groups were more than distressed about their sons' delinquencies and 

there was only the one ca.se where a delinquant and criminal career was 



seriously being considered as a means of achieving economie or occupa

tional success. ·It is most probabl.e that such considerations did not 

arise through a:ny l.ack of emphasis on l.aw-abiding behavior; quite the 

contrary, in this case there was an over-emphasis on obedience and 

abidi:ng by the l.aw. It woul.d seem, then, that neither the theories of 

}~rton or Cohen are applicable in this project. 

There was no question of differential access to illegitima.te 

opportunity structures as Cloward and Ohlin would suggest. The adult 

co.mmunity, apart fran the predominantly French police and one or two 

groups of racketeers, was generally a l.aw-abiding one. To be sure 

the big gang 1 s delinquant ringleaders had contac~s who ;-rould buy their 

stolen goods but most of those leaders were not from East End and the 

gang debauched mainly in other areas, especially after the police 

clamped down on their activities in East End. 

Fina.lly, there was no question of differentiai association as 

Sutherland defined it, though there were several. cases (Crew, F.J., 

and Rex) where identification with a particul.ar person or group of 

persons strongly influenced association or membership in delinquant 

groups. The big gang 1 s activities were unquestionably attractive to 

board members but association with it occurred in every case ~ 

after crises in the home and elsewhere and it is most doubtful that 

board mem.bers would have been attracted had it not been for those 

crises. The big gang obviously set a bad example for Eagles but their 

l.ack of amalgamation with it was hardly caused by a refusal on the part 

o.f the big gang; Eagles did not want to be associated with it. 
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EV011JTION AND PERSISTENCE 

The Eagles were a gang and style of lire developed spontaneously 

as a means of combatting lifet s blœs, "a means of finding the recogni

tion, statua, and security111 that they failed to receive within their 

families. In the beginning they probably did blame their families for 

the suffering caused qy differentiai treatment and inadequacies on 

their fathers 1 part. Sharing the se problems ffi1d having s:imilar resent

ments against their families was unquestionably the greatest single 

common denominator of the group and no doubt accounts for wby the solu-

tion was a collective one rather than an individual one. In this sense, 

the ana~sis of Clœard and Ohlin applies. But ultimately they blamed 

themselves for their failures or problems in other spheres of their 

lives - education, girls, the agency, religion, the church, the police, 

their jobs, and their own delinquency. Also, they did not solve the 

problem of guilt in advance as the authors suggest by withdrawing 

sentiments supporting specifie official norms. In truth they never 

actually solved that problem. Even at the peak of their delinquency 

they felt the validity of judgments made upon them by the police, their 

fami.lies, and ethers. They did attempt on the surface to minimi.ze the 

impact of such judgments by using various techniques of neutralization 

as defined by Sykes and Matza. But these were successful onl,y tempo-

rari~; invariab~, the sense of guilt or regret eventually returned 

and pressed for recognition. 

What determined the range of offense was not opportunity but local 

1. 
See presentation of Bloch and Niederhoffer, P• 76 , ( Chapter IV). 



police practices and a moral code o~ their own. Nearly all o~ their 

o~~enses were within the boundary of activities generalzy tolerated 

by the police. And in view of the fact that policemen sold mu.ch of the 

liquor which they drank prior to committing an offense, one could argue 

that there was a symbiotic relationship between them and the police. 

Apart from fear of serious legal consequences, Eagles' range of~ense 

was limited by their own sense of right and wrong; to them it was all 

right to cause trouble but the habitual commission of such serious 

offenses as car theft or drug addiction vras not on1y wrong in i tself 

but a sign of siclmess. Eagles did not offend people, property, or 

institutions that they respected. Essentially they were not cruel or 

sadistic people. 

Their involvement in delinquency was an experiment. They were 

confused, insecure boys who suffered from acute farnily problems. 

Because they suffered from family problems specifically, th~- knew that 

they could escape them eventually by legitimate means when they became 

men and were financially a ble to support themselves. Meanwhile they 

were still dependants and had to live within the situation which caused 

them so much pain. In their impatience to escape this s~.fering, they 

dropped out o.f school to hasten .financial independence. They also 

sought to manufacture excitement in the hope that it would negate, if 

only for the moment, their suffering and release the tension caused by 

worry and doubt. In their search they went as far as their moraJ. 

commitments would allow them. And when they discovered that those 

commitments were too strohg, that they were on1y hurting themselves 

and adding to their own problems, they began to realize that it was no 

solution, not even .a temporary one until they became men. Fortunately 
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for them and for society their experiment was failing. 

It is belleved that other wri ters have not uncovered this special 

type of delinquency - troublemaking - because most of their research 

has been conducted in the heart of huge metropolitan complexes, where 

large numbers of illlmigrants, unemployed, and poverty stricken people 

are concentrated in racially mixed areas; where social, physical, and 

economie problems are varied and acute; where we~developed contra

cultures exist alongside conventional ones. Moreover, most researchers 

have chosen for statistical purposes relatively large groups sometimes 

numbering in the thousands and therefore could not afford to be historical, 

comprehensive, and comparative. The cornmu.nity in this project was a 

sma.ll, well-defined one within a subu.rban area and the two groups 

selected were statistically quite small. But because of that smallness 

it was possible to combine these three methods to present a comparative 

and fairly comprehensive picture of subjects 1 characteristics, values, 

thoughts, and behavior as well ~s the background which produced them, 

and to delve beyorrl the surface statements and appearances given by them. 

To \vhat extent can the results of this project be appli.ed elsewhere? 

Certainly it has no statistical wei.ght. But it would seem that neither 

the commu.ni ty, the problems of adjustment to which delinquency was a 

response, nor the nature and evolution of that response are peculiar. 

Wha.tever the particular setting, class, or culture, the problems Eagles 

suffered are h~rdly unique and their response to those problems !.§. 

understandable. 



Pre~ Questionnaire Schedule* 

(For interviews with Community Leaders) 

* All the questionnaire schedules contained in the various appendices 
are only outlines. In the actual interviews, respondents were 
questioned as informally as possible, using less technical language 
than is indicated by the outlines. Also all non-factual questions 
were open-end. 



I. General Background of respondent 

A. Demographie information 

1. Name and address 

2. Sex and date of birth 

3· :V.I8l'ita1 status 

4. Ethnie origin 

B. Education 

1. Number of years 

2. Dip1oma.s and degrees 

C. Occupation 

D. Information about East End 

1. Date of arrival and numher of years there 

2. Reas ons for choosing East End 

3· V.lhere relevant, reasons for 1eaving it 

II. Background of institutionwbich respondent represented or was 
representing 

A. History 

3.51. 

1. Deve1opment of physical. facilities for institutiona.1 use 
a: what facilities were available wben respondent 

arrived 

b: what facilities had been added si.nce his arrival 

2. Development of institution' s role in the community 
a: as representative of an institution, what does 

the respordent consider to be his role in the 
co:mmunity 

b: what goals did the respondent strive for and 

c: what steps did he take to realize these goals 

d: what does be think he bas contributed to the 



social welfare of the communi.ty in terms of 
programs, advice, money, and other aid 
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B. Relationship of respondent's institution to other English 
speaking institutions witbin the community 

l. The church and/or church-sponsored groups 

2. The school and/or school-sponsored groups 

3. The police 

4. The social agency and/ or agency sponsored groups 

nr. Respondent t s view of the communi. ty 

A. As a place to live 

1. 'tlhat does it offer 

2. What are its drawbacks 

B. In terms of its social problems 

1. What are they 

2. Why they erlst 

3. What can and should be done about them 



APPENDIX B 

Questionnaire Schedule 1 - Pilot Study 

(For interviews with all subjects) 
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I. General. background 

A. Name, age, address, and telephone nwnber 

B. Years in the area and previous addresses (reasons for change 
where relevant) 

C. Education 

1. Number of years 

2. level of grades passed successf'ully and year(s) of 
f'ailure where relevant 

3. Subject grades in general 

4. Reason for leaving 

D. Religion 

1. Denomination 

2. General. acceptance 

3. Extent of practise 

E. Family 

1. Number living in house 

2. Breakdown into parents, spouses, and toster children 

3. Ages of f' a:mi1.y members 

4. Marital status of parents 

5· In cases of divorce, separation, or death 

a: date of occurrence 

b: date of any subsequent change of statua 

c: extent of contact wi th original parent 

6. Origin and occupation of parents 

F. Occupationa.l histor.y of subject 

1. Na.me and location of firm 

2. Type of work 



3· Date of employment 

4. Pay 

5. Reason for leaving 

6. General attitude towa.rd job 

n. In-group relationships 

354. 

A. Rank order of qualities. Each respondent was asked to rank 
the following qualities according to whether he felt it was 
a very important quality to have in a friend, a good quality, 
a quality which was :;àcceptabl~, or one which was not 
important at all. 

1. Intelligence 8. Leadership 
2. Responsibility 9. Loyalty 
3· Sense of humor 10. Good looks 
4. Generosity 11. l-1oney 
5· Courage (of heart) 12. Experience with girls 
6. Physical nerve (or 11Guts 11 ) 13. Dependability 
7· Personality 14. Friendliness 

B. Rank order of members. Qualities which received the highest 
rank were chosen to form a list by which the respondent 
should name the parsons he thought most and least possessed 
that quality. With regard to the high ranking quality of' 
intelligence, for example, the respondent vias asked to name 
that :member of his group which he thought was most intelligent 
and the one he thought was least intelligent. 

C. Tests for closeness. Each respondent was asked 

1. ~<~hom he would most and least rather be with 

2. Hhom he trusted the most and the least 

3. Whom he considered the most and least loyal to him 

4. 'dhom he considered to be his closest and least close friend 

m. Out-group relationships 

A. Estimate of time spent with the other subject group as well 
as the big gang 

B. Listing of activities engaged in with the other subject 
group and the big gang 



C. At ti tude toward each of the other groups 

D. The individual' s view of the other group' s view of him as 
an individual and of his group 
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IV. Regular activities (nature and estimate of frequency) and social 
interaction. Each respondent was asked to estimate how rnuch 
time he devoted to the following activities and to name (ttrhen 
relevant) the person or persons with whom he usually engaged in 
the activity. Where the activity was a general category such 
as reading, the respondent was asked to describe the specifie 
nature of his participation. 

A. Occupation 

1. Time devoted 

2. Amount of social interaction vrith work associates 

B. School, ho:mework, and/or vocational training {time devoted) 

C. Entertainment 

1. Nature (description of types) 

2. Frequency and tillle devoted 

3. Social interaction 

D. Sports 

1. Nature ( team and individual types) 

2. Time devoted 

3. Social interaction 

E. Family activities 

1. Nature (description of types) 

2. Frequency of participation and tillle devoted 

F. Hobbies 

1. Nature (description of special interests) 

2. Frequency of pursuance and tirne devoted 

3. Social interaction 

G. Reading 

1. Nature (description of re~ding selection) 
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2. Frequency and time devoted 

V. Irregular, "Adventurous 11 Activ:i.ties. To avoid direct use of the 
· word "delinquant" or 11dev:i.a.nt" each respondent was asked to 

describe the nature and frequency of those planned and spontaneous 
activities, events, or stunts in which he participated for 
adventure, excitement or 11kicks 11 • In contrast to other parts of 
the interview, techniques used in this section were open-end, 
non-directive, and supportive. 

VI. Attitudes toward the study. Each respondent was asked to describe 
how he felt about the project and his participation in it. 

VII. Post interview comments. Any comments respondents made after the 
interview were noted. 



APPENDIX C 

Questionnaire Schedule 2 - Group History 

(For interviews with the two Group leaders) 



I. History of' group membership 

A. Regarding present membership :tor each individual 

1. Name and age joined 

2. Year j oined 

3. Means of' introduction 

B. Regarding past members who dropped out 

1. Names and ages j oined 

2. Year joined 

3. Means of' introduction 

4. Reasons !or leaving or expulsion 
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C. Regarding prospective members who f'ailed to achieve :tu1.l 
membership 

1. Names and ages 

2. Year membership was attempted 

3. Means o:t introduction 

4. Reasons :tor f'ailure 

n. History of group 

A. Significant structural events - arry event which substantially 
altered the composition or leadership of the group 

1. Nature of event (description) 

2. Date of' occurrence and explanation 

3· Significance and result 

B. Significant attitudinal or behavioral events - any event 
wbich substantially altered the attitudes or behavior of' 
the group 

1. Nature of event (description) 

2. Date of occurrence and explanation 

3. Significance and resul':t. 



GANG 1-ŒMBERSHIP - for every gang 

A. Actual. relationship 

1. When did y ou j oin the gang? 

2. How maey were in the gang? 

J. What types of activities were there? 

4. How did the individua1 become a member? 

.5. rllere there aey prob1ems shared among the members? 

6. 'What other gangs were around the area at the time 
that you did not j oin am why? 

7. Reason for the change? 

B. Conceptions 

1. Did the gang have any ideas about the kind of person 
you shou1d be? 

2. Did the gang have ~- informa1 rules about 

a: the kind of things you should do? 

b: the way you shou1d act 1 

J. 'fihat do you think they thought of you? 

C. Expectations 
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1. What did you expect to get out of being a gang member? 

2. Did the gang live up to these expectations? 

3· Is there aeything you think the gang shou1d have done 
for yai àtd didinot? 

4. Is there aeything about the gang or your relationship 
to it that you would 1ike to have changed? 

.5. If so, why didn't you? 

D. Fu.ture - what are your future plans with respect to gang 
membership? 



POLICE 

A. Actua1 Re1ationship 

1. When was the f'irst time j;hat )"011 œme into contact 
with the police? 

2. What t'or? 

3. Approximately how many times have you been chased 
and not caught by the police? 

4. What for in general? 

5· Approxi.mately how many times have you been caught 
by the police? 

a: when? 

b: what for: 

6. What happened when you were caught? 

7. ~hat effect did it have on you? 

8. How many times have you done things against the law 
and gotten away with it without being chased or.· 
caught and what t'or? 

9. ~Vhat do you think of the police? 

10. Why? 

11. Have you always thought this? 

a: if not, when? 

b: wbat? 

c: why the change? 

B. Conception 
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1. At what age were you aware of' what was against the law? 

2. What did you think about it at the ti.me? 

J. Have your thoughts on the subject changed? 

a: if so, when? 

b: in what wa.y? 

c: why? 



4. What do you think the police think ~ you? 

5. Does that matter to you? 

6. Have they always thought that? 

a: if not, when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

7 • Do you think that their judgment was t" air? 

a: i:C not, when? 

b: why? 

c. Expectations 

1. How rnuch of' the law do you actually expect to be 
en:Corced? 

2. Dtd; youteter think:aiffèrèntly? ·' · 

). Why? 

4. ~iere your expectations of' what will be en:Corced any 
di:C:Cerent? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 
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5. What kind. o:C person do you think a policeman should be? 

6. Do the East End police live up to this? 

D. Dif:Cerential access 

1. Do you ever think that they picked on you unfairly? 

a: if so, when? 

b: in what wayt 

c: why? 

2. Have you ever felt di:C:Cerently? Tbnt is, did you at 
sorne later date change your feelings? 

a: if so, when? 

b: in what way? 



APPENDIX D 

~uestionnaire Schedule J - Major 

(For interviews with all subjects) 
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c: why't 

FAMILY 

A. Actua1 re1ationship 

1. Have you ever bad any prob1em concerning your family? 

a: when? 

b: what? 

2. How l1II.l.ch time did you spend. with your family? 

). Has this ever changed? 

a: when? 

b: hœ? 

c: why? 

4. Hœ otten did you discuss prob1ems with them? 

5· What were they? 

6. Has this ever changed? 

a: when? 

b: hœ? 

7. What sort of activities did you have with your familY? 

8. Has this ever changed? 

a: when? 

b: how? 

c: wby? 

9. What sort of things were you rewarded for? 

10. What kind of rewards were they? 

11. What sort of things were you punished tor? 

12. What kind or punisb.Joonts were they? 

13. Did y ou think these rewards and punishments fair at the 
time? 



362. 

14. What do you think of them now and why? 

15. ~Vhat kind.s of rewards and punishments do you rece:ive now? 

16. ~ihat do you thi.nk of them and why? 

B. Sentiments 

1. D:id you love both your parents equally? 

2. If not, why? 

3. D:id you respect both your parents equally? 

4. If not, why? 

5· D:id you get along with both parents equally? 

6. If not, why? 

7. Did you think that they were just and. fair? 

8. Has a~ of this changed? 

a: when? 

b: how? 

c: wby? 

C. Conception 

1. What :ideas did your parents have w.i.th respect to your 

a: school? 

b: church and religion? 

c: friend.s? 

d: job? 

2. To what extent did they get you to conform to these ideas? 

3. What did you think of these ideas? 

4. Were your thoughts ever a~ different? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 



5• Did you feel that your parents• ideas were different 
from others in the community? 

a: if so, in what way? 

b: did it make any difference to you that they were? 

6. \fuat did you think your parents thought of you? 

D. Expectations 

1. What did you expect from your parents? 

2. Have these expectations ever changed? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

3. Do you think that they lived up to your expectations? 

4. Is there anything you thinkJYour parents should have 
done for you and didn 1 t 1 

a: 1-1hat? 

b: why? 

E. Differential access 

1. Did you feel that your parents love you? 

2. Equal to other members of the family? 

3· If not, why? 

a: what effect did this have on you? 

b: do you feel that they were justified? 

4. Did you feel that they tried to u.rrlerstand and support 
you when you had problems? 

5· If not, 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

d: did you re~JJ.,y give them a chance? 

6. Were any of these things any different? 



GIRLS 
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a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

F. Briefly, how would you de scribe y our parents 1 

A. Actual relationship 

1. When did you first start going rut wi.th girls? 

2. Wha.t kini of girls do you usually go out with? 

). Have you ever gone steady? 

a: if so, when? 

b: for how long? 

c: why the break? 

4. When was the first time you had sexual intercourse? 

5. Why? 

6. When you have sexual relationships with girls, how often 
is it because you care for her? 

7. How often because of sex alone? 

8. Do you classify girls in any way? 

B. Conception 

1. What ideas have your family had on the subject of girls 
asto 

a: how to treat them? 

b: sex? 

c:. what kim of girl you should care for? 

2. What did you think of your family 1 s ideas? 

). Why? 

4. What do you think girls think of you? 



.5. Have you ever thought differently? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

c. Expectations 

1. What do you expect to get out o1' your relationship 
with girls? 

2. Have you ever expected anything more or less? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

3. Have they lived up to your expectations? 

a: if not, in what way? 

b: why (placement of blarne)? 

D.; Differentiai access 

1. Was there ever any type of girl who you woul.d not 
go out with? 

a: what kind? 

b: and why? 

2. Were there ever any types of girl who would not go 
out with you? 

a: what kind? 

b: why? 

E. Future plans? 

EDUCATION 

A. Actual Relationship 

1. Reason for leaving school? 

2. \'fuat did you think of school bef ore y ou left? 



3. wnat were things about school that satisfied you, 
that you llked? 

4. What were things about schoo1 that you disliked, 
that you considered a prob1em? 

B. Conception 

1. What did you think was the purpose of schoo1 while 
y ou were the re 1 

2. Have you changed your mind about it? 

a: if so, when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

3· What do you think your teachers thought of you? 
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4. Do you feel that they were correct in their judgrnent? 

C. Expectations 

1. 'What did you expect to get out of schoo1 at the time? 

2. Has this ex:pectation changed since you left? 

a: when? 

b: why? 

3. Is there anything you think the schoo1 should have 
done for you and didn1t? 

4. Is there anything you think you could have gotten 
out of school and didn1t? 

5. Where do you place the blame? 

D. Differential access 

1. Did you ever receive any kind of special attention 
in school? 

a: when? 

b: how? 

2. Do you think your teachers or the school ever dis
criminated against you? 

a: when? 



b: why? 

c: was it justified? 

E. Future - Do you have any future plans concerning school? 

REU:GION 

A. Actual relationship 

1. How often did y ou go to church and/ or Sunday School? 

2. Who did you go -vrl.th? 

J. Why did you go? 

4. Did you ever say your prayers? 

5· Why? 

6. What social programs were available for your age group? 

7. How often did you use them and why? 

8. When did you stop going and why? 

B. Thoughts 

1. '~illet did you think of the church during the time that 
you went? 

2. Did you think about religion :mu.ch at that time? If so, 
what? 

J. What satisfactions did you get out of church for this 
period? 

4. Out of religion? 

5. What problems did you have about the church at that Ume? 

6. Religion? 

7. Have your thoughts about religion or the church changed? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 
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8. Have your satisfactions or problems about religion or the 
church changed since then? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

c. Conception 

1. Did you ever have any ideas about what kim of person the 
church wanted y ou to be? 

2. Have they changed? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

c: how? 

3· Wby do you think it wanted you to be 1ike that? 

4. ·Wb.at was supposed to happen to you if you were not 
1ike that? 

5. Did you agree with all that? 

6. Wby? 

7• Have your ideas on the subject always been like that? 

a: if not, when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why7 

8. To what extent did you try to live up to this? 

9. What sort of person did you think the church thought 
of you then? 

10. Was this a fair judgment? 

11. Do you think this view has changed? 

a: if so, when? 

b: how? 

c: why? 

D. Expectations 



1. Did you ever expect to get anything out of religion? 

a: when? 

b: what? 

2. Have these expectations ever changed? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

3. Were your expectations .f'ulfilled 1 

4. Is there anything you think you should have gotten 
out of religion and didn1 t? 

a: what? 

b: why or blalne? 

E. Differential access 

1. Did you ever feel that the church lvas giVing you any 
special attention? 

a: if so, when? 

b: in what way? 

2. Did you ever feel that the church members were in 
any way discouraging you from attending church? 

a: in v.rhat way? 

b: when? 

c: reason? 

d: effect on you? 

F. Future - 'What future plans do you have wi.th respect to 
religion and church attendance? 

TEE SOOIAL AGENCY AND arHER SCCI.AL GROOPS 

A. Actual relationship (apart from the agency) 

1. VJhat programs have you participated in? 

2. 'What satisfactions did you get out of the program? 

3. What problems did you have with the program? 



4. Have there been any changes in your satisfactions 
or problems with respect to these programs? 

a: if so, when? 

b: how? 

B. Conceptions 

1. What kin:i of person do you think the people who ran 
th ose programs wanted y ou t o be? 

2. What did you think of those ideas then? 

3. Do y ou still think that now? 

a: if not, when was the change? 

b: in 11hat way? 

c: why? 

4. Did you accept these rules by keeping to them? 

5· If not, why not? 
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6. Have you always accepted them (or not accepted them)? 

a: if not • wh en? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

7. What do you think they thought of you? 

a: was this fair? 

b: what did it mean to you? 

8. Have you alway~ thought that? 

a: if not, when d.id you think di:f'ferentlY? 

b: in what way? 

c: whyt 

c. Expectations 

1. 'Wha.t did you expect these programs to do for you? 

2. Have you ever had any different expectations? 
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a: when? 

b: what? 

3. Do you .f'eel that there is anything that these programs 
should have done for you and didn1 t? 

4. Whose .t'ault was this? 

5. Do you .f'eel that in general these programs lived up to 
your expeotations? 

D. Di.f'.f'erential acoess 

1. Did they ever single you out for any special attention? 

a: when? 

b: what for? 

2. Did you ever feel that any of these groups pioked on 
you. unf'airly? 

a: when? 

b: what for? 

E. Future plans? 

ECONŒO:C POSITION 

A. 1-1cmey 

1. Have you ever saved money? 

a: if so. when? 

b: for what? 

2. What do you spend your money on? 

3. Was it ever any different? 

a: when? 

b: in what way? 

o: why? 

4. If you had a lot more now what would you do with it? 



.5. If you had had more money from the beginning, what 
would you have d one wi th i t? 
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B. Goals 

1. How much do you eventually hope to make? 

2. tlh.at do you plan to do with it? 

). 1tJhat do you consider a really good salary? 

4. ~fuat kind of job do you hope to have? 

5. If you could have any kind of job you wanted, what 
would you choose? 

6. Why? 

7. (If different from the answer to question 4) Why 
can1t you change? 

C. Differentia! acèess 

THE SELF 

1. Have you ever felt t'hat you lacked the qualifications 
for the kind of job you want? 

a: what? 

b: when did you begin to feel this? 

c: what ~ you do about it? 

d: what ~ you doing aboutit? 

d: who do you blame for this situation? 

A. Self -conception 

1. What did you think of yourself before you joined the 
first gang? 

2. Has your self-conception changed any since then? 

a: if so, when? 

b: hOW'? 

c: why? 

3. Were there certain things that you particularly liked 
in yourself? 



4. Have you always thought that? 

a: if' not, when did you change? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

5. Were there ever certain things in yourself' that you 
disliked? 

6. Was this ever any different? 

a: if' so, when? 

b: how? 

c: why? 

7. Did you think about what kind of' person you wanted to 
be? 

8. Have you ever wanted to be anything else? 

a:. if' so, what? 

b: when? 

c: why? 

d: what could you have done to change things? 

9. Do you think you have been 
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a: a good son? in what way? a bad son- in what way? 

b: a good date or boy f'riend - in what way? a bad 
date - in what way? 

é: a good gang member - in what way? a bad member -
in what way? 

d: a good Y member - in what way? a bad member - in 
what way? 

e: a good schoolbO".f - in what way? a bad schoolbo;y -
in what way? 

10. Have you always been these things? 

a: if' not, what changes? 

b: when? 
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11. If you could live your lif'e over e.gain wbat would you 
ebange? 

12. Ir you bad to define your life in stages how would you 
do it and why, or what major changes do you see in 
y our self? 

B. Ro1e-taking 

1. If you have to make a big decision do you think of 
other people before doing it? 

2. !!hg do you think of and why? 

3· What do you think? 

4. Do you ever think of what others will think of you? 

5. If' you are going to do something tbat you know- your 
parents won' t like but the gang wants you to do, what 
do you do? 

6. Wb.y? 

7. If you get caught, or if' you f'ear getting caught, what 
do you think about? 

8. Have you always thought in the above ways? 

a: if not, when? 

b: in what way? 

c: why? 

C. Future - how do you see yourself in 10 years from nOW"? 



APPENDIX E 

Census Data 

1. Population by age and se:x 
2. Population by marital status and sex 
J. Households b7 :rm:mber of persans 
4. Families by number of children 24 y-ears 

and under at home 
.5· Population b7 speci:ried religious 

denominations 
6. Population b7 official language and mother 

tongue 
7. Population by birthplace 
8. Population by specified ethnie groups, 1941 
9. Population by specified ethnie grrups, 1961 

10. Population by occupation, 19.51 
11. Population by occupation, 1961. 
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1. Population by age ( 0-34) and sex 

i&~tp_Eoup 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-34 
Total -776- '757•·· ·-..,ger 54'! -ttz5 . 71\r 
Male 383 387 411 285 223 307 
Female 393 370 388 256 202 383 

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92542; Bulletin 1.2-1; Table 24. 

2. Population by marital status and sex 

---

Total Siruù.e Harried Widowed Dive. 
Class Total Under 15 15 & over - ,. 

Total 5884 3301 2332 969 2424 156 3 
Male 2993 1736 llBl 555 1210 ~ l 
Female 2891 1565 1151 414 1214 llO 2 

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-544; Bulletin 1.2-3; Table 32. 

3· Households by nwnber ot parsons 

........... 

~ Hguseholds by number ot persons AVe1•âge :iiiliiiœr 

Total' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+ 
ot persons per 
lnn1~Ahn1rl 

1330 i66 194 241 264 221 153 71 56 36 28 

Volwne 2,Part 1; Catalogue 93-.51.5;-; Bulletin 2.1-5; Table 4. 

4. Fa.milies by number of children 24 years and 
under at home 

4.4 

.~ -· - ... 
:hi. l.dren:-~erage No 

Families bv number of children in ,;r childre 
Total 0 1 2 3 4 5 6-8 9+ ~"ami.lies perf 

J2.58 222 2_53 272 218 131 64 88 10 2966 2.4 

Volume 2, Part 1; Catalogue 93-516; Bulletin 21-7; Table 51. 

• 



5. PopuÜl.tion by specified religious denominations 

Anglican Greek luther-· Pente- fPresby- Roman United 
Total. Church of Baptist Ortho- Jewish an costal terian Ca tho- Church of 

Canada dox lie Canada 
l 

! 5884 ; 
365 7 3 1 10 12 47 5091 345 i 

' i 

Volwne 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-546; Bulletin 1.2-6; Table 46. 

6. Population by official language arrl mother tongue 

Hother Tangue· 
Total English 

~ i French 1 other 

5884 839 2964 20.53 28 1183 4,558 143 

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-.549; Bulletin 1.2'-9; Table 70, P• 2. 

·Total 
,5684 

7. Population by birthplace 

Born in Canada 
5494 

Born outside Canada 
390 

VolUJœ 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-547; Bulletin 1.2-7; Table .5.5. P• 1. 

others 

3 

\..) 
..._;) 
~ 
• 



8. Population by specii'ied ethnie groups, 1941 

British French German 1Italian l Scan- Nether-jJewish 
Total Isles din- lands 

a.v:i.an 

2 355 387 1898 3 26 - 4 3 

1 
Ukra.in- other 
ia.n Euro-

inP-~'1"1~ 

' 12 1 8 

Vol.wne II; Part 2; Table 32. 

9. Population by specii'ied ethnie groups, 1961 

1 

British 'French German Italia.n Jewish 'Scan- ' Nether-
T ota.l Isles din- lands 

av:i.an 

5 884 1080 4529 12 14o 1 23 ' 13 

Ukrain- other 

i l 
~ian Euro-

·œa.ns 

9 49 
---~--~-·-

Volwœ I; Part 2; Catalogue 92-545; Bulletin 1.2-5; Table 39. 

Polish 

4 
Asiatic 

-

folish 

12 

Asiatic 

9 

Rus sian 

-
others 

-

Rus sian 

1 

others 

6 

1 

1 

' 

1 

\.a.) 
-.,;) 
-.,;) 

• 



10. Population by occupation, 14 years 
of age and over, 1951. 

Total ~ lfemal.e 
All occupations 1525 1236 289 
Proprietory & Administration 62 56 6 
Professional 81 57 24 
Clerical 213 123 90 
Agricultural 5 5 
Yanuf'acturing 492 4o8 84 
Construction 113 113 
Transportation, C olllillll.Iti.ca-

ti on 200 106 94 
Commercial & Financial 58 35 23 
Service 137 105 32 
La.borers 174 165 9 

Volume VIV Laber Force "Occupations and Industries11 ; 

Table 9. 

11. Population by occupation, 14 years 
of age and over, 1961. 

-. 

Total ~ Feft!aJ e 
All occupations 1848 1463 ' 385 
l1anagerial 96 88 ' 8 
Pro!essional & Technical 134 91 43 
Clerical 243 124 119 
Sales 64 45 ' 19 
Service & Recreation 212 145 : 67 
Transport & Communication 145 134 ll 
Farmers & Farmworkers 5 5 -
l'dners 1 quarrymen and 

related workers 6 6 -
Cra!tsmen, production process 

and related workers 707 633 74 
Laborers 207 ; 171 36 
Not stated 29 1 21 8 

Volume 3, Part 1; Catalogue 94-508; Bulletin 3.1-8. 
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