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FOREWORD

Juvenile delinquency is a serious, complicated, and growing problem,
which hes received intensive theoreticzl and empirical investigsztion in
most of the social sciences. But virtually none of the empiricel investi-
gation has been directed towzrd testing some of the more genersl, socio-

logically significant theories.

The purpose of this research is to compare the choracteristics and
social backgrounds of delinquent znd non-delinquent adolescent meles. Two
groups, one delinquent ond one non-delinquent, were chosen from = small,
isol=ted commnity near a big city in the southeastern =rea of Canada.
They were studied for three months, Februery through April, by intensive
observation rnd interviewing. The general hypothesis of this ress-rch is
thet the social bockgrounds and chaoracteristics of the two gzroups will

very sccording to & mumber of srecific hypotheses related to delincuency.

This thesis is divided into three parts. Part I contzins a review
of the literature in which each study or theory is placed in historical
perspective with special attention ¢iven to the modern theories of
primary concern to this project. Part II pgives the design of the project
zlong with 2 discussion of the methodcloscical problems involved as well
as a description of the vilot study and a2 brief presentaticn of the find-
ings., Part I1I is directed to analysis of the major cuestionnaire

schedule znd other data.
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SACKGROUND TO PART I ~ CHICAGO EMPIKICISTS

1924-1947 An BEra of Grand Studies

Research between the two world wers on the causes
of juvenile delincuency was dominsted by scholars from
Chicago, It was 2 period of exploration on 2 grand scale
in which sociologists were 2ligned with each other in their
search to uncover sociological factors in crime causation
and invtheir desire to meintain an approach which was
distinct from other approaches to the problem - namely
that of psychologists. It was =z period in which grest
contributions were made to theory and methodology. And
it provided the foundations for the post war theories with

which this research project is primsrily concerned.




One of the earliest soclological theorists to study scientifically
the causes of crime ond delinguency was Edwin Sutherlsnd whose Princinles

of Criminolosv (1924) represented = mzjor breszk with previous approsches.

The reformist character of early imerican sociology restricted most re-
search in delinocuency to problems of treatment =nd prevention, and, whet
was even more significant, impeded the growth of scientific methods.
However, Sutherland's emphésis on close emnirical validation and his con-
cern for soclology as a science set his work zpart from that of his
nredecessors. Moreover, great advances had been made in general socio-
lorical theory by Cooley, Devey, Thomzs, and others, Sutherland wes the
first to ap»ply these new insights to the old problem of crime, to see the
eriminal as a %human being rather than a2 conecept’, to understand him in

relation to the socisl orgenization and onrocesses of society.

Crime, according to Sutherland, has no single cause, contrary to
widespread belief but rsther "is the joint nroduct of an individual and
2 socizl vzlue, or ... an sttitude and 2 value".1 For him, a1l humen
behaviour is motivated by four fundamental drives - fear, rsge, love or
Jjoy, and curiosity.2 Whether or not the individual will turn to delincuency
or crime to satisfy any of these drives depends on the camacity of the home
and community to fuifill his needs, and the degree of consensus behind

legitimate socizl norms. A& neighborhood without any moral standerds

Le Edwin Sutherland, Principles of Criminology (New York: J.Be. Lippencott
Company, 1924) p. 111,

2 Ibid., op. 118-122, Though the Aefinition and illustration of these
drives are mostly adavted from ¥,T., Thomas, The Unadjusted Girl (Boston:
Little, Brown, and Company, 1923), Sutherlsnd czrefully surrorted his
argument by referring to case histories =nd emniricsl investigations.
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cennot control conduct any more effectively than one which has a distinct
tradition of crime gnd immorality. HMobility, immigration, comportmentalized
sets of norms, the social consequences of roverty in a mobile soclety, bad
companions - all produce diverse and conflicting natterns of soci;l experi-
ence that weaken or destroy the force behind public sentiments, which in

. 1l
any case, zare somewhat corrupted by a general disregerd for the law,

Sutherland's treatment of causation goes beyond = synthesic and appli-
cation of existing psychological end sociological theories. Looking back
today, one can see in his work the seeds of future advances - particularly
his own theory of differential assoclation. And considering the materials
he hed to work with, it is ceftainly 2 tribute to Sutherland thot his
original approach was so overwhelmingly sociological in orientation. Not
only were nost of the soclological theories availablie to him unrelated to
delinquency but apart from scattered sets of statistics =nd unstand=rdized
case histories, most of the previous resesrch on the causes of delincuency
was highly psychoiogical in orientation.2 There were, however, a2 number of
eclectic studies which did =ttempt to zssess the significsnce of certain

sociologzical factors, but being prior te the sudden growth in the twenties

[}

nd thirties of socilologiczl theory and methods specifically concerned with

delincuency, their contribution to the field was somevhst limited.

1 X
* This whole account wzs taken from Sutherland's chapters on causation.
Bdwin Sutherlond, Op. cit., pp. 72-175.

2.

For a complete bibliography of all resecrch on delincuency prior to
1945 see P.S. de . Cabot, Juvenile Delincuenecy: A Critical Annoted
3ibliozranhy (New York: H., W. Wilson Co,, 19L6).
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Symptomatic of this problem are the works of William He=ly, notably

The Individual Delinguent, which Sutherland cites extensively. Healy had

found the facts of even the best nlammed projects "too mueh for the
theories", znd therefore resolved to collect all possible data on the
background 2nd choracteristies of 1,000 individual delinguents, classify
it 2ccording to the results, and then diagnose the causes. But the tra-
ditionzl emphasis on and Healy's training in medicine and psycholOgyl re-
stricted his efforts primarily to those aress. Healy's firm belief that
"2ll conduct is a direct expression of mental 1ife“2 is readily apparent
in his impressive "Schedule of Data Concerning Delinquents".3 Using
interviews, psychoanalysis, mental and psychologicel tests, o5 well as

educational and other official records, Hezly obtained a thorough coverage

of the individual's physical, mental, =nd psychological develovment.

Fron the viewpoint of current sociology his meterial on sociological
factors is certainly extensive: it contains complete demogrsphic histories
of each sdolescent's family, religious and academic education, offences
and institutional 1life along with personal interests, habits, asscciatlions,
and the like. Unfortunately this data was overwhelmed by psychological
rather thsn socioclogical znalysis and the study lacks any kind of control

group, sample method for selecting the individuals he examined, and precise

1o A certified M,D., Healy was then Director of the Psycopathic Institute,
Juvenile Court (Chicago) as well as Associcte Professor of Mentel and
Nervous Diseases (Chicago Policlinic), and he was soon to publish liental
Conflicts and Misconduct (Roston: Iittle, Brown =nd Company, 1917).

2
William Healy, The Individual Delincuent (Boston: Little, Brown, and
Company, 1915) p. 30C. i

~

?* Ibid., vp. 53-69.



means of measuring ond assessing the importance of variables- which were
. s s : . 1
often inzdequotely defined and/or subsecuently outdsted in value. In

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

But then Healy was among the first to systematize =nd elsborate in
great detail the methods he emvloyed to organize a "grand" study utilizing
diverse types of data for an extremely large number of subjects., 4
mioneer in the scientific study of delinquents in order to treat them

scientifically, Healy's efforts were of great_value.2

Before sociological variasblescould be weighed zgainst psychological
ones, it was necessary to establish whzt the social facts of delinquency
were, Although some 30 years old the works of Thrasher and Shew still
survive as significant sociological studies and historicsl sources. 3Zoth
were at Chicago with Sutherland during that city's fight zgainst the

bigrest crime-wave the United States has ever known, and each had access

1.

In his summary for Cazse 24 Healy lists "Mother immoral" as an outstand-
ing feature of the adolescent's heredity. (Ibid., p. 19) This kind of
categorizing is typical and reveals clearly Healy's concern for reform
as well as the confusion of the period regarding the concent of heredity.

24

In fact he wrote an article on the matter some years later ("The
Practical Value of Scientific Study of Juvenile Delinquents ", United
States Children's Bureau Publication 26 Washington D. C. 1922) and in
1926 with August Bronner published Delincuents asnd Criminsls: Their
Making ond Unmaking (New York: Macmillan Company) - a comparative
study of delinquents in two cities which is very similer in orienta-
tion and method to his previous work.
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to and finances for fantastic research projects.

Thrasher's extensive survey of the formation and characteristiecs of
over 1,000 gengs of 211 ages and sizes as well as both sexes, is rich with
detailed accounts of gang life aznd its mezning. It wes from this study
thet he derived the classic definition of the gang s an interstitial
group originally formed spontaneously but integrated through conflict with
adults or with other gangs. Gangs are interstitial groups in that they
offer o substitute for what society fails to give; they fill a gap and
offer interstitial activities for their members. ;Thrashei's description
of the process by which a crowd of boys meeting on the street corner be—i
comes a highly organized unit is most illuminating ond one of the few
accounts to discuss how easily this solidified unit mey break down to
become a violent mob.2 Shaw's first report, Delincuency Areas (1929),con-
tained a different kind of statistical evidence of entirely sociological
factors. By studying delinnuency rates and their distribution within the
city from 1900 - 1926, he found that 9 out of 10 offenses were committed
by two or more juveniles and that these rztes varied inversely with the
distance from the center of the city. Because the areas with dispro-
portionately high rates were zones in transition from residence to busi-

ness and industry - in effect slum districts chezrzcterized "by physical

* Jlot to be confused with the "Chicago Area Project", organized by Shaw
and his associsztes at the request of the Illinois State Department of
Public Welfare to receive funds for needy oreas on z self-help basis.
Shew's remsrk to a state emvloyer who was reluctant to hire ex-convicts
without zcademic background shows very well his approzch to the problem;
he said, "Those who teach delinquents are delinquents, not theorists,
and those who combat it should operate on the same realistic level".

See John B. Msrtin, "A New Attack on Delincuency: How the Chicago irea
Project Works", Harpers Magazine, May 19LL, p. 507.

2'Frederick Thrasher, The Gang (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1926), pp.38-57. See also "Gangs", Encyclopediz of the Social Sciences,

Ppe 564-567,
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deterioration, decreasing populetion, and disintegration of the conventional
neighborhood culture =nd organization"l - Shaw, like Sutherland, viewed de-

linocuency as a product of social disorganization.

By social disorganization Shaw meant specifically the disintegration
of the community as a unit of socizl control caused largely by the invasion
of business and industry into residential neighborhoods and intensified by
the influx of foreign national and racizl groups whose cultural and social
controls break down in the new cultural and racial situation of the city.
In this context cowmnity resistence is low., '"Delincuent and criminal
patterns arise and are transmitted sociaily'just as any other cultural and
soclal pattern is transmitted". The section becomes a delinquency area
over time as delinquent patterns become dominant and shape the attitudes
and behavior of persons living there.2 Shaw maintained this position
throughout his subsequent studies and together with Sutherland established

a trend which remained virtually unchellenged for over a2 decade.

What proved to be of lasting as well as immediate value to students
of delincuency (besides Shaw's statistics) were his case histories and

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

of a delinquent boy whom Shaw personally helped to rehabilitate, =nd its

sequal written with Maurice lMoore, The Nstural History of a Delincuent
Career (1931) survive as detailed accounts of how delincuents develop de~

linquent a*-titudes - told from their own point of view,.

* Clifford Shaw, Delinquency Areas (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1929) p. 204,

2

* Ibid., p. 205 - 206.
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This process is further documented in = federal government report
(1942) summarizing the mejor findings of all the Chicago Area Project
studies. Based on another typical case history, the report's chapter on
"The Development of Delinquent Careers"l depicts the successive stages
by which early patterns of delincuency are acquired through association
in play-groups and the community. Beginning with petty stezling in the
neighborhood and truancy from school (which in Shaw's view is more =
response to play-gzroup situations rather than to any conflict or diffi-
culty within the school), the first stage of developing a delincuent
attitude is one of dependence on 2n older companion who acts as a2 teescher,
With continued practise, the juvenile no longer considers his offenses
simply as z form of play; rather he develops an sttitude of vride and
confidence in his ability to steal. Finally he begins to identify with
delincuents and criminzls and to incorporate criminal values. In sun,
Shaw maintained that delinquency arises in areas which, because they are
zones in transition, lzclc sufficient organization snd control to prevent
existing anti-socizl elements from converting relatively harmless games

into distinctly delincuent action.

"New light" was indeed thrown 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 and H.D. IlicKay, "Social Factors on Juvenile Delincuency”,
National Commission of lLaw Observance and Enforcement, No. 13, VII,
(Washington D, C.: National Commission of Law Observance =nd Enforcement,

1931) pp. 347 - 383,

2 William Healy and August Bromner New ILight on Delincuency and Its
Treatment (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1936).
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country of psychoanall:ysis"1 and began to see delincuency as a reaction to
frustrated desires for ego and affectional needs, of which there are many
specific varieties. Although this view is within the framework of
Sutherland's theory, Healy's focus is entirely different. As a sociologist,
Sutherlend éoncentrated a2lmost completely on showing how social disorganiza-
tion within the family and-especially the community and wider society
weakened or destrcyed socilal control. That this state of aff:irs was in-
adequate in satisfying individual "wishes" was hypothesized but not
systematically explored. Any purnose or meaning of the delinquent zect to
the individual is only implied in Sutherland's theory and in Shew's account
of the stages in z delincuent career. This was the central point of

Hezly's study.

In order to uncover the specizl experience and conditions which
activate delinquency in a given individual, Healy zgain examined the back-
grounds and personalities of 153 delincuents, in three different cities.
This time, though, he 2lso studied 145 non-delinquents and paired 105 of
them with delinquents as controls. Since the project was initiated in
response to accusations that the family was entirely responsible for de-
linquency, selection of recidivists was made wherever possible on the
bzsis of whether or not there wes 2 non-delingquent sibling in the family,
which was tzaken zs the unit of study. Apart from a few other minor limita-
tions (such as the exclusion of the feebleminded znd the mzintensnce in

the study of the average official ratio of delinquent boys to girls), the

1.

In 1930 Healy published The Structure and Meaning of Psychoanslysis as
Relzted to Personality and Behavior (New York: Judge Baker Foundation
Publication No., 6) and five years later co-suthored with the prolific

psychoanzlist Franz Alexander, Roots of Crime, Psychoanalytic Studies
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf and Company, 1936).
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cases were unselected - though Healy contends thzt they were undoubtedly
representative of offenders that zppeared before American courts in urban
commnities. During the three years of study, 1930 - 33, the delincuents
underwent psychologiczl testing, physical examinations, and psychiatric
consultation relative to the "needs of the individual". Work with the
total 133 families was done meinly by psychistric social workers and con-
tacts were made with schools and other social agencies within the community.
Data on the control group including 5 pairs of twins was accumlzted mostly

through interviews.

One of the first projects in the field of delincuency to have such
a2 large and close control-group, Healy's results opened the door to
entirely new thoughts on delincuency. He discovered that 80 of the 105
delinquents studied with controls had normzl rather then deviate person-
alities1 (comparable to the 103 controls diagnosed as normal) and thzt
75 of them came from living conditions evaluated as "apparently inimical"z-
compared to the totzl 75 controls who z1lso came from this type of situa-
tion. Such evidence was a great step in dispelling the generz21ly held
beliefs thet personality deviations and "inimical living conditions”

were mejor csuses of delincuency. Except with regard to treatment? Healy

1.
An individual with deep emotional dissatisfactions or mentzl conflicts

was not classified as a personality deviate unless definite neurotic
symptoms (like hysterical vomiting or obsessive ideas) were exhibited.

* Family 1life was rated according to home conditions, general family
attitudes towards its members =nd the law, as well as distinct neighbor-
hood influences, ‘

) Actually Healy's treatment program was one of the most significant
aspects of the study. Court records had shown clearly that institutional-
ization alone was largely a failure as = corrective measure. Healy
reasoned that a2 delinquent could not be trezted successfully in a vacuum,
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did not emphasize further the meaning =nd implications of the distinction
between delincuents with normal personalities and those with deviate ones,
which was to become, albeit in different terms, so important in future

resezarch.

Instead, he turned his attention to the question of why one member of
a family was a delinouent while the other was not. Having found no causally
significant difference in physical, mentzl, personality, or general home
factors,l Healy compered the emotional experiences of the delinquents and
controls znd was tremendously impressed by the prevalence of emotiocnal
disturbances among the delinquents. Ninety-one percent of the delinquents
gave clear evidence of severe immer stress while only 13% of the controls
were thus characterized and in every instance they were able to find

counterbalancing satisfactions.

that modification of the social enviromment was the key to rehabilita-
tion. Treatment in Healy's program was divided in two parts. The individual
received treatment varying from psychiatric aid to placement in a foster
home or educationzl adjustments. Treatment for families consisted mainly
of psychiatric services but zlso included giving economic zid and making
educational contact,

Of 143 cases selected for treatment 72 ceased committing delinquent
acts for = period of two years and were considered "cured". The number
of successes included five of the 26 cases judged as "ebnormsl"; 19 of 50
cases in which the social pzathology appesred to overwhelm the possibility
of successful treatment of the delinquent within his family environment;
and 48 of 67 cases clazsified as hopeful. (See pp. 158 - 172 for details.)
The fact that nearly half the 143 cases were completely rehabilitated under-
lined for Healy and 211 students in the field the greszt practical as well
as theoretical gains to be made in viewing delinquency as z response to
frustrated socizl relstionships. William Healy, New Iight 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 delincuents) but they
were not considered zs major causes. Also of importance was the finding
that 80 per cent of the delinquents strongly disliked their fathers; 52

per cent their mothers; and 60 per cent school. But this arez was not
covered in'the control grour and no comparison could be made. Ibid., p. 52.

Ze
Ibid‘ ] p. 122.
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The data on the nature of these disturbances fell into seven established
psychiatric cztegories. Intense feelings of rejection or insecurity (46
cases); inferiority or inedequacy (46 czses); discomfort about family dis-
harmonies (34 cases); and Jealousy towards one or more siblings (31 cases)
were the most cormon variety, Twenty-eight felt thwarted in the expression
of urges and desires other than affectional; seventeen suffered from in-

ternal mental conflict; and only nine experienced deep guilt feelingse.

It was largely on the basis of these findings thet Healy proposed his
theory — that delincuency is a reaction té frustreation, If this was true,
then the act of being delinzuent must hold épecial meaning or value to
the delincuent. Healy was able to distinguish seven types of "solutions"
represented by delinquency or being delincuent., Without pzrelleling the
clessification of emotional disturbances, these were: escepe, compensatory
satisfaction, ego bolstering through recognition and status within the
delincuent crowd, expression of revenge attitude, the satisfaction of in-
stinctual urges felt to be thwarted; the wish for punishment, and the
attempt to gain maximum satisfaction by exhibiting definitely hostile

2
attitudes toward authority.

Why delinquency is selected as a mode of reactive behavior was only
discussed in the most general of terms. According to Healy, this happens
because ideas of delincuency have 2lready been part of the thought content

of the individual, whose acceptance of these ideas (as opposed to others)

is dependent upon whether or not there are other sufficient satisfections.

1.
Ibid., pp. 128-129.

Ze
Ibid. s DPe 133—1370
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The essentially psychological orientation, the use of such outdated
concepts as instincts or urges, the overlapoing of categories, the
relatively unscientific criteria emnloyed in the selection of cases and
rating for the various clsssifications would undoubtedly limit the use-
fulness of Healy's study for modern sociologists. But the treztment
program, his comparstive case histories, and his general interpretation
of them stand as the foundation of 2 new approach for sociologists as
well as psychologists. It was some time, howevér, before sociologists
began to concentrate on identifving =nd accounting for socioclogical
factors generating frustration. They were more immedizately interested
in the problems of how and why delincuent idezss cre accepted zbove others -
probably because these cuestions were so closely related to the tradition
of resezrch set by Shaw, namely to discover how patterns of lower cleass

delincuency zre integrated with adult criminality in slum areas,

Only two years after Healy's study had been on the market Frank

Tannenbaum published Crime and the Community. Although undoubtedly in-

fluenced by the Chicago school of thought more than by Healy5l his
account of the community's role in structuring delinquent action into
patterns of organized crime shows indirectly one way in which the in-
dividual comes to accept delincuent ideas. The community first con-
tributes to the formation of delinquent habits by dramatizing an evil

pattern so that the juvenile is not only defined as a "bad" person but

1.

Throughout Tannenbaum's chapters on the community he continuously re-
fers to the various works of Shaw, Sutherland, and Thrasher but seldom
mentions those of Healy whose psychological orientation hed prevented
his association with the more socioclogical traditions at Chicago - even
though his original studies had been made there,
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also, being identified in this way, he becomes the thing he is described
as being through identificatioh with others like himself. Once gangs form,
they compete for allegiance; and to the extent that the gang "wins", it
represents e failure on the part of the community to compete successfully.
Finally, delinquents could not develop criminal careers without the support
of groups whose ethical codes a2ccent these activities; obversely, these
groups could not survive unless they were fostered by corrupted politiciens
and nolicemen allowing middlemen to sell stolen goods to organized merkets
supported by other elements of the community or by harmful punitive

processes which stimulste and perpetunate criminal traditions.

In 1942 Shaw and FcKey omblished Juvenile Delinguency and Urban Areas.

This ecological survey covered over twenty American cities and established
conclusively their original finding thzt the distribution of delinquency
"follows the pattern of the physical structure znd soclal organization of
the American city'f.1 That is, the higher degree of physical deterioration
and social disorganizztion, the gre:ter the incidence of delincuency. But
in compsrison to thelr previous interpretation of this exceptionally high
correlation, there is a morked shift of focus. Shew and McKay still con-
sidered delincuency a menifestation of social disorganization; bubt in-
stead of stressing rapid social changes, influx of foreign ideas, and so
on, they emrhasized the conflict of value systems within any given de-
linguency zrea., In effect, there was a conventional value system which
lacked sufficient organization tg control = highly organized, well de-

veloped tradition of crime and delinquency so thst within the limits of

1.
Clifford Shaw and H, D. HcKey, Juvenile Delincuency and Urban Areas
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press) p. ix.
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a delinquentt!s immediate social world and in terms of its norms amd expecta-

tions, he may be a well-adjusted person.

Why should delinguency areas be characterized in this way while areas
with low delinquency rates are not? In answering this question Shaw and
McKay turned to the differences in ‘economic status. Clearly delinquency
areas are characterized by low income and status in contrast to residential
areas whose social and economic advantages are decidedly higher; yet
despite these differences, children and young people in all areas are
exposed to luxury values and success patterns of our culture., Shaw and
McKay argued tentatively that the key to understanding delinquency may be
found in "the disparity of facilities available to people in different
communities for achieving a satisfactory position of social security and
prestige".2 For an observation of such c¢rucial importance today, it is
surprising that so many years elapsed before its implications were ex-

plored systematically.

During that lapse William Foote Whyte's classic study of Sireet
Corner Society (1943) revolutionized the other trend set by Shaw - to
consider delinquency‘areas as sociallyb disorganized. Living for four
years in a slum area as a participant-observer (which in itself was an
innovation to research in this field), Whyte made intimate contacts with
the members of four groups - the corner boys, the college boys, the

racketeers, and the politicians -~ each representing a different stratum

1. Ibid., p. 436. The direct connection between Shaw and Merton who made
this idea the focal point of his theory of anomie is very donbtful. In
fact, there is no reference to Shaw's works in the 1949 edition of

Merton's Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, I1linois: The Free

Press) or in his chapter "Social Structure and Anonire! in The Family:
Its Function and Destiny, Ruth N, Anshem ed. (New York: Harper and Brothers,

1949) although Merton does refer to Shaw's "Juvenile Delinquency and
Urban Areas" op, cit,, in the 1957 edition.

2+ Inid,, p. 438.
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or way of 1life within the socisl system (21lthough the latter two groups
did perform the same function of being intermediaries to the larger

society).

By studying the intersction within each group Whyte was able to
discern the lines of authority, the cheracteristics and function of the
leader, the basis for membership snd differentiation of status within
the group, the a2ims and so on until he had a whole blueprint of their
respective sociel structures. Significantly the corner boys functioned
as 2 gang bound together by = network of mutual obligations whereas the
college boys formed a democratic club for the social advancement of its

members. The racketeers and »nolitic¢ians were run from the top.

By studying the interaction among the groups, Whyte discovered that
Cornerville was (2nd the people who 1ive‘there considered it to be) a
closely-knit hierarchical organization in which neople!s positions end
obligations to one another were defined =nd recognized, In order to get
ahead, the Cornerville men must choose eilthsr the world of business =and
Rerublican politics, where he would be fécognized as successful by
soclety but as alien in Cornerville, or the world of rackets and Demo-
craotic politics in which case he would achieve acelaim in Cornerville
but become zn outcast to the larger society. Society, in short, pleced

a premium on disloyzslty to Cornerville =nd penalized those who rose within it.

College boys, in contrast to corner boys, were more likely to
succeed in getting out 2nd in going chead p=rtly because zs early as the
ninth grade they were set apart from others and fitted into patterns of
activity leading toward socizl mobility. College education and invest-

ing or saving instead of spending were only a vert of that pattern. More
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important - the college boy either did not become tied to 2 group or to
close friends or he was willing to sacrifice his friendshin with those
who did not advance with him. The corner boy, though similar to the
college boy in his desire to be socially mobile, laclked any kind of prepa-
ration to rise in anything but the world of Democrstic politics and the
rackets. And he was so tied to his group by this system of mutual obliga-
tions thzt he either could not or was unwilling to break away. "Corner-
ville's problem was not lack of organization but failure of its own social

organization to mesh with the structure of the society around it."l

Although Whyte's research did not deal directly with the nature or
causes of delinquency, his study contributed much to the field of knowledge
about the social mske-up of delincuency areas. In addition, he is known
for his method of participant observation (especially since he included a
discussion of the advsntages and problems of it in the revised edition of
his book) as well as his characterizations of the corner boy and the
college boy which later theorists, particularly Albert Cohen, have found

guite useful.

In sum, as early as the twenties Sutherland and Shaw had laid the
foundations for z general sociological anproach to the causes of de-
linquency. Both of them considered delincuency to be a product of socizal
disorganization within the community which was, in their view, characterized
by diverse and conflicting patterns of social experience and therefore

lack of consensus behind legitimate social norms. Sutherland maintained

that the individual turned to delinquency because his home and community

* William Foote Whyte, Street Corner Society (Chicago: Chicago University
Press, 19:3) p. 273.
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failed to satisfy his basic needs.

The following decade was devoted, for the most part, to empirical
research within this framework. Shaw documented many important social
facts about rates of delincuency - its disproportionate concentration in
lowver class areas, the overwhelming prevalence of offenses among boys
rather than girls, and the decidedly group nature of committing delinquent
acts. OSutherlond and Shaw established that there were distinct patterns
of delinouent offenses, integrated with patterns of zdult criminality,
and that the process of becoming delincuent or vossibly criminal had
definite stages invélvipg a gradual association znd identification with
delinouent juveniles and values. Thrasher, Tannenbaum, znd Healy showed
that the gang, the commnity, and the family played important roles in
that process. The gang, having developed into a socially organized force
of its own, provides the activity and social recognition or security that
the community f2ils to provide through lack of understanding, adequate
facilities, and social control. The family contributes to delinguency
by its inability to satisfy the emotional needs of the individual who,
according to Healy, turns to delincuency as a means of satisfying his
frustrations. £4lso of grezt importance to future sociology was Healy's
discovery that even though 9 out of 10 delinquents suffered from severe

emotional disturbances, they were normal -~ not psychotic or neurotic,

Such were the advances of the thirties. But for every cuestion
answered new ones were raised and the theory of social disorganization
was growing painfully inadecquate. How could socisl disorganization
regularly produce patterns of delincuent behavior which are trensmitted

from generation to generation? How 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
showed conclusively the consisteney of delincuent offense distribution.

He came close to seeing that delinquency could be a response to z structural
defect within the social organization of American society when he observed
that out of all the children exposed to success patterns, only some could
afford to realize them, Unfortunately, though, Shaw did not explore or
extend this point. So much had been discovered about the relationship

of various sociologiczl elements to delincuency but so 1little was known
about their relationship to each other, th=zt Shaw did not connect this
observation to the idesz of social organization. No one did, until Whyte
had shown how organized delinquency areas were. Then it was only a

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

be provided to many of the questions arising from twenty yezrs of study.
But the second world war and its aftermath distracted further resezrch

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 was Eleanor and Sheldon Glueck's Unraveling Juvenile Delinguencx.l

1+ The Glueck's Delinguency in the Meking (New York: Harper Brothers, 1952)
is a popularized summary of the material from Unraveling Juvenile De-
linquency (New York: Commonwealth Fund, 1950). Nearly all of their re-
search prior to this was devoted to studying the effectiveness of wvarious
forms of peno-correctional treatment; a summary of all these findings may
be found in After-Conduct of Discharged Offenders (London: Macmillan
Company, 1945).
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Few empirical investigzstions heve received such a2 violent and lacerating
1l

attack on methodology. The Gluecks! review of existing research dis-

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

view, was inadequate so they resolved to meke an eclectic study.

Five-hundred institutionalized delinquents were matched with 500 non-
delinquents according to age, general intelligence, national origin, and
residence, BEach pair was compared at four levels of incuiry - the socio-
cultursl, somatic, intellectual, znd emotionzl. Unfortunately they re-
lied on Rorschach tests, psychiatric interviews, and capability tests in
achievement and intelligence as adequate mezsures of delinquent character-
istics and social conditions associated with delinquency. This orienta-
tion led them to minimize some of their most significant findings - namely
sociological factors. By re-arranging the variables in their study,
Walter Reckless has shown that their own date provided evidence of the
overwhelmingly greater importance of sociological factors.2 But whatever
deficiencies the project has, the raw data from it has been used by

sociologists ever since to document their own theories.

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

* Frederick Thrasher's derogatory comments on it in the 1951 issue of
the American Sociological Review, (v.16) were mild compared to the
devastating two-part attack on it in the American Journal of Sociology:
(ve57), by Sol Rubin and Albert J. Reiss - titled (respectively)
"Illusions in a Project Using Matched Pairs" and "An Appraisal of the
Research Methods", Michael Hzkeem's "A Critique of the Psychiatric
Approach to the Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency" (Social Problems,
1957, 5 : 194-206) criticizes the Gluecks specifically (on p. 200) but
the whole zrticle is a scathing blow to most psychiatric techniques -
especially the Rorschach tests which the Gluecks rely on almost entirely
for their substantive conclusions.

2 Wolter Reckless, The Crime Problem (New York: Appleton Century
Crofts, 1955) second edition, pp. 74~78.




Somerville study conducted by Dr. Richard Clark Csbot between 1935 and
194#.1 By means of interviews and various psychological and physiczl
tests 325 pre-delinquent lower class boys were matched with non-delinguents
from the same socio-economic status. Vast quantities of material concern-
ing the background, social relationships, and characteristics of the in-
dividuals in each groﬁp were collected before and during a five year
treztment period for over half of the total 650 sampled randomly,

Although the experiment in treatment wes not successful, the original
records were re-examined in 1958 by William and Joan McCord 2 whose

findings will be discussed later.

1.
The results of this project are reported by Helen Witmer and Edwin

Powers in An Experiment in the Prevention of Delinquency (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1951).

24
William and Joan McCord, "The Effects of Parental Role Models on
Criminality", Journsl of Social Issues, V. XIV, 1958, pp. 66-75.

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




PART I  THE FESEARCH LITERATURE

1947-1961 A Period of Dialectical Growth

Research on delinquency since World Wazr II is characterized by
theoretical controversy. Throughout this period sociologists aligned
themselves into schools of thqught or in groups of opposition against
each other in a sometimes bitter conflict over the significance of
certain factors, Most of the controversy centered around the theories
of Edwin Sutherland, Robert K. lMerton, and Albert Cohen, and has been

intensified by the absence of conclusive empirical evidence.

The review of each theory will be followed by a presentation of
the evidence in sunport of it and the evidence against it, any criti-
cism implied or stated by other theorists, and an attempt to put the
theory in pérspective - from whiéh questions and hypotheses relevant
to this research will be derived. After a brief summary of the

material, the generszl research design will be considered.



‘CHAPTER 1

THE -SUTHERIAND SCHOOL

DIFFERENTIAL ASSOCIATION
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The first major theoretical issue after the war revolved around
Edwin Sutherland's theory of differential association. Ailthough the
original formulation of Sutherland's theory appeared in 1937, it was
developed during the forties and restated in the 1947 edition of his
textbook. £As the final account it is this latter 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 with 2 professionzl thief and had been greatly
impressed by the delinquent's statement that a person cannot become a
professional thief merely by wanting to be one; he must be trained in
personal associetion with those who are z2lready professional thieves.1
This led Sutherland to conceive of the delinquent and criminal as
participants in 2 culturel tradition which conflicts specificzally with
anti-criminal codes of behavior.2 Delinquent and criminal behavior,

according to him, is learned like any other behavior - through inter-

1.
Sutherland said this in an address to the Chio Vzlley Sociological

Society in April 1942. This address was published in The Sutherland
Pzpers collected and edited by Albert Cohen, #lfred Iindesmith, and
Earl Schuessler (Bloomingdale: Indiana University Press,1956). A
full account of that delinquent's career was published by Sutherland
in 1937, The Professionzl Thief (Chicago: Chicago University Press).
It contains Sutherland's first explicit reference to differential
association. Thus, in 1937 he wrote: "The differential element in
the association of thieves is primerily functional rather than
ecological", (p. 206)

Ze Originally, Sutherland had thought thet any kind of culture conflict
caused crime but later he restricted the concept to the area of law

and crime which he called the "principle of specificity in culture
conflict", Albert Cohen, Alfred Lindesmith, and Karl Schuessler,

The Sutherland Papers, op. cit., p. 20.
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action and communication with others.1 It just happens to be delinquent
because of a greater assoclation with criminal patterns than anti-criminal
ones. Slum conditions, where the law is not respected and where nhysicsal
proximity accelerates learning processes, facilitste individual acceptance
of delingquent traditions through differential association2 with them. The
crime rate at any given time is determined by differential group organiza-
tion, the interaction between criminal organization, and organization

against criminal activities,

Sutherland felt that his hypothesis of differentiszl association was
consistent with the principal gross findingé in criminology. It ex-
rlained why the crime rate is higher in urban zreas than in rural districts,
why the crime rste remains consistently high in deteriorated parts of the
city, why the delinquency rate for a2 given group drops when it moves out
of deteriorzted areas, why males are more often delinguent than females,

why crimes do not increszse greatly during a2 depression, and so on.

But Sutherland was his own greatest critic.3 Until 1944 he had felt

L The most important things which delinquents learn through association
with other delinquents were not technigues of crime (since meny criminal
techniques are also technicues of non-criminsl behavior) but rather the
evzluation of behavior and the definition of the situstion in which
criminal behavior is appropriazte. Ibid.
24

Differential associztions may vary in frecuency, duration, priority
(in the sense that patterns of behavior develoved in early childhood
may persist throughout later stages without continued frequency of
association); and intensity (regarding the prestige of the source of a
criminal or anti-criminal patterns and with emotional reactions related
to those associations). Ibid., pp. 10-11.

3 Sutherlend's critique of his own work wes originally titled "The

Swan Song of Differential Association" written in 1944 but not published
until 1956 as part of The Sutherland Pzpers, Ibid., pp. 30-41, Although
Sutherland's final statement of the theory in 1947 was slichtly modified
in the 1light of his own criticism, it remained basically unchanged in
substance. His 194U criticisms are presented here because they still
seen to apply.




that his theory was the necessary and the sufficient explsnation for a
person's entrance into a closed system of delincuent and criminal behavior.
Differential associstion was the necessary explanation beczuse, he thought,
no person could enter the system of criminal behavior unless he had
associated with crimina] patterns. He regarded differential associations
as the sufficient cause in the sense that all peféons who zssociate with
criminzl 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 bétween associations with criminzl patterns and those with anti-

eriminel patterns.

The doubts he had had about the necessity of association with
criminal codes of behavior, he more or less dismissed.1 It was the
sufficiency of differential association as = cause of crime which
occupied his attention. He found three factors which were at least
partially extraneous to his theory. First, whether or not a person
has the opportunity to commit crimes, suchvas embezzlement, hzs little
to do with his zssociation with criminzl or anti-criminal gosls and

values. Secondly, criminal behavior mcy vary with the intensity of

1.
This assumes that delincuent and criminal behavior cannot be in-

vented, Sutherland discussed this point and concluded that 2lthough
it was possible for 2 non-criminal to invent simple crimes, it was
most improbable that the individual could do this without some kind
of previous associlation with criminal goals and values. (Ibid.,

pPe 23-24,) At best this position seems theoretically debatable, not
only because it denies instances of possibly genuine invention (such
as in the case of Leopold and Loeb) but 2lso because indirectly it
rejects the possibility of crimes committed purely through passion
which Jean Paul Sartre has immortalized in his nlay Crime Passionel,
Finslly, it camnot account in any way for the origin of criminal
patterns.
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need -~ independently of variations in differential associations.l Thirdly,
criminal behzvior in some instances is "not cbsolutely determined but

only in relztion to other behaviors, sgainst which it may be balanced

in the process of meking choices".2 To explain this statement he cited
the czse history of an isolzted and unsttractive girl who f£inally chose

to participate in a homosexusl relationship over the vprospect of remain-
ing lonely. Unfortunately, the distinction and relatienship between
committingva;crime through need and committing one through lack of a

better zlternsztive is not clear in Sutherland's critiocue,

A fourth factor which Sutherland may have found extraneous to his
theory wes personal traits. In 1937 he proposed that personal traits
cause criminal behevior only =s they affect a person's association,
Anverently this postulate received extensive criticism from several
sources, and he discussed the issue in an address in 1942.3 On the one
hand, hé felt the‘dbjections were Justified; but ot the same time he be-
lieved the principle to be sound =nd preferred modification over sbandon-
ment. His subsequent analysis in the seome address of the evidence

presented by Healy and Bronmner in New Licht on Delincuency sucgests that

he neither modified nor abandoned his position. He 2rgued that emotional

EA 34

1o Principle nine of Sutherli-nd's 1947 formulation stztes that "Thousgh
criminal behavior is an expression of needs znd values, it is not er-
mleined by those genersl needs snd values since non-criminal behavior
is on expression of those same needs 2nd vzlues". Albert Cohen, L1lfred
Lindesmith, and Karl Schuessler, op. ecit. p. 10. Although variations
in needs =nd values may not by themselves account for delincuency, the
development of those needs and velues manifested in delinquency must be
a2t least partially independent of differential zssociations with
criminzl and anti-~criminzl codes of behavior,.

* Ibid., pp. 33-3k,

To the Chio Valler Soclological Society, Ibid.
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disturbance was significant in the zenesis of delincuency only as it re-
sulted in incressing the fregquency =nd intensity of associations with
delincuent pestterns or in isolsting the individual from anti-criminel
patterns. S5ince Sutherland never defined personzl traits or mentioned
them specifically in his critiéue of 1944 or the last stotement of his
theory in 1947, it is not clezr whether he finclly considered personal
traits to be an additional extraneous factor or whether he subsumed the
concept under the cotegory of need., However, the fact thsat his discussion
of this srea was entirely in terms of economic and sexual deprivation
leaves this »ossibility rather doubtful end =zlso indicates that the con-

cept of nersonal treits could be trested in the same way,

Eh

Because Sutherland could find no plzce in his theory for these three
or four factors, he concluded that differential association wes an ine-
sufficient explenation for =11 criminal behavior. Nevertheless he felt
that it was stil
i sos 1 . . .
the individual. Or at least 2 valid account of a crucizl factor in the

1 the best available to explain delinquency in terms of

genesis of deviant behavior.

How did others react to Sutherlsnd's theory? Some accepted it without
cuestion, But Sutherland heod deliberately encouraged criticism from all
sides and most of his critics were those who hazd the grestest faith in
his theory, neonle who were deeply committed to it. Apart from the
criticisms made by Sutherland himself, the few mzjor objections prior to

1955 were condensed and built upon by Daniel Glaser.2 First and most

o . . 0} -

Sutherland was never really concerned with the origin of ecriminal tra-
ditions; he more or less assumed their existence znd nroceeded from there -
a2 tactic which cost him much eritieism,

2

[}
Daniel Glaser, "Criminality Theories znd Rehaviorzl Inmages", fmericsn
Journzl of Sociology, 1955, 61: L33.442,
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important, some critics interpreted Sutherl=nd's conception of ascocia-
tion to be synonymous with contact and therefore srgued that the
differential learning of crime is much more comslex than intimeted by
Sutherland's theory. But, as Glaser pointed out, Sutherland included
identification as well a2s contact in his concept.1 Moreover, proponents
of this argument often ignored Sutherland's reference to personzlity and
other factors which determine differential association. 4 second type
of criticism was that Sutherland's theory only accounts for one of
several distinet types of crime. Both issues, in Glager's view, stem
from Sutherland's failure to evoke a clesrly recognizable and integroted

behavioral image of the criminal.

Usinz this point =zs 2 base, Glaser proposed to reconceptualize

Sutherland's theory in terms of differentisz] identification and role-

takince In essence, his theory is this: a person pursues crime to the
extent that he identifies himself with real or imaginary persons from
whose perspective his criminal behavior seems acceptable.2 The focal
point of such a‘theory is the interaction which leads the individuzl

to chose a model; this includes the person's rationslization of his
cornduct to himgelf, The theory of differentisl identification cannot
account for sccidentzl crimes or unpremeditated crimes of passion
because it treasts criminality as a form of voluntary behevior structured
by nrior identification and present circumstances. But it does provide

a criterion of relevence for elements in the backeground of each in-

1.
In fact, Sutherland stated that "identification with a group of boys

who stole wes as important in differentisl essociation as actual contact.”
Edwin Sutherland, Principles of Criminology op, cik., p. 138, &4th ed. Aind
in his posthumous revision of Sutherland, Donald Cressey, added to the
asbove statement: "Differential identification is =z clearly implied and
congruous zsnect of the differentizl associztion theory". (uoted in
Daniel Glaser, op. cit., pe 439,

2% Ibid., p. 440.
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dividual case ~ such es‘economic conditions, previous frustrations,

croup participations, and the like - which may be seen in terms of how
they affect the choice of the other from whose perspective the individual
views his own behavior., Thus, the life situation can be reloted to
criminal behavior by specifying the intervening identification. Without
this specification, the relstionship between the two evokes a dis-
commected image., With it, one can look for and explain the effects of
imaginary or highly generalized others, remote reference sroups, and soO

on as well as to evoke an integraoted image of the criminal.

Despite the essential validity of Glaser's pronosal to revise
Sutherland's ﬁheory, the idea of differential identification has not
gained wide acceptance. Ironically, however, his misgiving regsrding
the inadequacy of Sutherland's language were immediately borne out. It
proved to be one of the major stumbling blocks to operationalizing the

hypotheses.

James Short, who has attempted to test Sutherland!s theory in
several ways, found his language a hzndicap in two ways.:L First,
Sutherlsnd was too general and sbstract. How could one test an equation
involving associations with definitions of the law or criminal patterns?
Then, too, there was the problem of determining the distribution of
opportunities and avenues of access to criminal and conventional vzlues.
Second, the apparent simplicity of Sutherland's language stood in the
way of testing. It was obvious, as Short points out, that people de-

velop through a process of commnicative interaction particularly with

1. James Short, "Differential Associstion ss a Hypothesis: Froblems of
Empirical Testing", Social Problems, 1960, 8: 14-25,
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primary relationships. Yet Short znd other students of Sutherlsnd knew

that he meant much more than that.

4 start could be made, he found, by testing the four main variations
of differential associstion - vriority, frecuency, duration, and intensity.
But before Short and Nyé who worked with him on most of the tests could do
this, they needed 2 means of rating delincuency. After conducting numerous
exploratory tests from large samples, they devised a delinquency scale
based on a self-report system. The scele consisted of eleven items
ranging from such minor offenses as driving without =2 license and dis-

regard of parental authority to major felonies and narcotics violations.

The self-report system has many merits.® It allows the investigator
to examine the extent and variety of delincuent conduct instead of assum-
ing that institutionalized youths are categ wrically delinquent and that
non-institutionalized juveniles are completely non-delincuent. Further-
more, it does not restrict the researcher to the use of institutionalized
populstions which may be biased by socioeconomic status, race, and other
fzetors of discrimination. This is not to say, however, that the systen

is useless for study of institutionalized offerders.

In fact, one of Short's first studies used the male and female in-

mates of a stete training school 2s his subjects.3 Measures of differ-

1. A full report of preliminary tests, a complete listing of the items,

and a description of the method used for rzting them may be found in their
article,"Scaling Delinouent Behavior", While the advantages of the self-
report system are clear and heve been accepted, the delincuency scele it-
self has not met with equal success; for example, scholars feel thzat the
items do not fully represent the range of delinquent offenses. James Short,Jr.
and Ivan Nye, Anmerican Sociological Review, 1956, 22: 326 - 331,

2e . .
James Short, Jr., and Ivan Nye, "Reported Behevior as a Criterion of
Deviant Behavior', Social Problems, 1957-58, 5: 207-21%4,

- James Short, Jr., "Differential Association and Delinquency™, Socizl
Problems, 1957, 4: 233-2L0,
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ential association were obtained from snswers to cuestions concerning the
friends which subjects saw most often, for the longest time; whom they knew
first znd considered:closest; and whether or not they were delinquent

or criminal.1 Specific, general, and total differential scores were
obtzined from the responses. The most notzble finding, according to
Short, was the consistently positive relstionship between delinquent be-
havior and delinquent association. Although the coefficients were of
such magnitude as to give confidence in the theory,2 Short warns that the
findings must be regsrded as characteristic only of the population
studied, since the delinquents conéerned were necessarily considered

more seriously delinquent3 than non-institutionalized delinquents and

since there were no measures of any anti-delinquent znd non=delincuent

associztions which may have been made by the respondents.

At the request of Donald Cressey the first 1960 issue of Social

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

= The idea of asking institutionalized juveniles to discuss directly
the extent and nature of their associetion with other delincuents seems
somewhat spurious. To begin with, it was not clear from the questions
whether their judgments should be besed on personal opinion (which
means thsat the bases of their evaluations will not be uniform) or
official records (in which case non-institutionalized offenders are
excluded).

* Sutherland!s theory was concerned with causes yet Short's findings
make no distinction between differentisl association as 2 cause of de-
linquency and differential association as 2 result of delinguency.

3e In view of this, it is surprising thet the original schedule was
used as many of the offenses indicated or represented by each item
herdly warrant institutionalization.
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introduction by Cressey, Glaser 1 assessed thg use of Sutherland's theory
as 2 basis of predicting crime.- From a review of previous prediction
studies, he rated individual predictors zccording to their success or
failure. Next, he showed th;t, in contrast to other theories, a majority
of the most accurate 6nes could be deduced from differential association
theory, while the leaét accurate could not. The only two efficient
predictors which Gleser could not deduce from Sutherland's theory were
type of offense and non-criminal employment Oppoftunities post release.
A1l of this, stated Glaser, points to the need suggested by Cloward2 for
subsuming differential association theory in a broader theory of differ-
ential access to criminal and non-criminal opportunities., Glaser con-
cludes that so far Sutherland's theory is superior to altern-tive ones

in terms of prediction and proposes that a differential anticipation3

theory might meet these standards even more adecuately.

L second article is presented by Short.u After reviewing several

investigations, such as the Gluecks! Unraveling Juvenile Delinguency,

which support but do not validate differentisl associztion, he reported
another study which he conducted regording the variable of intensity.

He proposed that those boys =nd girls who cre most involved in delinquent

° Daniel Glaser, "Differenti:z1l Association and Criminological Prediction®,
Social Problems, 1960, 8: 6-14,

2

Richerd Cloward and Lloyd E. Ohlin, "Types of Delinquent Sub=Cultures",
unpublished manuscript, December 1958.
- That is, an interest in an zctor's anticipation from criminal and non-
criminal zctivity would lead one to study his self-conception zs well as
his membership and non-membership reference group.

b,
James Short, Jr., "Differential Associztion zs a Hypothesis: Problems
of Empirical Testing", op. cit.
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behavior will cheracterize their best friends in terms hypothesized to be
delincuency producing; obversely, those ieast involved will describe their
best friends in terms hypothesized as delinquency inhibiting. The find-
ings from the delinctuency scale and questiomnaires given to high school
junioi's1 tended to confirm the genersl theory, although not 211 the
evidence supnorted their predictiohs in terms of their "somewhat arbitrary
designation of items as delincuency producing, inhibiting or neutral“.2

In view of the difficulties in testing only part3 of Sutherland!s theory,
Short more or less concluded that it cammot be operationalizedu but
suggested employing it a2s a general organizing principle to account for

variations in crime rates.

Henry McKay in a third article for the symposium showed the utility
of this approach. Much research was conducted to evaluate Sutherland's
theory zs an explanation of why and how individuals become delincuents

while comparatively little attention has been paid to it as an expléna-

L. The use of s non-institutionalized 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 well as delingjuents who have officially or unofficially dropped out of
school permanently.

2e
Ibid., p. 23.

* Short came very close to operationalizing propositions which dealt
with variations of differential association; he felt that those re-

lating to the process by which delinguency occurs were entirely un-
testable.

b

Cressey who attemptec to apply the theory to explain trust violations
came to the same conclusion., He szid, "It is doubtful that it can be
shown empirically that the theory of differential assoclation applies or
does not apply to crimes of finzncial trust violation or even other kinds
of criminal behavior", See Donald Cressey, "The Application and Verifica-
tion of the theory of Differential Association", Journal of Criminal Law
and Criminology, 1952, 43: 43-52, p. 52. quoted by Cressey in "The
Theory of Differential Associstion: An Introductiony Social Problems
1960, 8: 2-5, p. 4.
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tion of the existence of both délinquency and non-delinquency in high
delinouency areas. Sutherland had stated, almost in passing, that the
crime rate at any given time and place is determined by the interaction
between organization promoting crime and organization against criminal
activities. He never elaborzted upon this proposition nor provided any

evidence that it was true.

Henry McKay showed how his statement, used 2s a broad principle,
includes the whole range of participation in commnity life. His
enalysis focused on progrsms for treatment and prevention =nd natursl
or unplanned processes as they affect the delinguency rate. He argued
that these programs and processes affect the delincuency rate because
they slter either the ratic of conventional and non-conventionzl values1
or the range of opportunities for participation in conventional groups.
McK:-y ended his dissertation on a note of dismasy. "At the present time

the combined influences of those programs and natural processes furnish

1. There is more empirical evidence which indicates that values zre not

as directly responsible for variations in delinguency rates as proponents
of the theory would suggest. Eleanor Maccoby, J. P. Johnson, and Russell
M. Church found in 2 study of "Community Integration and the Socizl Con-
trol of Juvenile Delinquency”, (Journal of Socizl Issues, 1958, 14: 38-52,)
what they expected to find - thst people in high delinquency areas tend to
ignore children's pre-~delinguent activities somewhat more often than those
in low delincuency erezs and that this tendency provides an stmosphere in
which delincuency can grow more essily. They had originally thought any
difference they found in the socizl contacts might at lezst be portially
explained by differences in the values held by inhsbitants of each zrea.
This wes not so; residents in high delinguency sreas felt just as strongly
zbout the wrongfulness of delinguent activities as did those in low de-
linouency arezs. The authors concluded that causes for delinguency may
be closely relsted to perent-child and community-child interaction but
they must be centered in other processes than the direct transmission of
values.

Mertin Haskell made a similer discovery while director of the Berkshire
Farm for Boys, = residential treztment school. He found that in therapy
sessions boys frecuently identified viewsof their parents =s opposed to
their acts. Martin Haskell, "Toward = Reference Group Theory of Juvenile
Delincuency", Social Problems, 1961, 8: 220-230., See zlso Joan and William
McCord, "The Effects of P-rental Role Model on Criminality", Journsl of
Socisl Issues, 1958, 14: $6-75. (The findings of this study are discussed
on Pe 62.) c‘ .-
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only fair prospects'for the control of delinquency in the inner =zreas of

- 1
large cities.

McKay's analysis was a general one and did not refer to specific
organizations or experiments. Yet one of the most revolutionary and
promising programs for trestment wes derived solely from Sutherland's
theory, In 1955 Donald Cressey pronosed thzt if eriminzls are to be
changed, they must be assimilated into groups which emphasize values con-
ducive to law 2biding behavior and concurrently alienated from groups
emphasizing values conducive to criminslity. Both reformers and those to
be reformed must achieve status within the group by exhibition of "pro-
reform" or anti-criminal velues and behavior patterns. The most effective
mechanism for exerting group pressure on members is to induce criminels

to join with non-criminels for the purpose of changing other criminals.

In 1956 these principles were put into action as basic tenets of
the Provo Program designed to éid hebituel delinquents. Because it was
experimentzl, no reports were made public until a trisl period of five
years was completed. An apparently successful program thus far, the
Provo experiment hasvfwo phases:. intensive treatment znd post treatment
attention which involves an attempt to maintain some reference group
surport and aid in securing employment. The treatment system attempts
to provide a social structure which will permit delinaguents to examine
the role and legitimacy of authorities in the treatment program; zive

them the opportunity to examine the ultim=te utility of conventional and

= H. D. McKay, "Differential Association and Crime Prevention: Problems
of Utilization", Social Problems, 1960, 8: 25-37, p. 37.

Za
Donald Cressey, "Changing Criminals: The Application of the Theory of
Differential Association", American Journzl of Sociology, 1955, 61: 116-120.




3he

delinquent alternstives; provide the opportunity to decleore publicly a
belief or disbelief that they can benefit from = change in values; and
make peer group interaction the principle rehabilitative tool beczuse it
permits peer group decision~-making snd grants status snd recognition,

not only for pnarticipation in treatment interaction, but for willingness
to help ot_hers.l The real success of this program cannot be judged until
full studies of the control group zctivities have been completed and com-
pared to those of the treatment group. Whatever the finzl 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 orientstion is an oustanding

one,

In c¢onclusion, Sutherlandfs theory was an important innovation in
the study of delinquency and crime., It was perhsps the first systematic
attempt to explain the csuses of delinquency in terms of culture con-
flict from the point of view of the individual. Shaw and his associctes
hed explained delinquency rstes in terms of culture conflict but until
1937 the individual delincuent was generally held to be abnormeal
physically, mentally, and/or psychologically - despite the empiricsl
evidence provided in 1936 by Healy and Bronner which indicated that this
was not so. Sutherland changed that conception of the individual de-
lincuent to one which views behavior as being determined primorily by
culturzl factors. MHoreover, the settlement of issues involved in the

theoretical debate stimuleted by Sutherlond, and the attempts to velidate

1. -
LeY¥ar Empey and Jerome Rabow, "The Provo Experiment in Delincuency

Rehzbilitation", American Sociolorsical Review, 1981, 26: 679-695,
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empirically at least part of his theory have led to significant refine-
ments in theory such as the rezlization of the significance of opportunity
structures and in method such as the invention of delinquency scales and
the use of 2 self revort system - to say nothing of the insights which may
be gzined from using the theory as 2 broad nrinciple of organizsztion and
the potentially great practiczl value of the theory as a2 basis of treat-

ment and prevention programs.

Unfortunately, the theory =s a whole cannot be operationalized. As
Glueck has pointed out, no one so fer has "actuzlly counted the number of
definitions favorable to violation of the lsw snd definitions unfavorable...
and demonstrated that in the opre-delincuency experience of the vost
mejority of delincuents and crimin-ls, the former exceeds the latter".
Even those most deeply committed to Sutherlend!s theory doubt thst con-
clusive tests can ever be conducted primarily because of the diffieculties
presented by Sutherlend's lsnguage and imogery. Yet it is equally im-
nrobzable that Cressey's idea of differential identification or CGleser's
concept of differentizl anticipation will prove any more testable -
horever theoreticzlly fruitful these revisions might be - for the same

reasons,

Perhaps the creztest barrier to operationalization is not a linguistic
one but rzther erists beczuse the theory of differential zssociztion
attempts to wrove that whet constitutes 2 mejor nortion of becoming and
being delincuent, causes delincuency. Ralph Turner said of prediction:
"in any situation in which variable 'A' is said to cause variable 'B', 'A' is

of no value as a predictor of 'B! unless we establish the existence of 'A!

l'Sheldon Glueck, "Theory and Fact in Criminology", British Journal of
Sociolosy, 1956, 7: 92-109.
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apart from the observation of ‘B'.1 The same zrgument could be annlied

to Sutherland's theory for the very rezson thet he believed his theory

to be the necessary explanation of delinquency. If "no person can enter
the system of criminel behavior unless he has cssocisted (or identified)
with criminal pattern", then is differentis] association or identification
not a fact or even z result of béing delincuent? All the empiricsl evidence
from direct tests by Cressey, Short, and Nye as well as the findings from
other stucies which z2lso sunport but do not demonstrete the theory in-
dicate that it is - in which cz2se, the theory becomes tautolozical and
therefore cannot be used to explain thzt of which it is a part., The
relevant causal cuestion, then, 1s why do delinquents differentizlly
agsocizte or identify with criminal activities and values or in other
words, what factors csuse individuals to chose delinguent friends and
accept cdelincuent codes of conduct over conventionzl ones?

to
In enswer to those questions -s they relzte/Sutherland's theory,

there zre two points of departure. First, there zre the three factors -
intensity of need, lack of 2lternative solutions, and opnortunity by
which he contended couvld be at least partisl causes of criminal behavior
outside the fremework of his theory. Yet =2s far ss Sutherland was con-
cerred these three factors were of causal significance only under ex-
traordinary circumstances, That is, need could be only a causal factor
apart from differentisl association when it wss extremely intense such -
as thst found in acute poverty or sexual deprivation. Similerly, re-

sorting to crime through lack of a conventionzl zlternstive was 2 csusal

1.
Ralph Turner, "The Quest for Universals", American Sociological
Review, 1953, 18: 60L-511, p. 606.
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factor only if the iﬁdividual had exhausted every other conceivzoble
legitimate means to accomplish his goal. 4nd opportunity was a causal
factor apart from differential associztion in the sense that it limited
the range of crimes possible for en individual to commit; few people, if
any, are in a position to engzge in the full range of criminsl =ctivities,

should they desire to do so.

In view of these considerations, it would seem that these fzctors,
even if they could somehow be operationalized, are lorgely irrelevant to
a situation in which the individuals involved =zre neither poverty stricken,
sexually deprived, nor (presumably) lacking in slternstives to accomplish
their ends. The question of opportunity, however, is an importaznt one -
although not necessarily in terms of causation becruse it does at least

structure the range of possible delinquent offensese.

With regard to this research project, then, several questions may be
asked 2t this point: 1) What is the range of delinguent offenses committed
by the members of both the delincuent group and the non-delinquent group?
Lnswers to this question may be obtained by simply asking the members of
both groups to describe the extent and frequency of any delinquent offenses
they may heve committed.s 2) What is the range of delinouent offenses
which the members of both groups could commit if they had 2 desire to do
so0? This may be established by an examination of any delincuent offenses

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

* Since the members of both groups live in 2 working class area where
the delinguency rate has been high, it is very unlikely that the members
of the non-delinquent group have systematiczlly refrained from en-
gaging in any kind of delinquent zctivities. An investigation of the
extent, seriousness, and frequency of those zctivities must be made for
comparztive and analytical purposes. ’
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of the actual range of offenses committed by youths throughout the
commnity. 3) If there is o significent difference between the actual_
range and the possible one, what factors may account for this discrepancy?
Bstablishing an answer to this cquestion involves two procedures. On the
one hand, there has to be some general criteriz for discerning Whethér or
not the difference, if zny, is a significant one. This could be accomplished
quantitatively by comparing the number of offenses committed to those

which could have been committed and cqualitatively by typing the actual

and possible offenses according to their objects and degree of seriousness
end then compering them. On the other hand, there must be an investigation
of any fzctors arising from the physical and socio-economic status of the
members of both groups as well as factors generated 5y the social structure
which might serve as barriers to the commission of particular delinquent

activities,

A second point of departure may be found in the factors which
Sutherland contended could be causally significant inside the framework
of his theory - factors which are important insofzr zs they affect the
differential =zssociation. Because Sutherland believed his theory to be
the necessary czuse of delinquency, he felt there was no need to explain.
why a person has the associastions which he has. Consequently his final
statement in 1940 contains only the most abstract answer to this question,
"A personl's associations zre determined in a genersl context of socizl
organization...including many personal group relationships."1 However,

in his 1942 address, Sutherland did mention thst emotional disturbances

lo !
Abert Cohen, Alfred lindesmith, 2nd Karl Schuessler, cite, Pe 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 Healy and Bronner, were in loker economic groups where the delinquency
rate is high; "consequently there is a probability that they will come
into contact with boys who are delinquent with greater frequency and
intimacy than they would if they were not frustrated at home and that
they will on that account become delinquent“.1 While this statement
may be greatly oversimplified, 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 dissstisfied in any way with the
social relstionships within.their famil;-? 'If so, in'what way and for
how long?

2) Did the members of either group have any f rustrations 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 directly 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-delinquent and
known delinquent or criminal goals, values, or persons?

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

exist, and the commission of delinquent offenses? Partial answers to

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

1y
Ibid., p. 28
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associations or identifications, and delincuent offenses in chronological
order and correlating them to each other, Of course, more complete
answers to these questions cannot be obtained without assessing the
importance of frustrations snd pressures =rising from other sources but
this is the final problem of this research and will be considered at a

lster point,

On the basis of Sutherland's theory - assuming that the delinquents
associate differentially with other delinquents as part of the course 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-delinocuents.

2) The range of offenses committed by the members of the delincuent
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
committed and those whiéh could possibly be committed, given the desire
to do so, can be accounted for either by elements of the physical and
socio-economic status of the individual or elements within the social
structure,

4)  The members of the delinguent group, in contrast to those in the
other group, Qill have at the time of the resezrch or zt some time in
the past, acute frustrations arising from dissatisfied social relation-
ships within the family.

5) These frustrations, should they exiét, will correlszte historically
with associztion ér identification with delincuent or criminal patterns

and the commission of delinquent activities,
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L,

The publication of Robert K. Merton's Social Theory znd Social

Structure in 1949 marks the beginning of a new trend in the study of
deviant behavior. Merton argues1 that some social and cultural structures
exert a definite pressure upon certain persons to deviate rather than con-
form so thet some forms of deviance constitute a normal response - normal
in the sense of psychological predictability. Within a given cultural
structure, the pressure which society exerts upon its members to achieve
socially acceptable goals may vary independently of the pressure exerted
on institutional means of achieving them.2 If a society continuously
emphasizes the value of a particular goal without a corresponding con-
cern for the prescribed means of attaining it then the technically most
elfective procedure, whether culturally legitimste 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 rztes of deviant behavior.

This gereral asrgument is the foundation not only for Merton!s general
theory of deviance but also for others specifically concerned with

delinquency,

1
* This discussion of Merton's theory is based on his revised edition

of Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free
Press, 1955) Chapters IV and V, pp. 131 - 195.

24

Actually, Merton seems to equate the concrete means to achieve goals
with the cultural emphasis on the acceptability of means. At one point
he states that "aberrant behavior may be regarded sociologically as a
sympton of dissociation between culturally prescribed aspirations and
soclally structured gvemues for realizing these aspirations'.
Ibido. P 1314', (en1phaSiS added).
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What are the sources of anomie? Although Merton maintains that there
mey be many different sources of anomie,l he discusses only one in his
book2 - the American success theme which is distinguished by its stress
on economic affluence and social assent for a1l its m.embers.3 That is,

striving for success is a socially defined expectation. When the

pressure to be successful is greater than the pressure on legitimate
avenues available to the individuzls to achieve it the individual may
be frustrated to the point where only questions of technical efficiency

limit his behavior. Were this condition widespread, the socizl in-

L. Merton believes that any cultural goal which receives an extreme
emphasis without cqualification 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 family constellations
vhereby the parents place so much value on achievement for their children
that considerations of approved methods are vitiated. This is the only
other source of anomie to which Merton refers, specifically but Meier and
Bell conducted a study based on Merton's general proposition and found
thet the lack of opportunity to achieve any life goal, economic or
otherwise, was significantly related to znomie., See Dorothy Meler and

W. Bell, "Anomie and Differential Access to the Achievement of ILife
Goals", American Sociological Review, 1959, 2z4: 189-202,

* During a Conference on Delinquency in 1956, Merton discussed the
possibility that anomie might arise from z great diversitiy of cultural
norms (as opposed to anomie arising from a conflict between a cultural
norm and the means of achieving it). However, there is no specific
mention of this type of anomie in the revised 1957 edition of his book.
For Merton's discussion of this type of znomie see Helen Witmer and
Ruth Kotinsky, editors, New Perspective for Research in Juvenile De-
linquency (Washington D. C.: U. S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfzre, Children's Bureau, 1956) pp. 63-65.

3% Lter Merton corries this point to the extreme. Apparently, mere
lack of opportunity is not enough to account for high rates of deviance.
"It is only when a system of cultural values extols virtually above all
else certain common success gozls 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, that deviant behavior ensues on a large sczle." Robert
Merton, op. cit., p. 146. This statement wzs made with reference to a
particular response (innovation) to anomie, and it is not clear whether
Merton meant for it to be applied to all types of response to anomie.
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stability caused by it would lead to znomie, a breakdown in the culture
occurring when there is an acute dissociztion between culturally prescribed

ends and socially structured means of attzining them.

While anomie gives rise to deviant behavior the obverse mzy also be
true; according to Merton, deviance may in turn generate anomie in a
vicious-circle process. The higher the rate of "successful" deviance,l
the less faith in or stress upon the legitimacy of institutionally pre-
scribed norms2 (unless the situation is counteracted by the use of social

controls). Thus, deviant behavior itself may engender a=nomic conditions.

Assuming that deviance is not random but restricted to a number of
identifiable responses, Merton derives a typology of the various ways in
which individuals may adapt their roles to the situation. How a person
reacts depends on whether he accepts or rejects the cultural goal(s) and
whether he accepts or rejects institutionslized means to achieve it or
them, Of the five "modeé of adaptation® - conformity, ritualism, re-
treatism, innovation, and rebeilion - both innovetion and rebellion may
chzracterize different forms of delinquency. (Since the other two types

of deviance are passive, they are irrelevant ard will not be discussed.)

Rebellion is a transitional deviant adaptation striving to change

the existing order, goals,and norms by institutionalizing new cnes to

1+ lerton does not elaborzte upon this notion of "successful® deviance
but nearly all the empirical studies on delincuency have noted the im-
pact on boys when they continuously see living proof of achievement with-
out effort. Conversely, the fact thet "successful" deviance may be
widespread raises the question: To whst extent does law enforcement,

or the lack of it, affect the relstionship between anomie znd deviant
behavior?

2e

It is conceivable thet this formulation could apply a2lso to foreign
behavior, to high rates of emigration from and immigration to a community
from assorted ethnic, national, and racial groups.




be shared by other members of society. Like resentment, rebellion is
characterized 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-
velves @ genuine change of vzlues. This does not mean that value con-
flict may be equated with anomie, If rebellion is not widespread and
powerful, it may lead to the formation of sub-groups zlienated from
others but unified among themselves., Alienated adolescent gangs or

youth movements exemplifying this pattern may form subcultures of their
own but these groups tend to be unstable unless they are sufficiently

insulated from those who reject them,

Innovation, in contrast to rebellion, represents an acceptance of
cultural goeis but 2 rejection of institutionalized means. It is in
this context that Merton cites class controls and educational recuire-
ments as primery barriers to the attainment of meterial wealth - the
symool of success. "Numerous studies heve found that the educational
nyramid operates to keep 2 large nortion of uncuestionably able but
economicelly disadvanteged youths from obtaining higher formal educationﬁl
Crime and delinquency are mentioned specifically »s exemples of this

pattern,

Cohen said of Merton's reference to delinquency that the theory of
anomie does not account for 211 forms of deviance, that it cannot explain
the non-utilitarian, destructive, zestful, and negstive qualities which

characterize it.z To the first charge Merton admits. To the second he

le Ibid,, footnote 19, p. 145.

2 Albert Cohen, Delincuent Boys, (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press,
1955) pps 35-36.
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reiterztes that the deviant behavior resulting from a2 discrepancy between
ends and means is not rationally calculated and utilitarian. Rather,
response to these pfessures may involve considerzble frustrstion and non-
rational behavior. Destructiveness and negstivism may be similarly under-
stood as responses to frustration.® On the other hand, the theory does
not account for the properties of zestfulness and vefsatility. Their
source, according to Merton, may be found in "the social interaction

among, like-minded deviants who mitually reinforce their deviznt attitudes
and behe.vior..."2 No mention is mede of the role that inadequate socizl

controls, boredom, snd the element of play might have.

Another objection to lerton's theory came from Raloh Turner. In an
article about vzlue conflict and social disorganization, Turner argued
that anomie was a spvecial case of "value conflict" - which he defined
broadly as an inbzlance between ends =nd means. "Socially approved
means constitute limitations on socially approved ends and vice versa,
but velue conflict in a meaningful sense exists only when the balance
between the two is lost."3 Merton later denied emphztically thet value
conflict may be equated with normlessness. Conflicts between norms
held by distinct subgroups often create an increased adherence to the

norms prevailing in each sub-group. "It is conflict between culturally

1. Dubin maintains that an extension of Merton's cotegories may explain
the destructiveness exhibited by certazin gangs. If solidary relations
and internal competition for stztus institutionslized norms within the
croup, then destructiveness becomes an operating invention - 2 tyre of
behzvoral innovation. See Robert Dubin, "Devisnt Behavior and Social
Structure" imerican Sociolosical Review, 1959, 2b4: 147-163.

Ze Robert Merton, op. cit., p. 179.

3e Relph Turner, "Value-Conflict in Social Disorganization®, Sociology
and Soeciolozical Research, 1954, 38: 301-308, p. 305.




L6,

accepted values and socially structured difficulties in living up to these
values, which exerts nressure toward deviant behavior =nd disruntion of

. 1
the normative system,"

Having considered what znomie is, some of its sources, =nd the
relevant types of response to it, the important question is: how to
examine it in an empirical situation? There have been several efforts,
nzmely on the basis of Srolet!s znomie scales,z to measure anomie &s sub-
Jectively experienced by the individuszl; but none of thesevdeals directly
with delincuency - possibly becsuse it is tszken for granted that juvenile
delinquents by definition zre characterized by ¢ sense of social isola-
tion, futility,=nd nowerlessness, and ~re, in short, zlienated from

society.

Indices of znomie as an objective condition of group 1life have been

3

developed by Lender” who identified the delinquency rate, percentege of
home ovmership, and vercentage of non-white residents as measures of

social stability and relative znomie. But zs both Londer and Merton

Lo,
Robert ierton, ops, cit., pp. 190-191.

2'Iviei.er and Bell, ope cit., used this scecle in their study and A.H.Roberts
with 4. Rokeach attempted to replicate Srolels study, "Anomie, Authori- -
tarianism, 2nd Prejudice: A Replicstion®, American Journsl of Sociolosy,
1956, 61: 355-358, but Srole guestions whether it has in fact been repli-
ceted. (Ibid., 1956, 62: 63-57.) The five items in Srole's sczle seek to
mezsure the individuzl's perception of his socizl environment end his
place in it. f‘uestions in the scale rzte degree of interest in the =achieve-
ment of life goszls 2s well as the individual's =2bility to accomolish those
e 0zls,

A third study using Srole's Anomie Scale has conducted by IMizruchi
who tested for anomie in a small city. On the basis of his study he
hypothesized that lower clzsses have a2 greater tendency to feel anomie
due to soci2lly structurel differentiel access to supportive subsystems
and the inaccessibility of means for the achievement of soeially desired
ends. See Ephraim H, Iizruchi, "Social Structure =nd fnomie in a Smell
City", Lmerican Sociolocical Review, 1960, 25: 545-655,

3'Bernard Lander, Towsrds an Understanding of Juvenile Delincuency,
(Wew York: Columbiz University Press, 1954) ond _crtially renliczted by

David Bordua, "Juvenile Delincuency znd Anomie: &n .ttémpt at Replica-
tion", Social Problems, 1958-59,6: 230-237.




recognize, these varizblesat best only ssrve s o very indirect index of

the rote of disrupted soclal reletionships,

Assuming thet soeizl instability is an indicztion of an znomic.situa-
tion,'}erhaps an examinztion of the ethniec and nationzl backzrounds of the
subjects; the histories of their geogravhical, educational,and occupational
mobility; and the neture and extent of porticipation in formal =s well as
informal groups outside their own peer groups will provide more direct
yet objective mezsures of disrupted socizl relationships. HMore pertinent
to Merton's emphasis on the dominant source of anomie, though, wonld bLe
to establish the extent that individuals in both groups internzlized the

culturzl success goals of soclel assent ond economic 2ifluence.

Both concepts, however, present 2 difficult problem. “What, precisely,
are they and how can they be mecsured from the viewpoint of the individu=l?
If a working eclass boy actuallyl sets his gozl at being president of =z
coroorztion or ot reaching any of the very topn income brackets, there is
no doubt thet he desires to be economicelly affluent, But what if the
same boy simply waonts to move from a blue‘collar Job to & white collar
position; has he internalized the goal of economic afifluence? Success is
such a relstive concept; not only does each cless hsve its ovm definition
of success but 2lso there is an absolute level of success which everyone
or at least 2 majority considers to be successful. Thus, each individual
has two definitions of success - one besed on his own class or profession
and one bosed on the 2bsolute or majority standard. More important, it

is possible thst an over emphasis by = given class to achieve success

within thot class may be as conducive to anomie as a widespread desire

by the majority to czchieve rezal affluence.

L This is distincet from dreaming about a goal which there is no likeli-
hood of achieving.
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Merton recognizes this but he is not cliear on whether he is referring
to either phenomenon separstely or both in combination; when he speaks
of an "over emphasis on success", he does not specify which definition
of success or the exact source of the pressure - a2 given class or the
majority? In his analysis he tends to equate the two. Noting thst in
terms of income, Americans z2lways want 25 mer cent more than they have,l
he defined monetary success as "the point which is always!just zhead'",
By this definition, then, anyone who has the slightest ambition to im-
rrove himself financlally may be said to have internslized the gozl of
nonetzry success. Not only does this seem extravagant but it belies
the generzl tenor of his whole thesis and obscures the most important
point. Throughout his discussion of "the success theme" 2s portrayed
by the mass media - the basis of his central hypothesis - he refers to
success a2lmost entirely in terms of "reaching the top", "rising to the
estate of economic royzlty", "going from rags to riches®, and so on.
Only in vassing does he state that anv standard of achievement mey be-
come "differently accepted" among the several socisl strata as success-
ful. Thus, it is impossible to determine from Merton's discussion exectly

whet he means by success.

But even if success camnot be measured on the bcsis of Merton's
thesis, is not the key vhrese "over emphasis" rather than "success™?
However one defines success, the important point is not measuring the
extent of internalization of the gosl but rather the extent of internali-

zation of the means to achieve whatever one accepts as successful. The

essential issue, then, is not whether or how far an individual desires

1. Robert Merton, op. cit., p. 136 from a study by H. F. Clark for which
there is no specific reference,




to improve his financial status but rather how ruch he wants to do it

and how frustrated he is in his efforts. Is his desire to rise economically
so strong that he is willing to use illegal means? Or is he so frustrated
in his efforts that he would resort to illicit methods? Or is it possible
that he could be so frustreted that he rebels agzinst society by violating
the law but not in such = wzay that he geins financially from it? These

are the main operational questions to be asked from lMerton's theory.

& conclusive test for the significance of this source of anomie with
regard to delinquency would of course involve demonstrzting thzt a sub-
stantizl number of the working class (the class to which members of both
groups belong) were exposed to an intense pressure to rise financielly,
without z corresponding pressure to do it legally, and accepted the goal
without accepting the legitimate means, Such an enormous and complicated
task would not be necessary, however, merely to explore the possible re-
lationship between this source of aznomie and a given delinquent group.
Thus, on the bzsis of Merton's theory one could hypothesize that:

1) The members of the delincuent group will have experienced a greater
amount of socially disrupted relstionships than the members of the non-

delinouent groupe.

2) The members of the delinquent group, in contrast to the members of

the non-delinguent group, will feel or will have felt prior to this re-

search a definite pressure, particularly from their parents, to improve

themselves economically without a corresponding pressure to attain their

ends lecally.

1. This hypothesis will be explored by =stablishing snd comparing the
background, mobility, and participation factors mentioned on p. 47.
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3) The members of the delincuent group will have less educational and
vocational training than the members of the non-delinquent group.

L) In contrast to the members of the non-delinguent group, they will
feel that the qualifications they have or can acoulre are inadequate

to achieve their gosols.

5) If the members of the delincuent group reject the cultural goals of
economic progcress and social assent, then they will substitute culturally
unacceptable goals and will consider their deviant behavior either as a
rebellion z2gainst society or as useful in the attainment of their own goals,
6) If, on the other hand, the members of the delingquent group do desire
to rise soclally and economically, if thet desire is intense, if they
feel they lack the qualifications necessary to the achievement of their
goals, and if they hzve not felt a pressure to achieve their ends
legally, then the members of the delinguent group will heove invented

illicit methods for the expressed nurpose of financial gain.l

In order to explore these hypotheses, the following will be established
and compared:
1) ‘Whether or not the subjects have felt any pressure from their
parents or others to rise socially and/or economically;
2) Whether or not they felt a corresponding pressure to rise financially
by legal means or to break the law;
3) What educational and other qualificaztions they actually have to

attain their economic zand sdcial goals, what credentials they perceive

1, |
It is clear from the wording of these and other hypotheses, that much

weight is placed on the accuracy of individual perception. This
problem will be discussed in Chapter VI,



51.

to be necessary for such attainment, and what cualifications they think
would be necessary for the achievement of their ideal economic and social
gozls;

4)_ Their present positions, their job gozls (what type of job they hope
realistically to attzin in the future), and their ideal job choice;

5) What the subjects earn, what they hope realistically to earn in the
future, and what they would like to earn ideally;

6) Their current styles of life (living conditions, class, and spend-
ing habits), that style of 1life which they hope realistically to achieve
in the future, and that which they would consider ideal;

7) If their present qualifications, jobs, earnings, and styles of 1life
are different from those they hope realisticslly to achieve, whst they
feel can be done to eliminate this discrepency and what they are in fact
doing;

8) If their zctual gozls are different from their ideal gosls, why
they are different and whether a2 change would be possible realistically;
9) If such a chenge would be possible, why they do not or will not
attempt to change;

10) Whether or not they consider material wealth so important that they
would be willing to use any method, legitimate or illegitimate, to
attain it;

11) How the delinquents view their own deviant behavior,
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The third major theoretical controversy during the late forties and
fifties was crezted by the publication of Albert Cohen's Delinquent Boys
in 1955. Subtitled "The Culture of the Gang", this provocative theory
seeks 10 explain the peculiar content and origin of what, in Cohen's

view, is the typical delinquent subculture. Although Cohen's theory is

based largely on those of Sutherland and lMerton, he rejects them as
adequate explanations of delinquency on the grounds that neither theory
accounts for the properties which characterize most delincuent gang

activity. In short, they do not fit the facts.

What are the facts a theory must fit? According to Cohen, most de-

linquent behavior is non-utilitsrian in the sense that it is not moti-

vated by profit or gain but rather "for the hell of it" - for the
malicious enjoyment of others! discomfort znd the delight in defying
taboos, for the deliberately negative purpose of doing exactly the re-
verse of what is prescribed by middle c¢lass norms, Other traits of
gang zctivity znd the structure of the gang include hostility to non-

member neers and adults, versatility rather than specialization of their

activities; strong group autonomy or intolerance of restreint ercept from

within the group itself; and shortrun hedonism, the lack of interest in

planning long-term goals or organized recreation.

Iike Merton, Cohen assumes that the American emphasis on economic
success is basically a middle class ideal but one which is shared to
some extent by all clasées. Since education and certain values are
prerequisites to competition in an essentially middle cla=s system, those
who lack them are extremely handicapped. The educational system, as

stated in Gohen's general hypothesis, is structured so that lower class
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boys are alienated from school and lower class cultures do not prescribe

the kinds of discipline necessary to achieve middle class gozls.

Middle class ethics, in contrast to working=class norms, place great
value on ambition to achieve difficult goals; rstional plamning and
allocation of resources as well as budgeting of time; self-control with
regard to nhysical cggression and violence; the cultivation of manners
and personability; c?nstructive recresztion involving study, practice,
and the development of skills; individuzal responsibility or a2 reluctznce
to turn to others for help; and respect for property. All of these are
norms and values which Cohen believes the middle clssses try to instill in
their children, who are taught to evaluate themselves and others by the
possession of these "virtuous" quelities vefore they ever begin their

formal education.

Perhaps the most systemztic introduction working class boys have
to competition for status by middle class criteria is in school. Cohen
maintains that the "democratic concention' of education implies that a
major function of the schools is to reward middle class ambition and
conformity to middle class expectations. This hzppens, in brief, because
middle class bozrds of education representing middle class parents hire
middle cless teachers to foster the development of middle class behavior,
Avparently welfare agencies, youth groups, and religious organizations
(generally sponsored and maintained by middle class people) tend to

follow 2 similar pattern.

Anyone who does not measure up to these standards is considered a

problem and a failure as a person. Lacking the necessary preschool
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training ond discipline, it is most likely thet working class children
will be unprepored and in many cases unable to meet these criteria.
Whether or not middle class standards of worth are applied to individuels
directly, they cannot be indifferent to these standards becaouse they are
the norms of people who control their lives in school and in organized
play, perhaps even in religion, and certsinly in job choice when the

time comes. To the extent that the working class boy without the
essential prerequisites values middle class status, he is faced with the
vroblem of having his sense of worth destroyed, developing feelings of
insecurity along with a sense of frustration,and losing coniidence

in learning thet which he is capable of learning,

According to Cohen, lower class boys mey react to this problem in
one of three ways. A few decide to conform regardless of their limita-~
tions; they manage somehow to overcome their status handicap, acquire
middle class "virtues", finish school, =nd go on to college. Others,
probably the vast majority, solve the problem by retreating from it.
These corner boys, as they are named after William Foote Whyte's descrip-

tion in Street Corner Society, msy or may not complete their high school

training for it is not necessary for the kind of acceptable but "dead-
end" jobs they will eventuzlly attain. They prefer not to tzke the
risks and sacrifices of the "college boy response" {(also named after
Whyte's account); thet might mean giving up 2 way of 1ife which is
familiar and possible failure should they try something else. Both
college boys and corner boys, Cohen asserts, inhibit their overt
aggression "and even their conscious recognition of their own hostile

impulses” against middle clsss morality "for (they) acknowledge the
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legitimacy of the rules by which they are stigmftized".l

Despite its obvious costs, the delinquent response has some ad-
vantages over that of the corner boy. Delinquent suﬁcultures are dis-
tinguished by the overt and wholesale repudiation of middle class standards.
Should corner boys engage in behavior which is defined as delinquent,
such as truancy, "it is not because non-conformity to middle class norms
defines conformity to corner boy norms".z Rather it is because conformi-

ty to middle class norms interferes with his own; the fact that truancy

is =z delinquent offense is incidental to his desire to escape a dull

and possibly humiliating situation. In contrast, members of delinguent
subcultures which zre formed throuéﬁ a process of mutual conversion,
engage in delinquent activity precisely becesuse it is delinquent, because
it is the very antithesis of middle class norms. The corner boy's
recognition of the acceptability of middle class values prevents him
from being overtly hostile but membership in a delinguent gang legiti-
mizes aggression and eliminates any ambiguity of staztus that the corner

boy might have,

Just how much delinquents are czpable of legitimizing aggression -
to what extent delinquents actuzlly reject middle class society - is
not clesr from Cohen's statement. He argues on the one hand thst the
child who brezks clean with middle class morality has no moral inhibi-
tions about expressing his aggression freely zgainst the source of his
frustrstion. This connection between status frustration and the

aggressiveness of delincuent subcultures, he submits, is more plausible

1. Albert Cochen, Delincuent Boys (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press,

1955) p. 132.
Ze Ibid., p. 129.
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than many frustration-aggression hypotheses beczuse there is no doubt
about the target of the aggression which, in this instance, is the
manifest cause of their status problem. Yet in the immediately proceed-
ing discussion, Cohen applies Parson's insight regarding deviant be-
haviorl and asserts that these norms do not '"really undergo total ex-
tinction, that instead they press for recognition. In order to cope
with this threat to their stability, delincquents 'over-react', probably
in the form of an 'irrational?, 'maiicious', 'unaccountable' hostility
to the enemy within as well as the enemy without: the norms of the
respectable middle society".? If the mechanism of reaction-formation

is an element of delincuent behzvior, is it = completely effective one?
In other words, does it enable the delincuent to mzke =z completel& clean
brezk without cny moral inhibitions regerding =ggression, or does it
merely force any inhibitions inte the background to remein a kind of
underlying ambivalence? Perhaps delincuents cannot fully reject these
horms at 2ll once they are internalized but rether fluctuate continually
between rejection, over-reaction, ~nd acceptance. In any czse, the

idea thzt 2 clezn brezk can be made is doubtful.

In summarizing Cohen!s theory, delinquency is one cost of a
democracy in which the middle clacs, being overwhelmingly dominant in
number and power, sets the standards of success and provides its young
with the disciplines, values, =snd other equipment necessary to achieve

it. ZLower classes are either unsble or urnwilling to furnish their

1.

Talcot Persons, The Socisl System (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free
Press, 1951) discussion of "Role Conflict and the Genesis of Deviance",
PDe. 280-283 .

2 Ibid., p. 133.
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young with these prerecsuisites, and consecuently the majority of them
are not prepared to compete. For thosé who wvish to compete this presents
a vroblem, Participation in delincuent subcultures, which have been
formed through a2 process of mutual 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 engzged in an intensive study
which will be nublished some time in the near future.l Until this and
other supporting reseerch can verify the theory with empiriczl evidence,

Cohen can only continue to answer his critics on theoretical grounds.

Gresham Sykes and David Matza were perhsps one of the first to

eriticize him., In 1957, = year =fter Delinouent Boys was published, they

argued2 that many delincuents seem to be at least pzrtially committed to
the dominant social norms because they frequently exhibit guilt or shame
when they violste its prescrintions. Other evidence of their commit-
ment may be seen in their accord or zpnrovel of certain conforming
fizures and their tendency te distinguish between anproprizte =nd in-
avrropriste torgets for their devisznce. Delincuents do this, Sykes and

Matza meintzin, because they develop mechonisms vhich neutralize the

1,
A more detziled description of this project is given below (see p. 88).

L)

hnicues of Neutralization®,
e
0y

Gresham Sykes and David Matza, "Te !
564670,

c
Americon Sociological Review, 1957, 22:
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disapproval flowing from internalized norms.

These technicues, mainly in the form of rationalizetions and
Justificetions, precede delinquency and perhaps make it possible for it
to occur at 2all. By denying responsibility for his =zctions, by learn-
ing to view himself as acted upon rather than acting, the delinquent
can devizte without necessarily sttacking directly the dominant norms
themselves. Second, the delinquent can deny te himself that his action
is injurious. Third, should the delinquent be forced to admit that there
has been an injury, he can view it as a2 form of rightful retaliation or
punishment., The delincuent can nush this technique to an extreme and
condern the condernors; by attacking or discrediting others, the wrong-
fulness of his own behavior towards them can more easily be repressed.
Finally, he cen think of himself 2s sacrifieing the demonds of the
larger society for the demands of his own socizl group. "These 'defini-
tions of the situstion'™, sccording to Svkes and Matza, "represent
tangental or gl-oneing blows at the dominant norm system rather then the

creztion of an ovwosing ideology™,

Although not directly critical of Cohen, the argument put forward
by Sykes and Matzz is supported by others. Solomon Krobin in his
erticle, "Conflict of Values in Delinquency Areas", (American
Sociological Review, 1951, 16: 653-662) contends that in any commnity
where there is =z conflict of norm systems, both delincuents and non-
delincuents will internalize aspects of each - in fact, Krobin suggests
that it is the very existence of this dusl orientation which accounts
for the delincuent's ogeressive destructiveness, Cloward and Ohlin,
also note the significance of various types of rctionalizations. Richard
Cloward snd Lloyd Ohlin, Delincuency =nd COrportunity (Glencoe, Illinois:
The Free Press, 1960) pp. 130-139.
Ze

Gresham Sykes and Daovid lMotza, op. cit., pe 669,
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Cohen discussed this analysis in 1958. In en article written with
Short,l he stated that 21lthough identificetion of these perticular
technicues of neutralization was a significant omission, his book did
emphasize the importance of reaction-formation, one of the most elementary
forms of neutralization, not only because it is a way of coming to terms
with one's delincuent impulses but also because it helps account for the
specifié content  of the deviant behavior in question. In fact, they
assert that the very formetion of a delincuent subculture is probzsbly

one of the most universsl and powerful of neutralizing technicues.

In reviewing Cohen's corments regording the Sykes and Matza article,
it would seem that he does not sctually repudiate the essence of their
criticism: thst delincuent norms are not the antithesis of middle class
norms and that the placement and extent of delinquents! blows against
the larger society =zre highly structured rather than being a wholesale
attack on the middle class. Sykes and Matza clerify snd extend this
point in a later article in 19612 which integrates this and additional
criticisms of Cohen's theory into a general stotement. But before
going intoc the substance of thot article, it will be useful to review
the recent empirical findings a=nd criticisms upon which it is b=zsed
a2s well zs the findings of reseazrch on the family and the gang which
have significant implications for Cohen's theory. In effect, this re-

view will cover all the major research of the fifties,

Sutherland wrote about crime and culture conflict in genersl; and

1. Albert Cohen and Jemes Short, Jr., "Research in Delinquent Subculture”,
Journal of Social Issues, 1958, 14: 20-38.

2e
Gresham Sykes and David Matzz, "Juvenile Delincquency and Subterranean

Velues", American Sociological Review, 1961, 26: 712-719.




60,

although there were many implications in his theory regsrding class, he
actuelly said very little about it. Merton was ~rimarily interested in
deviance as a form of behevior distinct from conforming behavior; con-
sequently his remarks on delincuency in particuler are ouite sketchy. His
theory is clesrly in terms of class, but it is essentizlly 2 theory

about the social structure. Cohen was the first among the major post
World War II theorists to be concerned soiely with lower class de-

Iincuency and until Cloward and Chlin published Delincuency and Oppor-

tunity in 1961, wzs the only one to make a systematic statement about
its nature (apart from statistics). Beczuse of this, all observations
during the fifties about the characteristics of delinquents and their
delincuency have specific implications for Cohen's definition of the

problem,

Moreover, Cohen wes the first to adept Sutherland and Merton and
to emphasize both class and conflict. While Cohen's application is in
no way = synthesis of the two, it represented for subsequent researchers
and theorists the general stztement for all those who viewed class
structure and class relationships as perhzps the ﬁajor cause for de-
lincuency. Consequently, any attack sgainst this general nosition
was directed against Cohen's thesis rather than those of Sutherland
and Merton. Thus, the research of the fifties is not simply an anti-
thesis to Cohen's theory; in many cases, it is =2lso a criticism of the
school of thought he represents. But becazuse most of it was an attack
against Cohen, evaluation of his thesis will vroceed the review of

literzture for this period,
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The year =fter Cohen nublished Delincuent Boys, there was a series

of research projects on the role of the family. The first of these was
conducted by Nyel whose data concerning -dolescent adjustment in broken
and in unhappy, unbroken homes was secured from a 25% sample of all boys
and girls in grades nine through twelve in three medium sized toums in
Washington State. Data on the perent-child relationship was obtained
from a 50% sample of the szme population, In both parts of the study
delinquency scales were included in the questionnaire schedules. Alto-
gether 2,323 cuestionnaires were used, Nye found that there were no
significent differences in the distribution of delinquent behavior by
soclo-economic levels; thzt children from homes broken by divorce did
not have poorer adjustment than those from homes broken in other ways;
that in certain areas, such as school and church life, adjustment of

adolescents in unhappy unbroken and in broken homes does not dirffer

significantly.2 From the second part of the project he found that there

1. The preliminary findings of this part of the project are reported by
Nye in "Parent Adolescent Relationships and Delinquent Behevior', Re-
search Studies of the State College of Washington, 1956, 24: 160-170. The
complete results are found in "Child Adjustment in Broken and Unhepoy-
Unbroken Homes", Marriage and Family Living, 1957, 19: 356-361. In this
study homes were considered broken if the adolescent did not ordinarily
live with his original parents. The unhzppy but unbroken femilies were
those which fell in the bottom tercile of a perentsl interaction score
computed from the amount of quarrelling, mutusl interests, and so on. In
addition each child rated his relationship with his pzrents in terms of
happiness.

2e These findings are substantially supported by the results of = study
conducted by Charles Browning who found = significant correlation between
delincuency and family integration. More important, the findings were
essentially the szme when unbroken and broken homes were analyzed
sepzrately. Broken homes, then, do not appear to be a2 valid indicator of
family disorganization, he suggests thst the term should be redefined or
abandoned. See Charles Browning, "Differential Impact of Family Dis-
organization on Male Adolescents," Socizal Problems 1961, 8: 37-45, A
similar analysis wes made by Jackson Toby, "Differential Impact of Family
Disorganization", American Sociological Review, 1957, 22: 505-512.
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was a significant correlation between rejection of one or both varents
and delinquent behavior. Rejection of this type, he suggested, hinders
the adoption of the parent as a conforming adult model and therefore

weakens the parents! ability to be cgents of social control.:L

Although Nye found little differences in the correlation between
delinquency znd paternal rejection as compared to the correlation between
delinquency and maternal rejection, there is some evidence that the
paternz] relationship is more important - at least for boys. In a con-
trolled study of "agrressive" and "non-agpgressive" boys, Albert Bandura
and Richard Walters found little difference in the amount of warmth and
esteem that the subjects in each group showed their mothers; in con-
trast, the aggressive boys showed muich evidence of having experienced
a severe break in the father-son relationship.2 ind from a re-
examination of the old Cambridge-Somerville study,3 William and Joan
McCord found that criminal rates were highest among pasternally rejected
boys whose fothers wefe criminal. " However, consistent discinline
coupled with love from at least one varent seemed to offset any crimo-
genic influence., If the mother was also deviant, the chances of

L

criminality were greatly increzsed even when both parents were loving.

* Ivan Nye, "The Rejected Pzrent and Delingquency", Marrisge snd Femily
Living, 1956, 18: 291-297. Albert J. Reiss, Jr., observed that parental
authority may also be diminished if economic deprivation leads to sub-
Jjective feelings of insecurity. See Albert Reiss, Jr., "Delinguency as
the Failure of Personal and Social Controls", American Sociological EKe-
view, 1951, 16: 196-208,

' ilbert Bandura and Richard Welters, "Dependency Conflicts in Aggressive
Delincuents", Journal of Social Issues, 1958, 19: 52-66,

3¢ see p. 20 (Background to Part I) above.

B William and Joan McCord, "The Bffect of Parental Role liodels on
Criminality", op. cit,
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Closely related to this question of peorents being effective role
models is the question of parents being effective transmitters of values.
Through analysis of the case histories znd therapy programs for boys
enrolled in Berkshire Trzining School, Martin Haskell found that lower
class parents exerted =z definite nressure on their children to conform
to the la'w.l Similarly, the FcCords found that the conscious values

even anong criminals seemed to support the non-criminal norms of society.2

These studies, tzken together, show that the nature of the relation-

ships within the family is of crucial importance, perhaps even more

significant than the ability of the family to prepare the child for the

achievement of its gosls. Moreover, they bring'inté focus the fact,

somevwhat denied by implication in Cochen's theory, that lower clasces may
value law abiding behavior as much as other groups of hizher socio-

economic standing.

Throughout the fifties (especizlly the latter half) there was a
crowing trend in socizl work and in the mess media to recognize the
importance of socioclogical factors in delincuency. Consecuently, ob-
gervations from these sources have increasingly been staoted in soci-
ological terms or at least with reference to them. The result is that
theorists have begun tq exploit these newly-found resources and cite
them as valid empirical evidence of certzin patterns of lower class de-
lincuent behsvior ss well as the physical and social conditions associ-
ated with them. liore important, these reports attest to a2 new variety

of gang activity.

1 Mortin Haskell, ope cite, p. 223

2"ﬁilliam end Joan McCord, "The Effect of Porentel Kole Hodel on Crimi-
nality", op. cit. See 2lso Eleanor Maccoby, J. P. Johnson, and Russell
M, Church, op, cit. (The relevant findings of this study were discussed
zbove in regard to Sutherland's theory. See p. 32, Chapter I.)
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The wealth of data provided by Sutherland, Shew, Thrasher, and
other prominent pre-wWorld War IT sociologists was limited primerily to
descriptions of professional thieves, organized criminal gangs developed
and maintained for the expressed purpose of promoting criminal ceareers,
and gangs organized on a temporary bzsis to £ill in the gap between
childhood and zdult status. Delinquent activity in the latter case,
noted mzinly by Thrasher, is the non-utilitarian, "melicious" form of

adolescent play which Cohen described in his Delingquent Boys. Criminal

gangs and semi-professional thieves, however, zre decidedly utilitarian
and definitely orientszted toward criminal careers. Conflict in either
non-utilitarian or criminal patterns is more or less restricted to
evading the lzw or anyone attemnting to ston them znd to minor fist

fights with individuals in other gangs.l

In contrzst to these types of gong activity, those described by
social workers and reporters during the fifties, were mainly oriented
to drug addiction or warlike conflict with other gangs. Virtually

without exception the accounts of observers such as Harison Sz2lisbury,

L. In fact as late as 1936, Healy stated that "In Finland, fighting
with knives, which is never seen here, belongs to the traditional
ideas of the peoples.o" William Hezly and Augusta Bronner, New Idicht
on Delinquency, op. cit. (emphasis added).

2+ Herison Salisbury, The Shook-up Generation (New York: Harver and
Brothers, 1958). Szlisbury is one of the first to note, contrary to
widespread opinion, that race is not the basis of gong warfare but
rether it is based on geographical location. Not only ore many gangs
integrzted but zlso there were several instances of battle among gangs
of the same race or ethnic origin.
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Paul Crawford,l and Walter Bernstein,2 to name but = few,3 emphasized
these distinctive features of gang lifes the desperate need for indi-
vidual members to meke = reputation for themselves and their gangs; the
underlying desire to avoid the violence of their specizl kind of werfaore
for settliﬁg disnutes accompanied by a lack of exmerience and faith in
other methods of terminating cuarrels; the ricidity of ideology and
social stratification within each gang (the substance of which is =lways
well-¥nown to other gangs); and a universal accevtance of rules defining
the procedure of declaring ond making wer emongst themselves - this
includes special war officers, "summit" conferences held on tenement
rooftops, and srsenals for assorted weapons ranging from chains and
clubs to guns and }mives.LL The grotescue similarity between gang war-
fare ond conventional war among nations hzs been noted by most of these

writers who, coawdtted to socizl reform, tend to emphosize the delincuent

1. Paul Crawford, Working with Teensge Ganzs (New Yerk: The Welfare
Council of New York, 1950).

Ze Walter Bernstein, “"The Cherubs Are Rumblinz", The New Yorker,

September 21, 1957.

3. Other zccounts may be found in Reaching the Unreached (Hew York:
New York City Yout" Board, 1950) Sylven Furman ed.; Stacey Jones,
"The Cougers - Life with a Delincquent Gang!, Harpers Magzzine, 1957
November; and Will Chasan, "Teenage Gzngs from the Inside®, New York
Times Mopazine, 1957, March 21.

s Nearly all of these renorts hove come from New York City. Why they
have not been observed before is deb-table., “hether it is becsuse of
New York's increased interest in the problem or whether these gangs
have only just emerged is not imown for certain. Furthermore, the fact
that so far, these gangs have been neculiar to New York would indicate
that their emergence is denerdent upon certain factors not common in
other cities. Most of the ermirical evidence in the past has ccme from
obgservers in the Chicago and Doston areas.



66.

nature of the adult world which they feel is largely responsible for these

. 1
social problems,

In reading the accounts of those who have had extensive and intimste
contact with delinquency - including scholsrs of the thirties znd forties -
it is interesting to note their constant references a2lso to the zcute
boredom and strong lezdership appzrently common to all types of lower
class gangs.z Yet both of these characteristics have been virtually
ignored by theorists as factors thet might at least structure the particu-~

ler form of delinquency in any civen area.

Second, these reports make the idez that delincuents are rebelling
geinst the middle class alone seem hichly questionable. To begin with
observers ond soclal workers alike noted that one of the gravest problems

among delincuents in lower class urbsn areass was to introduce them to
the world beyond their street block. Pre-school children in these high
delincuency sreas tended to be almost completely insulsted from experi-
ences outside thelir homes or neighborhoods and any evaluation of cnother
person's behavior that they way hsve made wes much more likely to be

made on the basis of conformity or non-conformity to the law rather than

1.

Social reformers are not alone in this view, Among the many soci-
ologists and other sclentists who subscribe to this position, idiliton
Barron's The Juvenile in a Delincuent Society (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1954) and Paul Goodman's Crowing Up ibsurd (New Yorksg Random
House, 1956) stand out =s classic stotements.

"
Lo . . - . . . a

* Except probzbly in the cose of semi-professionzl thieves and drug
addicts who generslly associzte in very smell, relatively unstructured
groups rether than large, organivzed gangs,.
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on one of class di’ferences since they were 211 from the same clzss.
Public school, welfare zgency, and church nopulations, based largely on
geogravhic locstion tended to follow the scome pattern.z Life within
these districts wes generzlly characterized by disorganized family re-
lationships; insdequeote educationzl, recreational, and religious facili-
ties or programs; possibly disceriminating or other forms of iliicit
police trectment. And, to cuote from Tennenbawnm, "Once the cang has been
developed, it becomes = serious commetitor with other institutions as e
controlliing factor in the boy's life, The importance of the gang lies
in its being the only social world of the boy's own age".3 In view of
these circumslances the likelihood that delinquents have any concept of

class seems very small,

)

4 de

Third, this deluge of renorts znd observsotions during the fifties
establishes beyond doubt the existence of entirely different patterns.
Among other things, it roised the erucizl question of how meny types
of delincuent patterns there were, Cohen and others irmediately re-

examined the literature ~nd come up with z variety of cnswers. The

nattern deseribed in his book Cohen calls the "parent male subculture"

* One social worker in downtown Detroit estimotes thet his cgency derls
with over 300 delincuents who have "no comvrehension of the middle class
system", idditionz]l proof that delincuency there is not nrimsrily a
response to middle class control may be seen in the fact thot "there
have been no nmecsurable changes in delincuency patterns occasioned by
the tremendous chenge in middle class composition (in thot eity) during
the leost two decades", Herman Hirtle, Director of the Y.M.C.A., Down-
tovn Branch, Detroit, in = p=rsonal commnicstion,

Szlisbury, Barron, and Crowford, are particularly zdamsnt in their
demnciation of educztional, welfeore, and relicious lezders for =2liow-
ing this zituaticn to occur ond persist.

Ja

7 Frank Tannenbsum, Crime and the Commnity, opn. cit., p. 10.
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because it is probably the most common veriety in this country., "Semi-
professional theft", the second in Cohen's tynolozy, does nol correspond
with Sutherloand's concept of 2 criminal elite of the same name but
rather signifies o stazge in the history of 2 delincuent cereer proceed-
ing from trivisl to serious, occasionzl to frecuent, =dventitious to
systematic, crimes by individusls who become isolzted into highly
organized croups. Then, in addition, there ore the drug 2ddict sub-
culiures, middle class delincuent pstterns, ond conflict-oriented sub-
cultures which consist of large gongs founded on and mzintzined by
warfere among themselves.l The tyvology subsecuently developed by
Clovard ond Chlin is similar to Cohen's but they excluded middle class
delincuency (since they were only'concerned with lower closs cultures)
and incorporated drug sddiction amnl semi-professionzl theft into more
general types which they called resnectively, the "retrestist" pattern

I | ] - 2
and the "eriminal® pattern.

The recognition thzt there were distinet verieties of delincuent
behavior led to znother important cuestion: does each type of delinquent
behavior recuire an entirely diff-rent explznztion? Cohen srgued th:t
et least middle ecloss delincuency may be distinguished from the others
on theoretical grounds since it probably srises in response to problems

of adjustment which are derackristically vroducts of middle class social-

1.
Albert Cohen and James Short, Jr., "Resesrch in Delinquent Subcultures",

Ope cit,

2e
Richerd Cloward and Lloyd Chlin, Delincuency ond Ovnortunity, op. cit.
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jzation =2nd life situations.l He =dmitted in the end, however, *that
there is not sufficient evidence to determine conclusively whether

all patterns cre variznts of o commén subeculture with qualitastively
distinect etiologies or cuantitative extremes of = common subculture
with the same voriables accounting for their existence and their
extremity.2 Subsequent theorists have had 1little to add to this steote-

ment,

What has been questioned is whether or not the structure of de-
lincuent groups is tvaoieglly that deseribed by Thrasher, which virtuelly
21l students of delinauency hasve zccepted. The review of emmiriczl

literature suggests that 21lthoush there may be a variety of delinquent

1. lost theorists tend to agree with this =rgument but one of the
crectest difficulties they have encountered in formilating any ex-
planztions is that no one seems to know exactly what it is. One of the
few attempts made in this direction was by William Wettenburg and
James Balistrieri ("Automobile Theft: A 'Fevored Group' Delincuency”,
American Journal of Sociolosv, 1952, 57: 575-579) who tried to uncover
some of the sociological variables related to middle class delincuency
by compzring the soclal cherscteristics of boys committing the offense
of z2utomobile theft with boys committing whet they assumed were more
typical lower class offenses. This assumption was highly criticized
by Herbert Bloch and Arthur Neiderhoffer who wrote: "Perhaps it might
be zadviszble for sociologists ses Wettenburg and ... Balistrieri ...
to change the emphasis znd auotation merks to 'Automobile Theft: A
Favored "Group Delincuenc,™ ... because automobiles zre stolen in
every class". See Herbert Bloch and Arthur Nelderhoffer, The Gang
(New York: The Philosophical Library, 1958). For an up-to-date
swmary of 211 the different theories purporting to explain middle
class delinguency see Robert Bohlke, "Social Mobility, Stratificaztion,
Inconsistency, and Middle Class Delincuency" (Socizl). Problems, 1961,
8: 351-364), which seeks to account for the alleged incresse in this
kind of delincuency.

2 It is this problem which Cchen is working on now.,

+
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patterns, the structure is essentially = highly organized one. In
1959 Lewis Yablonsky® argued thet much of whet appecrs to be rigid and
cohesive applies only to 2 very small inner core of the group, which
leads or coerces the vast majority of membership into group zction in
a rather disorganized, hapheazard way. Yablonsky came to this con-
clusion =fter four ye:rs of resezrch into and direct contact with 30
delinoguent gangs in New York City slum areas. Viewing human collec-
tivities on a continmuum of organizationalvcharacteristics there are
mobs 2t one extreme and cohesive, highly orgenized groups at the

other. Gszngs such as the Cherubs, Black Knights, and Cougsrs are
neither mobs nor true groups, argued Yablonsky, but rather what he
¢czlls "near-groups" which, zpart from the inner core, are charac-
terized by a minimzl consensus of norms, shifting membership, in-
dividualized and diffuse role definitions, limited cohesion, im-
permznence, disturbed leadership, =nd limited definitions of member-
ship expectetions. These near-groups are midway on the continuum,
according to Yablonsky., True groups may menifest near-group structure
under stress, in trensition, or when temporarily disorgenized but in
any case group cctivity tends to take on the feztures of mob or crowd
behevior when large numbers zre gathered; consequently they can become
extremely violent at the slightest provocation within or outside the

groupe

Throughout his analysis Ycblonsky emphasized the emotional basis

of lesdership =nd individuzl perticipation in group sctivity; he main-

' Lewis Yablonsky, "The Delincuent Gang es a Near Group", Social
Problems, 1959, 7: 108-117.



tained thet the »rimary function of the gang is to provide a channel
for acting out hostility =2nd aggression and thereby to satisfy the
continuing and momentery emotional needs of its members. The.supreme
example of this is the fuﬁction of violence which is o highly valued

means for individuals and groups to achieve a reputation.

Unfortunately, Yablonsky did not define clearly vhat he meant by
emotional disturbance or the causes of violence., Mainly beczuse of
this his zrgument has been criticized by Horold Pfautzl who submitted

that the cheoracteristics of near-groups can be more productively

71.

organized in terms of what Herbert Blumer caolled expressive social move-

. . 2
ments. Expressive movements, according to Blumer” do not seek to change

the institutions of the social order; the tensions and unrest out of
which they emerge =z=re not focused on some objective social change which

the movement seeks collectively to achieve. Instead they are released

1.
Harold Pfzutz, "Near Group Theory and Collective Behavior", Social

Problems, 1961, 9: 167-174, Actually, Pfautz misinterprets a great
deal of whet Yoblonsky said. For example, he argues that Yoblonsky
does not bzse his 2nalysis of the group-mob continmuum on organizational
characteristics and that he fails to zppreciate that gang and geng war-
fare constitute collective attempts to solve the problems faced by a
pserticuler segment of zdolescents in a particulzr social situation.
These criticisms seem to be gross misjudgments. NMoreover, Pfautz
actually accepts the substance of Yoblonsky's argument and merely
pleces it in 2z different, possibly more productive, context.

Ze
Herbert Blumer, "The Field of Collective Behavior', Principles of

Sociology, Alfred M. lee, ed. (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1951)
pp. 170-216.
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in some kind of expressive behavior.1 By incorporating the concept of
near-croup into a theory of collective behavior, it is nossible to account
for violence zs an expression of social protest. Rather than rely on
the idea thot it flows mainly from emotional disturbances or that it is
merely the "bedge of guts", violence, according to Pfautz, is the only
and most elementary way in which these youths can act together in the
face of the socizl unrest which is indigenous to their social environ-
ment. Since expressive movements can have careers, zre subject to
routinization, and can become institutionalized, it is entirely con-
ceivable that Yablonsky's observations refer to an early stage of the
confiiet subculture which Cohen, Cloward, Ohlin, znd others meintain is
highly‘organized.z Pfautz does not anzlyze this idea any further except
to sey that this formilation mey be relevant for a theory of the origin
of conflict-oriented delinquent gangs. But it is also possible to
reconcile the two theories at yet another voint - the source of violence.
Could violence not be the manifestztion of emotional disturbances (not

in the clinical sense) arising from continued exposure to conditions of

1e In his study of drug addiction, Herold Finestone found Blumer's
classification of social movements to be a useful framework for
analysis of the socizl type of the "eat! or drug user who, because he
is typically Negro, has been denied by a discriminating society the
opportunity to achieve or identify with status position in the lzarger
society. The cat, according to Finestone, is -n expression of one
possible zdaptation to such blocking and frustration in a segment of
the population which turns upon itself and attempts to define within
itself criteriz for the achievement of socizl status. Within his own
isolzted socizl world the cot attempts to give form and surpose to
dispositions derived from but denied 2n outlet within the dominant
socigl order. See Harold Finestone, "Cats, Kicks, and Color", Social
Problems, 1957, 5: 3-1L.

2

This way of resolving two contradictory sets of observations wes
suggested to Pfautz by James Short in a versonal communication. See
Harold Pfautz, op. cit., p. 173, footnote 1.
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extreme social unrest and economic denrivation, intensified by crowd

mechanisms such zs "ecirculer-reaction" and "“contagion®?

Although the observations of Yablonsky ond Pfautz regarding the
structure of grngs were based on empirical evidence, the extent of this
tyve of structure (zs opposed to th=t described by Thrasher) has not been
established stetistically. But it certainly challenges the view that
gangs are tyricelly well-organized aﬁd cohesive. Moreover, the interpre-'
tations of these men throw a new light on the ccuses of conflict-oriented
delinquency and bring into focus the importance of crowd mechanisms which
may stimilate or structure much of delincuent behavior in group situa-

tions.

Perhaps the most significant issue which evidence found during the
fifties brought into focus was the relationship between delinquency,
social values, and the class structure. It wes not long before theorists
began to utilize these new sources of evidence and attack the idea that
delincuency is a response to the pressures exerted by a predominantly
middle class society. Since Cohen was the leading proponent of this

argument, his theory was the main object of criticism.

In 1958 ‘alter B. lMiller published the preliminary findings of a
six yesr service-research project covering some seventy zreas of
behavior for twenty-one adolescent corner groups in the slums of an
eastern city.1 Miller's whole zrgument is based on the premise that

- motivation in this situation can be approzched most nroductively by

l"Wélter B. Miller, "Lower Class Culture as & Generating Milieu of
Gang Delinquency", Journal of Social Igsues, 1958, 1lk: 5-20.
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attempting to understand the nature of the cultural forces impinging on
the zeting individuel ns they are perceived by the actor himself - rather
than as they are perceived and evzluated from the reference position of
another cultural system. In the cose of gang delincuency, the culturzl
system which exerts the most direct influence is that of the lower class
community itself - not the so~-called delincuent subculture which hss
arisen throvugh conflict with the middle class and is oriented to the

deliberzte violation of middle class norms,.

By way of describing lower cless culture as he found it, Miller
discusses six focal concerns or velues among lower class people - con-
cerns which commended wvidesprezd and persistent attention 2long -rith
2 high degree of emotional invelvement., In order of their importance
to lorer class veovle, these concerns or values esre: trouble, toughness,
gmartness or cunning, excitement, fate, znd autonomy.l Bach of these
is conceived as a dimension within which a veriety of z2lternstives may
be followed zccording to the particular situstion and person. Thus,
for exzmple, within the dimension of excitement, one individual mey
desire thrills and the threat of danger over safety and what he

percelves as boredom.

Street corner groups, in Miller's view, represent the zdolescent
variant of this culture. The delinquent gang is only one sub-type
which happens to be defined on the basis of participation in law

violating ectivity and it should not he considered separstely from

1. '
Cf. The volues or concerns of the middle class as described by

Cohensp.53. .




lower class culture but rather as a veriant of lower class adolescent
groupse 1f conformity to the norms of one reference group constitutes
violation of norms upheld by other reference groups, the immediate
reference group norms will be much more compelling since deviance
within the group may be controlled by expulsion, its most powerful
sanction. Statﬁs within conforming and non-conforming groups is
achieved =nd mezintzined by demonstrzted nossession of the valued queli-
ties in lower class society., It involves, for both types of ado-
lescent groun, zn intense desire to be viewed by others as zdult which
they do not define in terms of responsibility but rather accuisition
of certzin symbols of adult ststus, such as a car, ready cash, per-

ceived "freedom" to drink, and so on.

As to why one street corner group becomes delincuent while another
does not, Miller answers only in extremely generzl terms: "the com-
mission of crime .,,. is motivated by the attempt to achieve ends,
stztus, or conditions which are valued and to avoid those which are
disvalued ..."1 In the final analysis this hypothesis seems little
more than a rather primitive veriation of the pleasure-pain principle
but lMiller's emphasis on the necessity of understanding delincuent
behavior in tefms of the culture from which it stems and the importance
of thet culture on motivation does muich to discredit the thesis which
sees delinquency as negative and rebellious, a view which evaluates

only ethnocentrically,

lMore directly critical of Cohen's theory are Herbert Bloch and

1 1pad,, o. 27
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Arthur Niederhoffer whose book, The Gang (1958), haes received widesprezd

attention and supnort. Like Miller, the authors believe thet delinquent
cengs are just one variation of youth group cultures developed spontane-
ously among =dolescents to fill the gap between childhood znd adult
stetus, All social systems recognize that zdolescence is a distinct ancd
trying reriod for the young. Many soclieties 2id its youth by defining
clearly what is expected of them, when the transition should be made,

any necessary conditions or prerequisites, ond the pamticular position or
status which candidates may have., American society mskes little, if any,
formal rrepszration for the induction of its adolescents to adult status

and consecuently it frustrates "the need to be a man ... (which) cuts

5]

across class lines and can be considered a cultural imnerative of g=ng
behe.vior".l The erang furniches the szme psychological content and
function ¢s the more formslized rituals found in other societies; it

vrovides a "custom-built" answer to strivings for adult fulfillment.

m

How 2 geng develops and becomes delincuent is based entirely on

Tannenbaum!s description of the vicious circle.2

This analysis scccounts for the existence of several gang charzeter-
isties which other theorists cannot explain or do not even mention. One
of these 1s geng shilosophy, its definition of manliness and its view of
obhers. £&cain like Miller, Block, and Niederhoffer argued that gang
members define -~dulthood according to gymbolic evidences of manhood

which lack the sense of resmonsibility rormally assoclated with aduit

status; pearticipation in sexus2l erneriences is = desired goal but not

l. . N
Herbert Bloch and .rthur liiederhoffer, op, ¢it., p. 144,

2e & .
* See zbove, n. 12ff{Beckzround .o Fart I).
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marriage or *pulling" a job is considered a worthy achievement but not
getting one. On the other hand, gang members toke on the responsibili-
ties of = scldier - fighting to the death if necessary, enduring =211
pressures exerted te reveal ;nformation, and so on. Driving cars,
getting drunk, "serving time", smoking, and gambling zre 21l geng activi-
ties which carry the "magical zurz of manhcood". And singling out, for
example, the school as 2 specizl forget for aggression is not a protest
a2gainst the middle class in general, so much as it is 2o reflection of

hetred directed 2c=inst the one institution which defines them as boys

rather than men.

2
pe

Cn the question of geng valuss and their origin, Sioch and
Niederhoffer agreed with the Criminologist, Doneld Taft, who argued that
such gang values ss loyzlty, meterizlism, competition among groups, and
50 on are hapdly new vzlues but rather conflict with values of the lorger
socilety beczuse of the form znd direction in which they are expressed by

~

1 . -
gang menbers. Gang members view life 2

)

i

a2 battle and becsuse the gang

{;

boy waents the same security, recognition, and havpiness as the rest of
society; zeng 1ife i¢ zs much a defense zgoinst 1life's blows as it is
an attack on authority. If, in this battle, he violztes middle class

norms, this is only incidental and not directed specifically ot them,

The 2uthors! specifie diszgreements with Cohen's theory =re many.
They point out, first of &11, thet Cchen erroneously cites Thrasher zs

a supporting anthority., <Juotes from Thrzsher show that he did not sup-

1.
Donald Teft, Criminology (New York: The Maocmillen Company, 1950),

p. 181 quoted in Herbert Bloch and irthur Wiederhoffer, op. cit., p. 171.
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port the thesis thet delincuent offenses ore deliberste =zttacks ageinst

L ) Y 1 - . 1 . s
middle class society. roreover, if lower class delincuency is war
zgeinst the middle cless, it would follow, they zrgue, that overall class
warfare would be affected; yet there is less cless antzgonism now then
2t any time in smericen history., Finzllyv, the authors provide much evi-

2 as well as other sources that the de-

dence from personal experience
linquent gang is not particularly versatile, that offenses zre largely
utiliterizn, thot long range nlans cre frecuently mede and meticulously

carried ont, and that ressons for trusncy =are extremely vaoried.

In fairness to Cohen it must be mentioned th-ot while Thrasher's
observstions on gang motivation do not support the theory of delincuent
subcultures, Cohen's description of gang sctivity and structure were
closely bssed on empirical data vrovided by Thrasher. Discrepancies
like this attest strongly to the need for an adequate sociological
definition 2nd classification of delincuency. Another extraneous source
of conflict between Cohen's theory and that of Bloch and Niederhoffer,
which may -1so be accounted for by differences in empirical dasta, is
the question of age. Thrasher's dota and other moterizl used by

Cohen included much evidence of truly Juvenile delinquency (as opposed

to adolescent delinquency) and Cohen's theory =t least sttempts to give
an explanation for it., 7Yet Bloch and Niederhoffer are entirely con-
cerned with odolescent gangs znd do nct provide zny ressons for the

allegedly considersble extent of delincuency among pre-zdolescents.

Znother attack ageinst Cohen's theory came from Cloward and Chlin.

* Ibid., o. 175-176.

2o ...
Niederhoffer has been a Lieutenant on the New York City Police
force for cuite a number of vears.
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Like Cohen they contend that delincuency is a product of maried dis-
crepancies between culturally induced =zspirztions among lower class
youth end the possibiliities of achieving them by lecitimate means.
They criticize Cohen for his emphasis on the idez that lower class
youths are not only induced to strive for middle class goals but zlso
desire = middle class wey of life. In their view, the lower class
vouths who are most likely to become involved in delinguent subculture
do not seek = change of group membership s a solution to their
problems, for they do not wish to disrupt their present associations.

Rather, theyv seek the achievement of higher status in terms of lower

class criteria - which, in contrast to the upper and middle class

emphasis on money and respectability, consists of money alone.
Acquiring the "big score", then, gives lower class youth the status
they desire without having to disrupt their current relationships or
obversely to abide by restricting middle class morsls. While this
.distinction between lower clazss boys who define success in middle
class ﬁerms and those who define it zccording to lower class standards

is an importsnt one, the idea that lower cless youths in generszl tend

to evaluzte each other golely on the bzsis of materizl wealth, and
that they have no value for "respectability" seems completely un-
warranted on theoretical grounds (the distinction would hold without
being defined in this perticular way), znd conflicts with much of what

is knovm about delinquency areas.

Cloward and Chlin also criticize Cohen's account of how delinquent

1. Richard Cloward and Iloyd Chlin, Delinquency and Ovportunity, op, cit.,
De 1130 v

Py
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subcultures are formed. They agree with Cohen that the evolution of

them involves the process of mutual conversion zmong likeminded deviants
and thzt there must be some mezns of handling the problems of guilt and
fear attendent to the commission of deviant zcts. But they disagree with
Sykes and Matza as well as Cohen that reaction—fqrmation or other technicues
of neutralization must be used towerd this end. Delincuents solve the
guilt problem in zdvance by withdrowing sentiments supporting the
legitimecy of conventional norms+ in short by'ettributing‘the cause of
failure to the social order rather than to themselves. 3ince the rules
znd values of the dominant society cre no longer considered binding,

the individus=l cen legitimztely (from his own ooint of view) eriticize,
offend, retreat from, rebel zgainst, or ettempt to reform thet social
system, This would also explain ﬁhy delincuency is generzlly a collective
phenomenon. Should the individual tend to blzame himself for his problem,
then his solution would require changing himself; and he would be un-
likely to join with others to develop 2 solution. If, on the other

hand, the individual blames the preveiling social order, then his con-

sequent zlienation from it generates 2 certain amount of tension which

can be relieved by gaining support from others in z similar nosition.

Clowzrd =nd Ohlin believe that there =re 2zt least two factors
within the fremework of their theory th-t would account for the tendency
on the part of delincuents to hold society responsible for their
problems: (1) "the relative discrepancy between institutionzlly in-
duced expectations (as opposed to aspirations) and possibilities of
achievement, which oroduces = sense of unjust deprivation; and (2) bighly
visible barriers to the achievement of aspirations, which give rise to

feelings of discrimination",
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Finally, Cloward end Ohlin criticize Cohen for his failure to
account for differentiation of delincuent subcultures and their relative
stability. Cohen, they assert, considers only vzristions in the avail-
ability of legitimate means to achieve socially acceptablé goals; his
explanation ignores the existence of differential access to illegitimate
means to achieve illegitimate gosls. <These differentials in addition
to other socizl conditions, structure the type of subculture that
develops emong dissatisfied youths who blame society for their problems.
Since criminsl subcultures require support from other elements of the
commnity, thet kind of subculture is likely to arise in a neighborhood
milieu cheracterized by close bonds between criminel and conventional
values. Consecuently = new opportunity structure emerges which provides
alternate avenues to success-goals and generatés 2 relatively stable
subculture. In contrast, conflict subcultures arise where severe
limitations on both conventional and criminal opportunities intensify
frustration, where discontent is heightened further by = corresponding
lack of social control from criminal and conventional institutions - a
highly unstable situation in which violence is virtuzlly the only means
available of achieving status. Retreatist subcultures srise where
adolescents are double-failures, those who not only fail to achieve
legitimate goals but =lso fail to achieve status through membership in

a eriminal subculture or through being violent in a conflict subculture.

This theory has been presented in detail here for several reasons.
By pointing out thet delincuency may arise out of a frustrated desire
to achieve economic improvement in terms of lower class standards,

Cloward and Ohlin undermine an urmarranted sssumption prevailing in
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perhaps most post war theories of delincuency, including that of Cohen.
Second, the idea that delinquents form delincuent subcultures because
they blame society rather than themselves is an extremely plzusible

and vrovocative view though, like the first criticism, only further
research can determine whether delincuents zre typically guiltless or
tyrically ambivalent and it is entirely possible that neither is more
common than the other. Third, in viewing the individual as having
socially structured access to both conventional and illegitimate oppor-
tunity structures, Cloward>and Ohlin further unite, at least in oart,
the theories of Sutherland and Merton, and consequently their theory

explains more about delincuency than either previous one taken separately.

This review of numerous, different descriptions regardinz various
zspects of delincuent behavior, raises the question: are there any
common denominators of delincuency throughout 2 historical unit of
time (post W rld Wer I) irrespective of location? Besed on documents
dating back to the early thirties and up to the late fifties, Sykes
and Fatza found empiricel evidence of three major themes which occur

with marked regularity.l

First, nesrly all observers note thet delincuents are deeply
immersed in a restless seszrch for excitement, "thrills", or "kicks";
thet an zetivity involves brezking the law is precisely the reason why
it is exciting. The significance of this pattern, =zccording to Sykes
and Meotze, lies in the fact thot the delincuent is not simply enduring

the hazards of provoking the authorities, courting physical danger,

1.
Gresham Sykes and David Matza, "Delinquency and Subterranesn Velues',

op, cit,
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and experimenting with the forbidden; he is also creating hazards in a

deliberate attermpt to manufecture excitement.

Second, observers agree thot delinquents commonly exhibit z disdzin
for work with a desire for money; that is, the delinguent disavows the
moterial aspirations of the larger society and thus nrotects himself
against inevitable frustration. Sykes and lMatza concur with Cohen in
his intervretation that delincuent attacks z2gainst vroperty are often
a form of play rather than means to a material end. However, they
argue, this does not mean thet delincuents do not want money., Quite
the contrary, delincuents are constantly and deeply concerned with the
problem of money; what they disdein is a slow accumlation of it. Since
legal means are rarely effective azvenues for the sudden zcculsition of
large sums of money, the delincuent will emmloy illegal means to achieve
his goclse In view of thig, it is hardly an accident thet "smortness®

is such an importent feature of the delincuent's outlook on life.

A third theme running throush accounts of delinquency centers on
sgegression, usuzlly interpreted as a manifestation of the delincuent's
zlienztion from society. Sykes and Matza argue that aggression is
more likely an attempt to express toughness and therefore masculinity,
since manhood is commonly defined by delincuents to be an ability "to

take it and hand it out”,

Thus, delinguency appears to be permested by o cluster of values
that czn be characterized as the search for execitement, the disdain for
work and 2 desire for the "big score", and the acceptance of aggression

as proof of masculinity. Whetever disagreement among theorists exists
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concerning the ultimrte explanstion of these values, they are almost
inveriably tzken as indicative of the delinauent's deviztion from the
dominant society. Sykes and lMatza ask: are not these values strikingly
similar to the code of the leisure class as described by Thorstein
Veblen?l What isvnot familiar is the mode of expression of these values -
namely, delincuency. "In our haste to create z standard from which
deviance can be measured, we have reduced the value system of our whole
society to that of the middle class. We have ignored both the fact

that society is not composed exclusively of the middle class and that

. 4 . 2
the middle cless i1s far from homogeneous.”

A closer look at society'will'reveal the existence of subterranean
volues - values which are in conflict or coﬁpetition with cther deeply
held vzlues but which azre still recognized and accepted by others;
vzlues which are accepted privately but opposed publicly; or values
which zre held ot certain times but not others. Adventure, for example,
is sought legitimstely in sports, travel, and other leisure activities.
And the idea thot 211 the members of our society ore fully attached to
the virtue of work is as cuestionable as the notion that delincuents
are deviant in their attachment to conspicuous consumption or thzat they
monopolize the taste for violence, Bven a cursory look at the fiction

in mass media, not to mention news sccounts of aggression in race riots,

L This view is strongly suoported by Ralph Turner who argued that "while
there are some vzlues held by subgroups in a society which are not recog-
nized as legitimate by others, most disorgznizstion consists of conflict-
ing interpretetions of the avplication of certain values". See Ralph
Turner's "Value Conflicts in Social Disorganization", op. cit., . 306.

It is also supported by Don2ld B. Taft when he said that the basic
volues in our culture are accepted by both the delinquent and the larger
society of which he is a part., See Donald Taft, Criminology (New York:
The Macmillan Comnany, 1950).

2.

ibid., pe 715.
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war, industrial conflict, =nd so on, shows America's widespread fascine-
tion for violence and its readiness to resort to its use. Thus, with
regard to at least one cluster of values, delincuent norms are not
essentlally deviant - only their ottitudes toward the norms and their

behavior,

In sum, the major criticisms zgazinst Cohen!s theory are directed at
several specific parts:l his definition of the problem; his claim that
it was the typical or most common response and the consecquent implication
that an explanztion of it would cecount for delinquency in the lower
classes; his tendency to view the middle class as a group which is
sufficiently organized and powerful to define for the rest of society
vhat should be strived for, which controls the avemues for achievement
of these go=ls, and which has a monopoly on the value for law-zbiding
behavior as well as other values and disciplines "unanimously" recuired

for soclal and economic advancement.

Even though the empirical evidence supvorting these criticisms is
far from conclusive, it ie clear that Cohen's theory conflicts with much
of what is currently lnown about the conditions of delincuency areas
and the nature of delincuency itself. Regarding the causes of delinquency,
research on the family suggests that the nature of social relationships
within the family may be considerably more significant in the genesis of
delincuency than its 2bility or inabllity to prepzare its youth for the
achievement of middle class goals and that lower cless families in all

probability support law abiding norms s much as families in other

1.
For 2z detailed analysis of the theoreticazl soundness of Cohen's

theory see John Kitsuse and David Dietrick, "Delincuent Boys: A
Critique", iAmerican Sociologiczl Review, 1959, 24: 208-215,
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socioeconomic levels. Second, this and oiher research indicates strongly
that delinquents may not be specifically class conscious at all and that
they may not secretly want to join the ranks of the middle c¢lass, which
from most accounts is anything but a homogeneous and wholly law abiding
group and which may or may not have a specific impact on or distinct clash
of values with the lower classes. HMoreover, there is some basis for be-
lieving that delinquents may be suffering from frustrated attempts to

rise within their own class.

Regarding the nature of delinquericy itself, observations throughout
the fifties by reporters, social workers, and social scientists alike “
have established beyond doubt the existence of a variety of delinquent
orientations (conflict, criminal, drug addiction, etc.) and characteristics
which are not necessarily malicious 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 abiding
society in general rather than to the middle class specifically. In
fact, delinquent values may be cormversions of subterranean values held
by the larger society and delinquents may uphold many law abiding values
and goals - in which case, techniques of neutralization may be involved.
Or there may be a complete withdrawal of sentiments supporting the
legitimacy of conventionazl values so that the delinquent blames society
for his ills and thereby solves the problem of guilt in advance.

Finally, very recent research indicates that much of what is taken for
highly organized gang behavior maintaining a high degree of intolerance

to deviations from specific group norms, may be near-groups
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whose targets of attack are more =z nroduct of crowd mechanisms and
generslized socizl nrotest than discriminsting selection based on class

conflict,

All this is not to say that Cohen's»theory'hés been "disoroved", and
has no support or that the other theories are more adequate. -uite the
contrary. Cohen was perhaps the first to discuss delincuency in terms of
subcultures, emphasize the necessity of understanding the nsychological
as well 2s socioclogical basis for them, and present a systematic explana-
tion for their origin. For this he has been widely appreciated.l More-~
over, most contemporary theorists cgree with his central thesis that de-
linquency is = product of the same values and social structure which
support a democrzcy besed on privszte enterprise. The disagreement re-

volves mainly around the cuestion of class relationships and their effect

on the genesls of delinguency. Then, of course, there is that large
area of disagreement over whet delincuency is. The basis of these dis-

acreements and why they exist will be discussed in the next chapter,

VYhat this review of the literature does mean is that the evidence on
either side of esch issue - what role cless membership and the family
play in causing delinquency; which cheracteristics of delincuent behavior
snd rroup structure sre most universal; what these characteristics
reoresent; what social, psychological, snd physical conditions are associ=-
ated with a given cluster of charscteristics as opposed to those condi-
tions associrted with all forms of delincuency - is sufficiently strong

to admit 2 case for it but insufficient to accept 2s 2 basis for deriving

1.
And there are several theorists, such os Mertin Hoskell (op. cit.),

who accept the theory as a whole.
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specific hypotheses. In effect, there sre no clear grounds for accepting
Cohen's theory over the srguments acainst it and vice versa. No doubt
the worlk in which Cohen is curréntly engaged will clarify many of these
issues since his project is spperently an extensive one aimed =t uncover-
ing the overt characteristics of delinquent offenses, collective activity,

]

and group structure; how these characterisztics or clustzrs of them are

{

distributed throughout the sccial system; and, =zt = very generel level,
thelr origins. Bubt there is still a2 great need for much intensive re-

search centering on the mentsz1l and socizl dispositions of delinquents.

Thus, rether than submitting hypotheses derived from Cohen's theory
or any of the criticisms cgainst 1t, this research will zttempt to explore
and eoropore the two sroups' thoughte, atititudes, behovior, and volues,
corcerring the various institubtions ond classes, primary relationships,
themselves,l and in the case of the delincuents, their delincuency. This
will involve not only questioning and obs=erving the members o exch group
with regard to these a2rezs of socizl znd mentel 1ife; it 2lso involves
docurmenting thelir social and moterizl conditions zs well zs the overt
charzct=ristics of thelr offenses, collective zetivity, =nd croup
structure since this kind of documentation is essentizl to understanding
the wsrticenlar grouvn in question ond for comparing it with others. In

short, the sim at this point in the resezrch is to explore and compare

1)

systemetically the style of J1ife ond its meaning Tfor the members of each

L. The importznce of a delinquent's self-concept is widely recognized and
diseussed by virtuslly everyone concerned with the wroblem yet zoort from
one or two studies this rrez has hardly bren investigsted. Keckless, for
example, has examined known non-delincuents znd zrgues thet z non-delincuent
self-concent acts as an insuletor against delinquency ond Finestone hes
discussed the self-concept of colored drug addicts, but both of these
studies sre cuite limited in coverage., See "olter Eecldess, "Self Concent

an Insulator scainst Delincuency™, Americsn Sociolozical Heview, 1955,

s
1: 7BL.7LA ovd Horold Finestone, op. cit.

i et at




croup in s rel-tively controlled situation.

A second step is to determine the extent to which the members of the
delinquent group sre committed to the vilues of o genera2lly law-abiding
society. The mzin research cuestions, therefore, are as follows:

1) Exectly what volues, norms, and gorls held by the members of the
delincuent group differ from those held by the members of the non-
delinquent group, those defined by Cohen zs tyoieally middle class,
and those maintsined by any generzlly low-zbiding community,

2) Do the members of the relinguent group employ techniques of neutral-
izztion =5 defined by 3Sykes and Eﬁtza?z

3) ire the offenses committed by the members of the delincuent group
primarily against persons, property, or norms? Are the offenses directed
more zgainst persons, properiy or norms reloting to a prriicular class
status or socizl standing or are they more directed ageinst those relating
to adult status in gererzl.

L) Do the members of the delinguent group view their delinquency as a
temporary nhese or do they intend to become crimincls zs & primery mesns
of livelihood? Do the members of the delincuent group view their de-
lingquency =s an attack on soclety or = norticular zspect of society which
they nltimotely vish to join (having had their revenge as it were) or

as an attack against a social world which they completely reject and into
which they do not wish to become integrated?

2) Cn the basis of answers to thece cuestions and relevant answers

obtzined regarding the theories of Sutherlend =nd Merten, the final

[

See zbove, p. 53, Chapter III,

A
Low

See above, p. 57, Chapter III,
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cquestions are: Are the members of the delingquent group so closely
committed to the vzlues of the larger society thet they mzy be szid

to be temporary mischief-makers who have converted some subterranean
values or could they be more accurately'charactéri:ed 2s members of a

subculture whose values are distinetly in conflict with zcecepted values?

The third step in this phese of the research is to investigste the
basis of any frustrations. Although virtually 2171 theorists zgree that
delincuency is a response to a problem or set of problems, this review
of the literature shows clearly the dissension of opinion, Therefore,
the research question at this point is aimed simmly 2t uncovering the
problems of the members of eazch croup. Undoubtedly, this will be one
of the most difficult aspects ~f the reseszrch since even the most co=-
operztive =dolescents may be quite unaware of their problems (especially
the most abstract and distant ones), or unable to communicate (and/or
evelucte) thOSelproblems of which they ore aware, On the other hand,
any evaluation a person may have regarding the vnroblems he nercelves
cannot be discounted completely., In fact, many theorists believe that
the delincuent's evaluation of his delincuency and his provlem is too
often ignored.l In view of these considerations several efforts will

1. Cne of the earliest theorists to argue that the delinguent's explana-
tion of his delinquency be taken as valid was Burgess in The Netural
Historv of a Delincuent C:-reer, (Clifford Shaw and Maurice Moore, "Dis-
cussion", pp. 235-250.) op. cit,; indeed, the works of Sheaw, Thrasher,
and Sutherland relied heavily on the delinquent's own evaluation of the
situztion., ‘hen interest shifted to studying the effect of pressures
zenersted by 2 rether sbstract social structure, the imuedictely pre-
vailing assumption was that adolescents, and above all disturbed
adolescents, were generslly inczpeble of evaluating or even discussing
such zbstract phenomenon. Recently, however, socisl commentators and
theorists alike have returned to the old position. In fact, a central
thesis in Pzul Goodman's Growing Un Absurd (which has been referred to
by most students of delincuency since its publication) is thet delincuents!
corments on themselves and society =re probsbly more perceptive than
those of social secientists who tend to be so committed to the system
which produces high delincuency rates that their perceptions are dis-
torted.
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be made to avold a heavy reliance on the testimony of the delincuents,
although the fzct that there is 2z control group should prove more useful
here than perhaps for any other aspect of the research. Thet is, it is
absolutely essentizl to compsre the problems of the members of each

group - as they are perceived by the members themselves =nd as they are
observed by the researcher. This means that observztion at this point
will be of perticular importance. In addition, the general socio-economic
conditions of the neighborhood will be investigaied through interviews

with prominent civiec leaders in every field and through en examination

of any historicel documents which might be aveilable.




CHAPTER V

A SYNTHESIST
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This project is primerily concerned with three post World Uer IIT
theories =nd thereaction to them. Each theory has been described and
evaluated sccording to the evidence and comments of other theorists
relevant to it. According to Cloward and Ohlin, a theory rust 2ccount
for the precise nature of the pattern to be exrlained, its distribution
within the =oci:zl structure, the problems of =djustment to which the
pattern micht be 2 response, why the zdaptztion has evolved in the direc-
tion it hes, and why it persists or changes.l Each of the mejor theories
will be "tested" briefly for its ability to meet these recuirements.
These tests will constitute a swmnzr: of each steotement ond the dilferences
in emphasis among them. Following thet, there will be =z discussion of
the similerities between these and the criticisms against them. Finally,
a discussion of why these theories hzve been so controversial will form

the defense for the general a2ims of this project.

literature that there was a great variety of delinguent problems,
Sutherlend defined delincuency strictly as a2 violation of the law. His
theory of differential azccess to favorable and unfavorable definitions
of the law explesins in a general way why delinquents are primarily lower
class, adolescent males., His emphasis on criminal traditions and the
process by which those traditions sre occcepted zccounts for the per-
sistence of delinquent natterns but not why they are accepted above
others in & conflict of cultural norms or how they originsted and why

they changed., Numerous sttempts to test Sutherlznd's theory hsve led

Richard Cloward znd Lloyd Ohlin, Delincuency and Opvnortunityv, op. cit.,
pps 31-56,
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to the conclusion that is essentizlly an organizing principle, an

accurate description of part of the nrocess of becoming delinquent,

In contrast, lerton's view thot deviance results from a dislocation
between the emphasis on cultural goals and the means (emphasized and
actual) of zchieving them provides a vossible explanation of the origin
of delinguency. Since he was primarily concerned with deviant behavior
in general, he did not consider its evolution, persistence, and so on,
except to classify it as being either rebellious or innovating. 4&lthough
the theory has been strongly criticized, it has nonetheless been widely

accepted,

Cohen's theory is essentially en adaptation of Merton's, but the
emphasis is quite different. Both Cohen ond Merton zgree that the
cultural stress on the attzimment of mzterial wezlth creates 2 problem
for those who desire it but lack the means to achieve it. They also
agree thet this oroblem is not rendomly distributed throughout the social
structure but rather is concentrated among the lower classes who, out of
all the social groupings ir society, are least eculpned to meet the
challenge. However, Merton maintains thet this is primsrily = structural

defect caused by an inherent lack of legitimate avenues to attain monetary

success, whereas Cohen contends that the oroblem arises mainly from im-

verfect socialization, that the defect lies in the way the lower classes

prepzre their voung to achieve their 1ife gorls. Thus, Ferton "blames",
2s it were, the structure of society while Cohen holds the lower classes

themselves responsible for the problem.l And by emphasizing thot it is

1. .
This largely =ccounts for why Cohen hes received the brunt of the

criticism while Ferton has received relstively little,
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the middle classes who set the goals and provide sdequzte prepzration
for its young to achieve them, Cohen accounted Tor vhat he thought was
the peculiar content of the typical, lower class, deviant reponse,

which when widespread evolves into a delinquent group response through
a process of mutusl conversion. Because the deviance not only conflicts
with the norms of the larger society but also represents a rejection of
goals originally desired, the group over-reacts, becomes isolsted, and
forms a delincuent subculture. Cohen more or less assumes that once

the subenlture is formed, it is a stable one and consequently he does

not discuss why it persists or chances.

Unlike Cohen, Cloward snd Ohlin maintain the original emphasis in
Merton's theory ond therefore have a sold foundation for uniting his
theory with th-t of Sutherlend, By accenting Merton's emchasis on
differentizl access to legitimete means of achieving socially zpproved
coals, they could not only adapt the theory to explain the origin and
evolution of delinguent subculturesbut zlso link it teo Sutherland's
theory of diTferentizl zssociation - which implies the concept of
differentizl access to illegitimate means - without substantially
changine the velre of the varisbles, By viewing delinquency as a
product of differences in orwortunity structures, they could then ex-

plain the differentiation ond persistence or change of delinquent sub-

culture.

Apart from some notable differences in emphasis and, in a few
instances, specific conflict, these theories are essentizlly harmonious.
Cohen's theory containing sdaptations of both Sutherlend and lMerton

could not be very differen®t from that of Cloward and Chlin who, after
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2ll, successfully united the some theories., Yel there has been 2 great
deal of controversy surrounding 211 of these theories, Cohen receiving
the brunt of the attack. Through this conflict of views a number of
imoortant distinctiors have emerged - distinctions which have greatly
refined and broadened understonding. At the sezme time, though, they
have usually been made with the idea that the differences between or
within particular patterns are substantizl ones and recuire some kind
of separate or zdditional explanction., Yet most of these differences
revolve around the question of delincuent valuesl and could be sub-
sumed or incorporated into one broad distinction based cn the extent

to which delincuents are comitted to the cultural systems of lew

2bidins soclety.

Clearly delinquent values sre somehow different from those of
other croups. But which ones, in what wey, to what extent, and why?
Answers to these questions zre of the utmost importance not only
beceause volues cre considered to be o major determinont of behovior but
also becouse it is through them that the meaning of behavior for the
individual himself may be understood by others. In zeneral, there seem
to be two distinct schools of thoucht. The classists which consist of

Sutherlsnd, Merton, Cohen, Cloward, =nd Chlin; and the anti-classists.

The classists, whztever their differences, zrgue thst delincuency
is essentially = product of class differences and confiict, On the
whole, they acree with what was implicit in Sutherland's theory, namely,

that Jower class cultures have little regard for respectability or con-

. - . 5
In the broadest cense of the word, i.e., encompassing esttitudes and
thouchts.
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formity to the law. These and other differences (porticuliariy education-
al ond economic) combined with a widespread cultural emphasis on material
wealth generate clacs conflict. Because delinquents are primerily of
lower class backeround and beccuse conflict with the uoper cloasses is
held to be such en outstanding feature of lower class life, 1t is

argued that the velues of delincuents must be in direct conflict with
those of the upper classes. Due to the amount of frustration caused

by the situztion, the conflict is a violent one; but it is also an
ambivslent one, since there is some acceptance of at least the gozls

of the upper classes. In fact, most of the theorists within this tra-
diticn believe that lorer class youth must want to change their class
membershipl and thot inabiiity to do so is nerhaps the major cause of

delincuency.

Judging from the general tenor of stotements, and evidence nre-
sented by the classists, members of delincuent subcultures (criminel,
retreatist, conflict oriented, =nd the alleged parent nele) owe their
existence to conflict either with the law or with the norms of the

middle cless; consecuently have no guilt vroblem and need no technicues

l.

Although Cohen does adapt Whyte's classification of corner boys
and college boys, heidentifies the very small minority of college
boys with the middle class and sugcests that corner boys secretly
uphold delincuent or middle class velues but refuse totake the
risks involved in either resnonse. Thus, in Cohen's scheme and all
the others for that matter, there is no rlace for the working class
boy who apvrecistes his ovm culture =nd gemuinely does not wish to
rise above it though he may want to rise within it,

O

&
~

I
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of neutralization; select tergets on the bzsis of access and oppor-
tunitiss; are uore or less unlimited in their renge of offenses; and
tend to supnort delincuent vzlues permznently - usually by becoming

integrated into petterns of orgesnized crime,

Agzinst this school of thought are the anti-clessists, including
IE1ler, Bloch and Fiederhoffer, Yablonsky, and Sykes and Metza., #iller

is

n

ctually somewhere in hetween the two traditions. Although he does
not compare one cless to another =nd rejects the view of the classists,
he does believe thot delinquency is a product of vzlues which are dis-
tinctly lower cless. He distinguishes between law =2biding, lower class
value systems which, if accepted, tend to zenerzte low 2biding behavior
and value systems which are themselves legitimate but in the extreme
form tend to generate law-violating behavior. And he implies that

1ife fzshioned according to the former would be so dull, bland, and

uninviting thst discontented youth must choose the latter.

The other theorists are more distinctly anti-classist. 3loch and

Niederhoffer differentiate delinquents' volues from others by con-

Lo As defined by Sykes and Matza, It may be argued that this generalize-

tion does not apply to Cohen since, as stated ezrlier (p. 59), he agreed
with Sykes and Matze thet technicues of neutralization are needed and

in fact pointed ont thet “over reacting" or reazction-formation was an
elementzry one. Yet Cchen does not view the nroblem zs one of guilt

but cne of "seduction®, The delincuent, zccording to Cohen, over-
reacts beczuse he does not want to zccept the vzlidity of middle-cless
norms; reaction-formation is a deflense asgainst once internalized norms
that hove Leen rejected but zre still pressing for recognition. In
contrast, Sykes and Matza contend that technicues of neulrslizztion

are rationelirations to gel =round or neutralize the flow of disspproval

from norms which are gener2lly accented by the delinquent.

2e While criminal cangs who maintain distinct contracultures restrict
themselves primarily to various forms of stealing (which in itsel? has
a creat range of possibilities) and rzrely engsge in drug 2ddiction or
gang werfare, it is because these latter cetivities interfere with the
eccom-lishment of criminal zozls. In contrast, less seriously de-
lincuent groups who are more committed to society tend tc avoid certain
tyres of offense beczuse of thot commitment.
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trasting them with those of adulls since, stcording to them, delincuents
2re not, particﬁlarly clars conscious 2nd feel that it is the adult world
in genersl, not specific claoss grouns, who are to blame for their ills,
Y=blonsky, 2ithouch nrimerily concerned with the structure of delincuent
groups, is quite clear in his view thet most delinguents uphold law
ebiding vzlues most of the time 2nd that it is only when they succumb

to the mechanisms of 2 crowd led by confirmed delincuents that they
engeze in delincuent behsvior. Sykes and Matre meintzin that the values
unheld by delinquents are in miost cases extensions or conversions of

subterranesn volues existing in law z2biding soclety.

Whether indivicduals within this school of thought contrast the
vzlues of delincuent to those of certsin lower class cultures, t.o those
o zdults, or simply to law 2biding values, they 211 zgree that de-

lincuency czrnnot be exnlzined by class conf{lict since 1t cannot account

[

or middle znd uoner class delincuency which usually occurs within lew-
abiding communities, Apert from IMiller, they tend to érgue that de-
linmency of =211 classes can aﬁd shonld be explained by = single theory.l
&nd they 21l zgree thet delinguents are generally committed to the gozls
=nd many, 1f not most, of the values of law-2biding society. Finally,
the overz=11l picture of delinquenéy which emerges from the datz and
stotements of theorists within this tradition 1s cuite different from
that of the classists., In this view as summed up or implied in the

Sykes 2nd Motze thesis, members of delinguent subcultures, being com-

mitted to many law-abiding volues, are quite limited in their range of

1.
Though of those who heve a causal theory, none of them hzs produced

one which is cs theoreticrlly sound 2nd well supported as that of the
classists.



offense, select specific tergets of zttack (which may or may not in-
volve members of the middle class), and need technicues to neutralize
the flow of disapprovel from the internalized norms of law-abiding
society which they will eventuslly join (bzrring complications) before

reaching adult status.

In consideration of these distinct sets of differences it would
seem that socioclogists have oniy zpparently been discussing the same
phenomenon; thet, in fact, the two schools of thought heave been re-
ferring to two ouite different pattérns of delinéuency - the classists
to what Yilton Yinger calls contracultureS,l and the anti-classists to
what Sykes znd Matza might have called subterranean cultures. Members
of contracultures, according to Yinger, uphold counter vzlues which
are founded on and maintained by 2 definite conflict with the larger
society., ilthough Yinger introduced this concept in 1960 before Sykes
and Matza published their zrticle on subterranean vaiues, he was aware
of the substance of that =rticle; the growing tendency to vieu de-
linguent velues =2s extensions or conversions of vzlues held by the

larger society; and the need to distinguish deviant cultures from

1]

temporary collective movements (fads znd fashions), =dolescent peer
cultures which simply involve playing the roles wrescribed by the
dominant culture, and subcultures which are variations of the dominant
culture but ¢till within the limits of acceptability of that culture.
Yinger suggests that the term contraculture be used wherever the
normative system contains, as a primery element, a theme of conflict

ht——————da

with the rest of society.

1 ' )
* Milton Yinger, "Contracultures and Subeultures", American Sociolosgical

Review, 1960, 25: 625-635.
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Judging from his argument sgainst the Sykes and Matza thesis, he
believed thzt this concent would sulficiently distinguish delincuent
from other subcultural systems and movements since subterranean values
converted may become counter velues by virtue of the conversion. liore-
over, it can be argued that whaotever the nature of subterrznean values
converted, the paramount fact is that when used as 2 basis for action,
they do offend the velues of others and in this sense are in conflict
with law 2biding society. TYet the distinction between contrzcultures
and subterranean cultures is an extremely significant one because it
directs sttention to a2 number of theoretical and empirical differences.
Theoretically, the distinction represents two separate schools of
thought while at the same time, it brings together and encompzsses the
many specific and otherwise sepzrate differences within each one,

And, although the exact nature and extent is = vital question for
future research, there is a difference in rezlity between a subculture
which is entirely delinquent, upholds counter velues, and is founded
on conflict with the values of the larger society and one which is
certainly deviant but in a quite limited way and which is not in
direct conflict with the majority of 1aw-abiding values. Furthermore,
the distinetion is not zltogether o new one either in theory or in
rezlity; for the difference between contrscultures and subterranean
enltures is quite similar to the difference between the eazrly Shaw-
Sutherland descrintions of semi-professional thieves bound for
criminal careers and Thrasher's concept of the gang as an interstitu=l

N

group, filling the szp between childhood znd zdult status. Finally,
that there is a difference in theory and in rezlity between the two

tynes of enltures, goes a long way towsrd explaining why there hzs
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been so mich controversy.

That the controversy has been such a long and involved one is
perhaps better accounted for by the stztus of research on the subject.
In the first place, none of the mejor theories nor the criticisms zgainst
them have been tested directly in the sense that empirical projects
have been designed to test specific hypotheses. Because they are
causal statements, conclusive proof would demsnd thot investication
of the problem begen before it happens and that a2 number of highly
abstract eand complicazted veriables be measured and controlled for. This
would involve devising mmerous means to measure the extent that certain
elements" in the "socizl structure" exert "pressures" towerd noncon-
formity. And because many of these stztements deal with such highiy
psychological phenomena as reaction-formation,.status-frustration,
guilt »roblems, and the like, sociologists would have much difficulty

in estzblishing conclusively their existence and effects.

Meeting all of these requirements would be extremely difficult
but possible if it were not for a second major problem; there is
virtually no agreement on the definition of crucial variables., How
can soclologists test for the ceuses of delinouency when they do not
agree on what it is? How can they consider and investigzte the effects
of class membership and relstionships when there is no‘consensus about
the structure of each class, their value systems, socizlization
practices, extent of mobility between them, and'so on. Underlying these
definitional dismutes and, at the same time; because of them, there

simply is not enough quantitative or qualitative evidence to provide

a2 bzsis for sgreement or resolution., To be sure, there have been some




instances where the evidence has been sufficient to accept one view

over another, if only in very broad terms. No doubt even Cohen would
recognize the heterogeneity of all classes as he and others have dis-
covered and zccepted the existence of 2 voriety of delinqﬁent orienta-
tions., 4nd even though the available dets hes made these discoveries
possible, it is on the whole inadecuate to settle most of the current

conflict,

Before World War II, research, when it was systematic and com-
parative, dealt primarily with ecological, demographic, and physiologi-
cal variavles, wnhile those who were ceoncerned with the soclzl relation-
ships of the delinquent generally made no attempt to be comparative
and their coversge of meterial was ouite limited, at least by modern
soclological standards. Thus, there is much information from Thrasher
and Shaw, about social relationships within the gang and from Hesly
about social relationships within the family; but virtually no
knowledge of the relationship between geng 1ife and femily life nor
any mzterizl on cless relationships. Data after the war, provided
largely by social workers, reporters, and reformers consists almost
entirely of observations and does not ccnstitute scientific reseesrch.
While it has been ertensive, it has hardly been systematic or standard-
ized in coverage of variables aﬁd in their definition; nor is any of it
controlled by comparative research. Finally, very little of the re-

search has been historical,

Despite these inadequacies, available data both before and after
the war has provided grest quantities of materizl on numerous aspects

of delinquency and enabled the socioclogist to make many important
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distinctions regarding types of delincuent orientation, gang structure,
values, target selection, range of offense, and so on. On the whole,
these distinctions have more or less emerged from conflicting sets of
material from 2 variety of sources; vhat i1s needed desperately is
knowledge of how they zre related to each other - composite sccounts

of the different types of delincuent subcultures., But before causal
statements can be made, it would be necessary to have composite and
historical accounts of the background and socisl life of these same
delincuent subcultures compared to those of non-delincuent subcultures.
Without 2t lezst sttempting to do this, it is not possible to evaluate
which veriables =pply to which types of delinquency; what the time-
sequence of caussl variables is, nor to what extent these variable

are relevent to both delincuency and non-delincuency.

In sum, there exists a vicious circle with regard to the study of
delincuency. Conflicting and inadequate knowledge of the nature of
crucial, independent as well as denendent variables crestes (and is
created by) conflicting definitions of them and consequently nrevents
conclusive testing which, in turn, intensifies the conflict of theories.
In view of this status of research, the general aims of this project
are twofold: to test, wherever possible, the hypotheses derived from
the theories of Sutherland and Merton and more important, to provide
a portrait of one delinguent group in its social setting ond compare
it to thot of a2 non-delincuent group. By investigeoting a large variety

the socizl charceteristices and background fectors of the members of

|2

o
each group, it is hoped that the portreits will be fairly composite ones.
&nd by attemoting to uncover those same characteristics znd background

elements with regerd to certein periods in the past of each individual,
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it is hoped that the portraits will be historical as well.

Clearly this project has outstanding limitotions - namely, trying
to cover z lorge cuantity of materizl in o relatively short period of
time, attempting to find differences between groups which are too small
to achleve statisticsl significence, and ziming to be historical without
being a longitudinal study.l On the other hond, it has considerable
potenticls, The smellness of the groups somewhat obvictes the diffi-
culties presented by 2 limited amount of time and allows 2 greoter
depth of study thon one dealing with a muich larger number of individuals.
With so fer subjects involved, it is possible to establish raprort on =
personzl basis and to observe each one in numerous contexts. Moreover,
the community in which they live is extremely small and ﬁell—defined
geographically, politically, religlously, and economically. This
unususl situstion minimizes the usuel difficulties of becoming familiar
with it as 2z whole, making generzlizations about it, and checking the
accuracy of statements mode by the subjects regarding their living

5

conditions and histories,

Even if these potentiazls ere not fully reslized, it is hoped that

the combined methods will yield a slightly different kind of picture

from that produced by studies conducted prior teo it. Its historical
emphasis is certainly similar to the blograrhies presented by Shaw

and Sutherland though it lacks the depth and attention to detail
achieved by studying one person at a time. TYet being concerned system-
aticelly with the pasts of a number of delinquents and non-delinquenté

gives it a different dimension, one somewhat comparsble to that obtcoined

lo ’
These and other problems will be discussed in detzil in the next

chepter,



by Healy and Bronner when they contrasted the backgrounds of several
hundred adolescents of both types. This nroject, however, is primerily
sociological in orientation rcther than psychological and physiological,
Thaet the individusls involved form hichly organized groups and may be
observed in a veriety of social situations are key premises of the re-
search plan. In =2ddition, the smallness of the total number of indi-
viduals offers an opportunity for more intimete contact which, in any

case, is not biased on either side by reformist objectivese.

Letually, the whole orientation of this project is more like Whyte's
study of street corner society then any of the others dealing specifi-
cally with delinquency. Noturslly, its scope is quite narrow in com-
parison but like that of Whyte, this project is concerned with 211
facets of life and tries {o see ezch group in its relation to the social
setting of which it is a part. Secondly, the groups are similar in
size to those with which Whyte lived, and require much the same recle of
participant observstion though in this nroject a2 somewhat more formal
relationship was crected by interviewing and the use of cuestiomaires.
Obviously, these methods combined with the historical emphasis give it
a ou2lity unlike Whyte's study. Although it took Whyte some two years
to accomplish his gosls, he was working with several groups and much of
that time was spent establishing repport, especially with the politicians
and racketeers, owing to the secretive character of their professionsa.
sut the detailed account of his methodological problems and their solu-
tion furnishes an excellent guide to any subsequent research project

attempting to provide a comnosite picture of smzll groups.

Finally, researchers in the past have mzde many great contributions



to knowledge but numerous gaps remain., There zre many factors which

have bzen discussed in theory but hove never been investigoted empirically
at 211, Others zre Imown to exist in fact but in many instances their
relztionship, as it is mro.osed in theory, has yet to be substentiated.
This-project cannot begin to fill any one of these gaps for above all

it is a pilot study exploring several of them in a very limited way.

dut it does represent a stert,
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The verious lines of encuiry within this project were »resented
throughout Part I. In brief, the specific hypotheses to be tested and
the nroposed means of testing them were stzted at the end of the chapters
on Sutherlend and lerton. These hypotheses center mainly on three factors:
the range of offenses committed by the delincuents; frustrations created
by socicl relationships within the family; and emphasis on and boarriers
to the achievement of economic gocls. MAlthough Cohen's theory dealt with
these factors, his thesis zs z whole is so controversial thet no other
hypotheses were made. Instead, general tonical areas were chosenfor
study; namely, the specific choracter of delincuency, the individuzl's
concept of himself, and pressures toward nonconformity generated by
institutions and class relotions. A1l lines of incuiry were to be
investigated by several months of observing and interviewinz intensively

two small zdolescent groups, one delincuent and the other non-delinquent.

Before gziving an zccount of the research situetion and znelyzing
the results of the inquiry, it is necessary to consider a number of
methodolorical and empirical questions. Severzl of these cuestions re-
fer to problems which are inherent in the design of 'the project and
carnot be solved entirely., Hopefully, though, the suggested precsutionary
measures will reduce them substantizlly in importance. Also there is
the cuestion of defining delincuency. Finally, there wzs the problem
of finding 2 suitable empirical situation. Toward this end a pilot
study wes conducted., This chapter will deal with the methodological
cuestions. Chapter VII discusses the pilot study and major cuestion-

naire schedule.
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Regarding the design of the project, there is one cuestion which
encompasses 21l the others. What kind of generalizetions may be made?
Tiost of the observation and interviewing are directed a2t documenting
how individuals behave in different contexts, whet their values are,
and what they think about particular neople, external conditions, and
themselves. Given the length, diversity, and intensity of involvement
in the project,l certainly it is nossible to make relatively sound
generalizations about these aspects of delinquency in the community
chogen for investigation.z But any study of the causes of a given type
of human behavior necessarily recuires examination of the conditions
which are external to the individual(s) committing that behavior. No
doubt a complete and longitudinal community study would be the best
means. While such an approach is uncuestionsbly outside the score of
this pilot project, it does 2im =t least to explore these eﬁternal
conditions by several methods but meinly throush interviews with the

merbers of esch groun.

This assumes that the perceptions of the individuals involved
will bear a fairly close relationship to rezlity. If anomie, for
example, is perceived to exist by 2ll or most of the individuals in
both croups, then presumebly it exists objectively also. It is possible,

2lthough highly improbzble, that anomie does not exist but 1s perceived

e While it is true that adolescents especielly might aittempt deliberately
to vroject certain imeoges of themselves, the nature of the involvement
with them (described in Chapter VII) and the checks for accuracy (dis-
cussed below) should provide 2 very firm basis for separsting calculated
imeges from those which sare not,

Z2e o . . . ) .

* Naturally, the extent to which these generalizations mey be apnlied
to delinquency elsewhere depends on whether the empiricsl situstion is
Judged typical or atypical,
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or that it does erist but is not perceived. Such 2 case of collective
distortion in the first instance, or collective insensitivity nerhaps
even repression in the second, would be extremely unlikely to occur.
“hat is much more likely is that the members of one group being differ-
ent in character from the other group, may have 2 different perspective

of externzl conditions. loreover, laclk of experience and education may

1imit perceptiveness on the part of both groups a great deal.

Additional difficuities arise when the perception concerns =

1 relationshin. In this case the persiective will probably
the needs and vast experience of the viewer; znd beacauge i
is a view of something which involves two peonle only, verification,
vherever »nossible 2t all, lacks the weight of nmumbers. Iiuch the szme
may be said for nerceptions concerning some point of personal history -
excent thst any bias would be more the nroduct of rresent rather than

pa

0]

t experience,

In order to combat these problems znd others caused by the age
snd orientstion of the subjects, several methods will be emmloyed.
First, the materizl nsture of the commnity will Dbe observed intensive-
ly, irelnding visits to the homes of each subject, Second,.at least
one parent of each subject and verious leaders of the community will be
interviewed informelly and/or observed. Third, the history of the
commurity {particulerly social and economical) will be investigsted,
Fourth, there are various other checks for zccuracy within the inter-
view schedules. It is hoped that these extra precautions combined with
the length and intensity of general observation will check factuslly as

well as supplement in o large wey the stotements made by the subjects
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=0 thzt undue distortion is orevented and sound generazlizations mey

s well a2s the perceptions.

0

be made zbout the situztions

ipart from the cuestion of accuracy snother difficulty in making

generalizations is measurement. If the statements made in the inter-
views are accurate and the behavior observed is normal,l how is it
possible to measure ond generzlize about either one when the total
nunber in ezch proup is so smell? lHoreover, the wajor questionnaire
schedule, zlthough standzrdized, is open - end on many cuestions and
hes bullt-in means for the ndividual to stress what is importznt or
problematic to him. Certoin behaviors, backgrounds, factors, and
charact:ristics of the members of one sroup may be so widespread and

distinct from those of the other group thzt definite patterns emerge

and may be compared, The dilfficuity arises if any given pattern is

not clezr cubt or if severzl vatterns are distinct but not widesprezd.
In the first instonece, if zdditionsl, safficient date cznnol he oh-
toined 1itile else can be done except document and diccuss it. The

, - . . 2
latter case will recuire czeparste or cross znalysis,

This rzises the question of significance. Clearly no statisticel

tests for significsnce can be mode. On the other hend, if 21l or most

=

of the membeis of one group cre definitely different in some way from

s if 1 nge alculated to impress the r

S archer in 2 certain
e separsted from behavior without such delil

berstion,

2
In other words, if the individuals in one group vary in religious

and ethnic backgrounds for example, then these factors will have to
be cross cnelyzed to see 17 there is ony significaznt causzl connection,
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the members of the other groun, it would scem then that the difference
is hardly one of chance alone, Wuhile the czuszl limortence of such =

difference cammot be determined conclusively (only suzgested tentatively),

it is hoped that there is 2t least some value in the identification and

compzrison of the differences between the two groups.

The other major methodological question, defining delincuency,

L
{ i
e
m

ses rroblems of a different kind. All delinguent aoctivity is a
special category of devient behavior which is generszlly defined s any
NSRS R oy
offense zgzinst the besic norms of society, Some forms of deviance,
such zs over conformity, are tolerscted. Delinquency is not, according
to Cloward =nd Ohlin. They reascn that "a deviont zct (which) is
frowmed upon but otherwise ignored by officizls will not mean the same
thing either to the comminity or to the offender as an act thot would
C e . . 4 . , .
ordinzrily result in delincuency proceedings", The community may not
tolerste 2 deviant zct by showing its disspprovzl or even taking action,

4 -

but devient acts become delinquent offenses only when "they result or

1

ere likely to resuit, in the initiation of ofTicial proceedings by

v

agents of criminzal justice",

* it least this is the central ides of most definitions of deviance.
Some theorists, such as Cchen, stress thaot it is institution=lirzed
expectations which szre violated. Others, nsmely lemert, refer to
deviation in terms of the limits of tolerstion for variotion from any
given norm. See Chapter I especially p. 57 for the "Tolerance uotient,®
Edwin Lemert - Social FPotholooy (New York: ¥cGraw Hill, 1951).

2

Richard Cloward and Lloyd Ohlin, Delincuency and Op-~ortunity, op. cit,,
pace 6. In fzct, they have ergued thzt the velue of studies zitemnting to
measure hidden delincquency are limited beczuse the likelihood of de-
lincuency nroceedings, had these acts been detected, is not known,
Although it is tre thet in most cases delinguency proceedings (beyond
occasional appesrance ot court) were not initizted, they were detected,
which constitutes a2n officizl response,

-

bide, po B



Paul Tappanl sunports this nosition effectively by pointing out
that definitions of erime or delinruency which zre nol bzsed upon legal
statistics can only be biased., For in order to classify what is
"socially injurions', "conduect against norms", or "enti-social behavior"
one must decide who has been damaged and what social interest has been
offended. It is evident that any such attempt could not aveid making
2ll kinds of ethiczl and political value-judgments. Until these notions
are "structurally embodied with distinct eriteris or norms - as is now

the czse in the legel system - they are useless for rurnoses of research",

£11 of these srguments make it clear that the anticipszted olficial
response is essentizl to understanding the nature of delincuency and

thot legal indices czre necessary for objective research standards. But

thls enough?

Although legal criteriz must be employed, their inadecuszcies cannot
be ignored, State laws differ tremendously on vhat zge limits sre
covered Ly the lterm "juvenile" as well es whet offenses zre considered

“delinquent".3 Certainly the more serious violations, like robbery and

1.
Paul Tappan, "Who is Criminal?", Lmerican Sociolosical Review, 1947,
12: 96-103,

Ibid., pe 97. Speaking zs a lawyer Tappan emohasizes the practical
dznger of using arbitrary standerds: they allow unquelified persons to
label as criminal any individual or group which they conceilve nefarious.
In fact, "it hzs hecome common practice to adjudicate zs delinguent =ny
chiid deemed to be antisocizl or a behavior problem..,. instead of re-
cuiring o.. proof of specific reprehensible conduct..." (Fn 9. p. 99)
Finally, he warns that to essume an unconvicted suspect z violator is to
subvert the deepest of our politiczl and ethical tenets.

3. Tappan himself reports that the laws in 211 the United States z=nd
Cdnpdlqn provinces contain only one class of clearly defined delincuency:
any act ﬂh:nh if committed by zn adult, would be a crime. See Paul Tormpan,
Comyzrative Survey of Juvenlle Dellnﬁuenc» (Part I Vorth Lmerice), United
Nations Division of Soecial Welfare 1952-53.
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rape, constitute delinquent acts; but exactly whet behavior is included
in such spurious charges a2s incorricibility, disturbsnce of the peace,

and loitering is rarely (if =t 211) defined precisely.

In addition to these Jimitations within the law itself, official
practices creazte even more vezriations. Nothan Goldman's study of "The
Differential Selection of Juvenile Offenders for Court Appearance"l
skillfully distinguishes the extra-legal factors which determine whether

an offender of the law becomes officially classified as a Delinquent.

Avart from the actual infraction, Goldman found that arrests and con-

victions zre structured by three mojor criteria. First, vzlues and
attitudes of the community which influence official referrzl to court
include whether or not the Jjuvenile violzted conventionzl conduct norms,
the way in which the offense was committed, and the ability of the
porents to meintain diseipline within the home. Secondly, the visibility
of the offense and the offender are tzken into account, It is in this

4

category that minority groups and certain class grouvns may be "seen'

1.
Hethan Goldman, unpublished dissertation, University of Chicago, cit:d

as the bzsis for a subsecuent paper "Defining the Delinguent Child", read
at the Ezstern Sociologicsl Society (Philedelphia, 1958).

* In this paper Goldman defines the fenus and species of devianl children.
All law breakers are members of the genus or class of Transgressor.
Using the extent to which the community recognizes the juvenile as a
Transgressor as an indices, he may be further classified as: 1) a Violastor -
if the offense remains unknown to the »ublic, 2) an Offender - if the
transgression is known to the police and public but no officizl action
is taken, 3) or a Delinquent - if the transgression is lmowm and exposed
to officiel action by a court. Delinquents may be sub-divided into
Unofficial Delinquents if no action is taken, Adjucated Delinquents if
any action short of institutionalizetion is taken; and Institutionalized
Delinguents. This classification has been described at length because
it makes clear important distinctions which are particularly relevant
to this research, and will be used throughout. Ibid.




differently. And last, officizl decisions cen be influenced by the
tolerance level of the cotmmu.n:'l.‘l‘,y':L which, in turn, is affected by its
social and class organization, its history and traditions, and its
economic ond political character, Another determinant of official
action which could be added to Goldman's list is nolice corruption.
Although no sociological study has been made, it is common knowledge
that corrunt police practices do exist and consequently must afiect

of ficlal statistics.

If Jegal judgments are highly subject to extra-legal circumstances,
then they represent only a selected vopulztion of convicts and exclude
a whole class of violztors znd offerders who, but for those extra-
legal circumstances, would have o different status. 4After 211 the
professional thief is no less a thief because he is not cporehended or
because of peculiar local conditions he does not anticipate an officizl
response.2 The szlient point for the sociologist is the fzct that he
wilfully and hebitually violates the lew. He is in the szme socio-
Jogicel cotegory as the one who is apprehended and convicted, both
are gullty of committing criminal offenses, both identify themselves

with these crimes, and probasbly both zre identified by at least others

in the vrofession, perhzps even the vublic, as thieves,

1. \
These last two determinants of court zction reflect strongly Lemert's

theory of deviant behavior. 0Op. cit.

>
“~e

It mey be true that an anticipated response to 2 serious crime
such 2s murder may prevent him from committin - it; however, this does
not zlter his stotus 2s thet of 2 thief,
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By the seme token as Hertonl and others have pointed out, the
college youth who ourloins a bzseball is in a different soclological
category from the undetected but professional thief., Uhile both are
violetors, one views himself 2s a generally law-abiding citizen who
has engaged in an illegal, easily forgivable prank; the other's self-
concent is founded on conflict with the law. Rightly or wrongly both
would be viewed accordingly by the publie =nd the law who, given the
opportunity to judge, would probably nronounce the colliege youth a
non-delinquent and thevother & delinmuent. Hence, there zre legzl as
well as soclal grounds for differentiating occasionel petty violstors
wno are not soclally or leg:elly censidered delincuent Iromkthe habitual
violator who identifies himself -nd is socielly identified by his per-
sistent infractions zgainst the law and who should be defined legally
as a delinquent. Whether he is depends lJargely on extra-legzl con-

2
ditions. And if guilt is esteblished by self-zdmission, socio-
loriczlly he should be classed as z delincquent regesrdless of anticipa-

ted official action or legal pronouncements,

A similzr ~rinclole may be applied to working class youths who

reside in high delinquency areas. Solomon Krobin has zrgued thet it is

n

a2 mistake to dichotomize juveniles in these a2rezs on the bosis of de-

lincuency and non-delintuency. Beczuse he believes th: © such areas zre

chzracterized by =~ conflict of vzlues, he maintains theot individuals

mist porticipate "simultaneously in both eriminel and conventionzl value

1.
fobert Merton, Social Theory and Socisl Structure, op. cit., r. 178.
2e aps s . + fes
£part from use of officizl records, any other method of eztablishing
guilt, as Tappan has -rgued, would be unethical.
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1
systems", It is true that 213 youths in hizh delincuency areas must
be affected by the existence of 2 deviant vzlue system and thet mony

of them must become involved in zcts of delincuency; in fact, it

would be difficult to find 2 curious and zdventuresome boy, esuvecially
in such an area, wno hzs not violeted the law or associcted with de-
lincuents at some time or other in his youth. 7Yet there is a difference,

legally ond sociologically, between delincuents znd non-delinquents in

these arezs. In such areas one mist look for vredominance of eriminzl

or conventionsl values, attitudes, behavior, and identification. Despite
the probzble violstion of the law by most jouths in these =zreas, peers
and adults inecludinc the law do not look unon 21l of them zs delinquents;

neither should the sociologist,

Thus, legal ceriteria are relative not only to variotion in loczl

legs
laws but clso to completely extre-legzl circumstances. 4And consecuently

.

they do not inelude thot claoss of rnersons who, except for those circum-

-

stances, wonld be clsssified soclologically as delinquent. To rely

solely on legzl criteris would be os unscientific zs defining delinquency
without any reference to them. Clearly, some 2dditional means of measure-
ment is needed, one which represents the gocizl facts of delincuency as
well as the legal ones, one which at least includes 211 hebitusl violators
and not juct those who have been judged and convicted., Is it not possible
to use zdmission of guilt as theot criterion? If o person defines himself,

by virtue of zdmission to violating specific laws, as o hebltuel violator,

the fact of his delinguency is no less =z rezlity because he has not been

Solomon Krobin, "The Conflict of Velues in Delinquency Areas",
Americon Sceiological Review, 1951, ve 16, Do A65.

Ze
This, of course, does not apply to delincuency areas where all youths

are zllegedly belonging to confirmed delincuent gangs for the entirety
of their youth,
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Judged officially or bhecouse he does not onticipote official action.
And if that definition is shored to the extent that it is the basis of
his social stotus, then there is 21l the more reason to classify him

sociologically zs a delinquent,

In this research, then, delinguent behavior refers to behavior
which is deviant, o violation of Basic conduct norms, and illegal -
an infrection which but for e:trs-legal circumstances would result in
official proceedings. In terms of the individuel, delincuency refers
to Juveniles who admit that they are zuilty of habituslly violating the
lew, regerdless of whether they anticipate an official response. It
zlso refers,‘of course, to those juveniles cgainst whom official action
has been taken. Obversely, non-delincuency refers to youths who are
predominantly non-delincuent in their behavior, values, attitudes, and
identification, to youths who may have violzted the law, perhaps
habitually for a2 short period of time, but who have not appeared before

court or been officlally adjucated delinouent,



CHAPTER VII

EMPIRICAT PROCEEDINGS
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In addition to the methodolosiczl questions and the problems of
defining delinocuency, there was the problem of finding two groups
which would be suitable for the purposes of this prdject. Despite the
inzdequacy of available statistics it is generally accepted that the
greztest number of offenders are choracteristically from the lower in-
come grouns and are usually white,l Anglo-35axon, Protestant males in
the middle of their teens. It is clso believed that z lack of formal
education is tyzical. In order for the results of this project to be

. 2
relevant te the more general theories and for comparative puronoses,
it was desirable to find two groups which corresponded azs closely as
possible to this imege. Second, it was necessary that the two groups
should be compzrable in group structure ond that the members should
reside mzinly in the same community since substantizl differences in
any of these factors, including the demographic ones, sre knom to

~,

affect behavior significantly. Thus, if 211 these fzctors could be
successflly controlled for, they would be elimineted as causal agents.
ind last, presuming that few teenagers are perfectly law-abiding, it
wos necessary to establish whether the non-delinquents were in fact

not delincuent =znd similarly whether the so-called delinquents were

hobitual transgressors, violators, offenders, or delincuents.

To meke certain that the groups finzlly selected would fulfill
these recuirements, 2 vilot study w3 conducted ~fter a few weeks of

preliminery observztion. The members of both zroups were administered

1

Because of widespread color discrimination in many aress, statisties
showing the Necro as the grester offender than the white are suspected
as being the most unreliable of all.
Ze

As opposed to those seeking to explain veriations from this
statistical stereotype,
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& six-part cuestionnaire covering: 1) demographic and some other in-
formation concerning residence, education, religion, family, and occu-
pation; 2) the structure and pattern of social relationships within
each group including sociometric charts; 3) outgroup relationships -
vhat the twe groups felt =bout each other =2nd a third older one of
confirmed delinquents;2 L) a listing of their remmlar activities and
the amount of time devoted to each one (as an objective indicction of
its velue); 5) a listing 2nd account of their non-regular activities -
what they did for nleasure or enterteinment and excJ‘.’c,emenfl:;:3 6) a
statement of their attitude toward the nroject. Alse comments made
after the comletion of the interviews were noted, Virtually all the
data from the interviews was verified directly from observation or in-

directlyq by the acting director of the social agency with whom there

1 ko > K3 > L3 »
* For a listing of the cuestions and an account of its design see
Arvendix B,

e s S A - .
* Discovered during the course of nreliminary observation.

3e This portion of the cuestionnaire was designed to elicit from the
respondents an account of their infractions against the law. It was
felt thet estzblishing guilt in this way, rather than asking direct
cuestions, would yield better results for two reasons. First, any
indication that delinquency was the principal or even g subject of the
study might seriously affect their =zttitudes and behavior. Throughout
this investipgation specific references to delincuency were svoided and
questions in the mejor interview regarding violations of the law were
minimal in number and bzlanced in importance by other questions.
Second, confessions of guilt, which zre offered without direct recuest
are generally held as being more valucble or significant than date
cziven in answer to pointed questions. For the some reasons direct
references to class were zvoided.

1

* Indirect verificetion here and elsewhere means that at least one
other person either offered spontoneously information which would
verify a2 given statement or was asked to comment on 2 subject which
would cover the ststement in cuestion. According to the working
vremise of the project, statements made in interviews and other
private information were not disclosed to anyone else.
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wes continuous contact. He had known all of the subjects for a number
of yeers and, hoving mede an informal study of the community, he was

thoroughly familiasr with the area and the backgrounds of the subjects.

How similar were the two groups?1 The members of both groups were
male Cauczsians with the exception of one Negro in the non-delincuent
groun., All subjects were from working class families of approximotel]
equal size =2nd composition., Only one in each croup was broken by
divorce or sepzration and one of the non-delincuents?! mother was a
vidow who had not remarried. Most of them went to the same schools,
had changed schools and neighborhoods aprroximately the same number of
times, svoke English almost exclusively, began work at the same zge,

and had the szme type of job,

The two groups differed in severzl respects. First, about two-
thirds of the delincuents were zpproximately two years ounger than
those in the other croup. . At the time of the study the eight nmeibers
of the delincuent group renged in zge from 17 (the age of five of them)

o 19. The ages of the three oldest boys in thot group (18, 15 and 19)

corresponded to the zges of the three youngest in the non-delincuent
sroup so thot there was exazet matching in three coases. The other four
non-delincuents were aged 19, 20, 21, =2nd 24, Second, there was con-
siderable difference in the amount of vocational trainingz. Although
the members of both groups had received virtuzlly the same omount of
formal education belfore they left school to bLegin work, nearly =11

those in the non-delinguent group were actively engeged in trade school

1 - \ . - .

* In order to preserve continuity, the deteziled results of the question-
naire hove been combined with moterial [rom other sources and ar
presented in Part IIT.

o
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courses and one wos going to night school, In contrast, only one of
the delincuents who becan a trade school course vas still teldnz it
at the time of the study, the others droopinz out shortly after

enrolment.,

Third, four of the eight delinquentsl were Cstholic whereas only
one of the non-delincuents was Cetholic. He z2nd one of the Catholies
in the delinquent group were the cnly ones that were of French descent.
The rest of the members of each group were Frotestant. Fourth, the
ethnic bzckgrounds were so different or mived that they seemed similar,
aboul holf in each group had been born in the greszter urban area of the
city. Apart from two members of the non-delincuent groupn who were
Horvwegian and Ukranian, the rest were from Englsnd or the Cormmorweszlth

5

) 2
countries of Nova Scotia and Barbsdos. #cluding these two non~
3ritishers, who did not come to Caonada urtil the age of 12 and 11
respectively, the others had emmigrated to the arez by the time they

-

were seven, At the time of the rroject 211 of the non-delinguents were

=3

i

st

Hy

nd itself where they had spent an average of 12 yecrs.

=3

residing in

-

Two of the delinquents did not reside in East End proper nor had they

ever lived there and twe brothers were born in Bast End but were then

Lctually, only seven of the delincuents perticipsted in the entire
nroject. One of the rank and file dronped ot comvletely shortly
after the pilot interviews to go stezdy with o girl, Since he no
longer identified himself or was identified by the group z2s being a
member he wzs not observed or interviewed further.

.,

The members of the non-delinguent group ceme from East End (2), the

grezter urban area (1), Bngland (1), Berbados (1}, Norway (1), and
Fronce (1). Of the delinguents 3 were born in Ezst End, 2 in the
greater urbzn sres, 2 in fnglend, and 1 in Nova Scotia. Thus metching
occurred in four instsnces and 211 but two originated in English



living in a2 town nezrby. These twe brothers had, hovever, always

lived fairly nezarby ond spent the crecter nortion of their lives in
mzet Bnd and all four spent virtueliy all of their spare time in East
Bnd since they became members of the gréup. The other members, who
formed the core of the gzroup, had lived in Bast End nezsrly 21l of theilr

lives.

Of these differences, only the religious znd the ethnic facltors

L

seem Lo be substantizl end potentislly significant es ceusal fzctors

-e

therefore they will recuire cross-aznalysis., That the delinguents had
made no sttempt to educste themselves further seems to be = oroduct of
their differing orientations rather than = cause of them since they
were delinguent long before they left school for the explicit purposes

~
L

off earning their own living ond becoming more "independent® cong

members. The difference in residentizl history could only bLe signifi-

cant in twve of the four coses

197}

ince the tweo brothers grew up in the

Bast BEnd zrez and associcted themselves exelusively with it as opnosed

to their oin neichborhrod. 4And having observed hriefly the respective

s A

commminitiss of the other twe, there seemad 4o he 1ittle difference in

-
i

=3

}

exrence or f-eilities, he difference in sge acouires significance
only in eonnection with other factors znd will be discussed sccerdingly

~here it is relevant,

Croup structure wzs compared according to sever2l indices: =ge,
size, length of friendship, basis for membership, frequency and dura-
tion of interaction, basis of leadership, decision-mzking policies,
purpose, and function., While some differences were found, they were

believed to be insignificent or conitreclled for in another way. One



difference was the surfece formality of the non-delincuent group.
Zeing members of the Junior board of the socizl agency, thelir official
meetings were conducted more or less according to parliamentary pro-
cedure and their relations at the social gztherings of which they were
in charge were zffected Ly thelr duties., This difference, however,
was felt to be insignificent since underlying this occasioncl facade

were 211 the elements of a2n informsl group, similar in nature to that

of the delincuent croup.

Another small difference between the two groups was that the
members of the junior board seemed to be slightly more indeperdent in
their activities; they spent a few more hours =z week with their families,
on double dates, or pursuinz their studies. On the other hand, beczuse
2ll of them had the same outside interests, group bonds were probably
stronger and, like the difference in education, these outside interests

1
seemed to be a product of their zge ond different orientztion. In any

case, group membershlip, 1f not group activities, wes as important to
them as il was for the delincuents., Finslly, the main difference
between the two grouvs was, of course, their ﬁanifest purposés. Junior
Loard members were recuired by the zgency to lead "respectable" law-
abiding lives; any major devistion wonld result in expulsion from the
whole program. And offiecially the junior board were pledged to meintain

order a2t =211 agency functions. The delinquents, obversely, had resolved

to create disorder and meke trouble wherever possible.

This raises the all important cuestion of how delincuent were the

1 . . . .
' Analysis of their responses to the cuestionnaire section on geng
membership snd history proved this to be true., See Chapter VIII,
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delinqguents and how lew sbiding vere the junior board members? The
delincuents admitted to o number of minor offenses which were com-

mitted f2irly regularly at week-ends during the winter and more frequent-
ly during the summer. They also confessed to a variety of major offences.
A11 of them had been arrested but through alleged lack of evidence were
nsually released without further officisal action., Three had been insti-

tutionalirzed, of which two were still on probation (zlthourh one had

broken it), and cne had been deteined by the court for six weeks,

The non-delincuents, since they had become board members, had not
violated the law apart from such offenses as drinking under age. A4lthough
most of them had committed some delinquentvoffenses when they associzted
with the big geng, these offenses were extremely limited in range and
frequency and lasted only for a very short, specific period of time,
loreover, only three of them hod ever committed or were inveolved in
serious offenses., Finally, most of them had been arrested one or two
times but cnly one of them had sppeared before court. For these reasons,

the members of the non-delincuent group cannot be called true delinquents.

It is true that they have violated and offended the law but scme trans-

Yy

gressions =re not sulficient, however, to warrant labelling them de-

n

linquents,

The outstanding results of this pilot interview series znd obser-
vation, then, zre that in group size and structure the two groups were
conparadle, They were also similar in class, degree of formal education,
occupation, and family composition. Considerable differences were found
in their zges, religious denominations, and ethnic origins. And last,

the two groups were different with respect to delinquency.
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Is there any significant relationship among these differences?
The fect that 211 the older group had violated the law might indicate
that delingquency is simply a stage which many juveniles of similar back-
srounds go through. On the other hand, the delincuents! delinquency
began at a much ezrlier age, lssted longer, and was much more serious
in frecuency and range of offense 2s well as in identification, Further-
more, mony older youths frem thiz same commnity, end in two cases
brothers of those bozrd members who had enseged in minor delincuent
activity, are confirmed delinquents. That they are older, still de-
linquent, and from the szme environment functions as en added control
for the sge blas of the zroups. The fact that two of the three board
members who had committed some serious offenses were first generation
immdgrants is somewhat discounted since only ha2lf of the delinquents
were immdigrants snd since the Englisﬁ spezking community was composed
_largely of immigrents.” What may be significant is thst nearly 211
delinuents, including those offenders on the Jjunior boerd, were
either immigrants or Catholics and, therefore, were marginal figures -
either for religious or ethnic reasons but, zpsrt from one exceptlion,
not Tor both., The real signilicence of this finding csn only be

estimated after further research.

1 . . X
° The social a2gency has three mimeograched reports on the community

and all of them refer to the large number of irmigronts in the com-
munity, These reports were written by past end present directors of
the program in 1953, 1957 and 1960. 4s they have no title and have
not been published, they will be reférred to as "Lgency Progress
report® with the year. !

Unfortunatelsy, there sre no statistics on this. The 1951 Census
simply stetes that 1080 zre from the British Isles and lists the
figures fTor zbout 13 other ethnic groups, totalling 275. 4psrt from
the Itzlizns who nuwnbered 140, the other groups averaged from 12 to
20 each. (Catalogue 92-575, Series 1, 2, Bulletin 1.2-5: 30-11-1962,
Tzble 39.) For a detesiled breakdown of these figures see Appendix E.
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fetually, the limited transgressions of the junior bozrd nembers
add verspective to the nroject, especizlly to the comparison of
answers te questions dealing with change. In any case, the two groups
seem similar enough to compare and sufficiently different to contrast.
ind the cawmnity, which is described in the next chapter, was ideal
for a comparstive study of small groups, both of which proved eager to
co-operate, For these reazsons it was decided that they would be suitable

for further observation and interviewing.

Observation during and after the pilot interviews entailed meeting
with the two groups informally in their own contexts. Bzach group was
observed regularly =t the movies and group meetings, on "excursions",
at home, and at local hangouts. The Szaturdar night dances were zitended
also because this was the only time when the two groups\interacted with

|
each other and the only possible opportunity to view each groun's inter-
action with the senior bozrd of the agency. Individusl as well as
group relstionships with ezch other, éirls, femilies, the nolice, socizl
agency representatives, past teachers, and strangers were noted with
respect to the pasl and present znd in terms of interaction, =ctivity,
and sentinents. Of »erticular importsnce was the notation of differ-
ences in individusl behavior when the individusl was alone, with one

other neer, in a group, or with zdults and whether there was any

drinking.

The major cuestionnaire was administered to each individual private-
1y and lested from two and a h2lf hours to four and a half hours. The
questions were derived from theory, observation, and pilot study clues.l

They were designed to obtain several sets of inform-tion. Tirst, they

1. . . . .
The entire schedule is presented in Anpendix D,
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covered the individual's relationship to groups of primary relstions:
(his group, the other gongs, girls, and his family): to institutions
within the community (the school, the church, the law, and the social
agency): to the economic structure; znd to himself. Second, the
cuestions dezalt with different aspects of each relzationsh the
actual relationship or behavior within that relastionshin, the re-
spondent!s conception of it, his expectations from it; whether he per-
ceived any differential access to the achievement or mzintenence of it,
ard nis future plans with resnect to it, Third, the questions were
designed to assess historical chenges in the relstionship - when it

) , 1 ; !

heopened, how, and why. In addition the heads of both groups were
interviewed to obhtain & history of the gengs' lezdership, membership,

and memorable group events,

ost of the interview dota was verified by observ:tion‘an& con~
tirmous contact with the current sctine director of the sceizl sgency
and, to o lesser extent, a school tezcher who had tzusht nearly all
the subjectsz »nd had known them intimately since they were children.,
poth conteets were most helnful in discussing the subjects and their
home 1ife =5 well as their relstionship to the rgency end the school.
If there was sny conflicting deta regrrding the time or detzils of an
evenlt, the respondents themselves would often check ezch other. Also

comments made by pa=rents were very valusble. Although never cuestioned

specifically azbout their children or events, conversation with them

1.
It hoved that this nart of the interview would reveal the time

1.8
sequences of certain events - whether, Ffor exam>le, rejection of
wﬂveptal advice comes before or after delinquency has been established,
whethe disrespect of the law is 2 generating factor or a resultant
charocteri st of delinguency.
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revealed clearly their generel attitude., Of particular importaonce was
fairly regulcr contzct with the mother of the hezd of the junior board
(+hose brother wos o member of the older gang) =nd the mother of the
delingment gangz's original leader who returned to the cormunity on
leave from the Nzvy. Although never actually interviewed, they played

a lerge port in the project.

Historiczl and other supplementecry informstion was obteined from
]

informal Interviews™ with verious community leaders. Information zbout
the only Protestant, Znglish speaking school in the community orior to
1960 wes obtained from the mon who was cheoirman of the school board
from 1953 - 1960 znd the current chairman cs well as the current
principsl 2nd his nredecessor. Also interviewed were the Reverend who
cerved from 1951 - 1940 as minister of the only Protestant church in
the commmunity, an executive of one of the oll companies who, 2lthough

he was no longer o member of the community, was the finsnelel director

of the commnity!s social zgency; and the Town Clerk.

Finelly, much historical information was obtained from two writlten
sources, ror the fiftieth snniversary of the town's eristence, cele-
- ‘ . ss oy 2 s
brated in 1960, the township published 2 large booklet” containing
among other things, 2 full account of the tom's growth in its economy

and in its religious, social, and educational facilities, It also

See Aprendix A.

Ze Actuelly, it mzy only be presumed that the zovernment published this
booklet for zpart from the title, "Town of eseses 1910 - 1960", and the
date of publication, June &, 1940, there is no other information nor
any page numbers. However, it begins with 2 signed statement from the
Mayor, giving it at lecst some officizl authenticity.
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contzined some statistices regarding the general charccteristics of the
populaetion., The other source was the series of progress reports
written by zgency directors in 1953, 1957, and 19A1; they discuss in
detail the soclal problems of the community and the role of the

orcznization since it beran after the war,

-y



BACKGROUND TC PART IIT  EAST END

The Community end the Project

In contrest to most research on delincuency, this
project dezls with = rural industrial commnity and a
description of its setting and bistory are vitzl to under-
standing the subjects. Also some events occurred which
zffected the delinquents and their relstionship to the
nrolect; consecuently they must be documented in order

to evzluate the results,
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3

HE SETTING

E3)

About 15 miles from the center of a large urbsn comnlex in the
eastern provinces, the townshin of East End is hounded on the east ond
west by two rivers, on the north by another smcll township, and on the
south by & host of oil refineries, It is these refineries which were
entirely responsible for the fact that "from the industrial point of

1
view, (Bost End) is fourth among Conadian cities eand toms",  lhile
this statement is true, it is quite deceptive since the whole town
covered an area of about four squere miles and had a2 population of
5,630,2 living in one-sixth of the totsl area. Of that population
1,195 were English sneaking residents who were socizlly segregated from
the remeining French speaking inhabitants. The Protestant population
was 397 ond was almost completely English spezking. Mozt of the 530
children attended the English Protestant school ond about 150 went to
the English Cotholic school., The English spezking teenage population

nurbered about 225,

Although the town bLoasted of L0 secular and religious associations,
nunerous parks, a2 nublie swimming pool, znd a2 stadium, provisions for
orgenired social and recrectional life for the community's ZEnglish

specking teenage nopulation was virtuslly non-existent. The Frotestant

church offered sports facilities and occzsional socizl functions but

q
=* "The Town Of sesess, 1910-1960", The booklet also stztes that
according to the 1957 Federzl Statistics, the memufacturing nroduction

of the town amounts to$.700,000,000. All Ffirures presented in this
description, unless stoted otherwise, are tzaken from the booklet.,

2.
Actually the officizl census of 1961 states that the population
totals 5,884, See Appendix E.
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both were highly religious in cheoracter and few boys in this zge grdup
attended either progrzm. &1L organized social life for these youths
revolved zround the social ogency which only offered the Saturday night
dances znd 2 weekly sports nizht. There was no agency which dealt
specifically with what the commnity considered problem youths. Un-

organized social and recreational facilities were limited to one movie

house 2nd two bowling alleys.

Originally founded as a garden city in 1910, the town was in-

habited 2lmost exclusively by wezlthy French businessmen most of whom

builders. The Great "izr proved devastating to the commnity's

ey

]

economy and the idea of zn entirely residential towmship had to be
cbandoned with the coming of the oil companies which enabled the town
to survive fingnecially. This industricl expansion, beginning in about
1925, resulted in a ndgration of English spealing veonle into thé
commnity. The 1957 Agency Prosress Report indicstes that the majority

of immigrants until the second war were executives, engineers,and

nanagers.

irparently most of the vorkers commted due to lack of

housing foacililies within their mezns.

Religious and educztional faeilities for these neorle were
extremely limited in spite of the city's wealth. Sunday school classes
were toucht by lay versons and even Youngsters whe had just gredusted
from them, They were held in the Protestent school es was eny socizl

activity sponsored by the church, The Frotestant school even now goes

1
- Unfortunately census stetistics for Bast End are minimel since the
torm is so small. The 1941 Census Report gives only a crude breakdown
of occupations for East End: Agricultural, menufzcturing, construction,
and other. Tliost males over 14 yezrs of age were involved in momu-
facturing. See Census of Conada 1941, “"Population by Occupationsl
Crounsg®, Table 10,
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only thréugh the seventh crade, Anyone desirins further educetion had
to go elsewhere, usually about 10 miles away., This situation remained
unchenged until 1940 when 2 new school was 2dded to the adjoining town
for the use of both towns. Staifing the school was as problemstic zs
finding.religious teachers. There were only two English speaking male
educetors in the entire commnity; the rest were French, untrzined
females, or imports. Social life, such as it wess, centered zround these
two institutions, such =zs they'ﬁére, for there was 1ittle else the
comunity had to offer.

During and after the war numerous events occurred which were to
zlter thebcharacter of the whele town. Apaert from any disturbence the
wer itself may have cazused, there was first = wave of delinquency.
Althousgh modest in scale, it involved the sons and daughters of many
of the town's lezding citizens. In 1945 2 group of English speeking
parents bended together to petition 2 nationzl socizl agency to

esteblish o branch in Bast End. The sgency served for four years eas

4]

n extension project of other branches and in 1949 moved to the

sl

rotestzant school in Bast End.

o~

In 194A-L7 the government sponsored = subdivision of prefabricated
houses 2t low cost to veterans. These houses were filled largely by
workmen. Probably because of this and the delincuency score, senior
executives and unper personel attached to the oil comnanies began
very slowly teo emigrate out of the community. 4s this process graduaily
accelerated, the community began to deteriorzte, This was one of the

main reasons why the sgency decided to nove to East BEnd.

One of its first nrojects was to make 2 study of the community.



23

i)
hat they Tound there zhnalled them, In 2ddition to the lack of
adesuzte housing; relipgiouns, educational, and soeisl fecilities; and
trained personel for these [lelds, they discovered zn extreme apathy
towzrd religion cnd education especislly., About two-thirds of the
corzregation hed rnever ztiended church and certainly did not surport
it finanecis1ly. Only a handful of young people cltended services
resulsrly though 2dnlts numbered about forty = week, Falling interest,

~

evening services were dizcontinued in 1956, The sttitude towsrd educa-

tion wee similar. “Mhile atterdonce =t school was cowmiisory, *ruanc

w03 inerecsing. lloreover, the lcbor foree, vhich was by the esrly

. . . ? s s ) A}
filties z growing msjority, had slways received !}

[

vigh wages, abont the

aguivelent of 2 graduate engineer, snd tended to view university train-

a vacete of time,

}_u
o
02
[
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set about its tosgk with

e

Foced with these conditions the zgenc

vigor ovganiring socisl, sports, end crazft -ctivities for =zll age

sroups, the outstanding festure of the progrom being the suiwier camp,

"The entire rrogram for twelve vesrs (1945 - 1957) wzs on the basis of

2 negztive gonl - keeping youth out of treuble,"
considerzble sueccess, In 1957 the zgency report coald bhozst of =
gports orogram "beyond which neither facilities nor members would

L

develon further", It also claimed to have solved the maojor disci-

+* igency Preogress Rerorts of 1953 and 1957,

Ny

Sy 1951 the total labor force 14 years of 2ge znd over was 1,236
for men znd 28% for females., OF that totazl 396 were proprietors,

sdministrators, cleries, or professionzls. Laborers numbered only
175 but 113 were employed on construction and 192 on marmifacturing.

And it hed metl with

See Census of Canada 1651 V,IV Lebor Force, ‘Uccup ations and Inpdustries®

Table %, TFor complete orezkdown see Apendix B,

-

"igeney Progress Recort, 1957," p. 17.

W

Log, cit,
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olinary vroblems, Outside the sgency, however, the town clerk™ =nd
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others referred to an of delincuency beginning =bout

1955 just after o series of cpertment blocks were completed ond £illed

by unskilled workers casually emvloyed.

In the f2ll of 1957 the pezk of success in attendance reached by

the cgency declined sharply and wos soon to collapse 2ltogether, The

e A v

1960 agency report gives two mein ressons for this. First, in the

&

spring of 157 the rarish nriests suprrested, snd in the £211 ordered

2t the threst of excommnication( 1), that the French contingent (some

48 per cent of branch membership znd progrsom income) to cezse partici-
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he nrogrsm, 4t the szme time, emigration of executives,

fessionzls, znd the like racidly aceelercted lesving = sclid work-

nancislly =ble to support the elaborate znd evpensive sporte and

erafts activities Tor each age grous. And it wers for these fomilies

that the progrzm had been gesred,

Setually this zeceleration of emigration seemed to be as much 2
oroduct 25 2 couse of the events of 58, First, the older "anti-
social” population rebelled against the zpency; during the winter and
sprine they simnly discontinued zssociztion, 3y oubnnn of thet year
the deiinjuency onroblem had become =o widesrread that the Junior boesrd

. Iy

wes virtus1ly the only remeining group of vouth "rerresenting socizlly

1. In a personal commnication Aoril 6th 1942,

In 1941 about £00 mazles were craftsmen, process nroduction, releted
workers, and laborers as compzred to £8 meles in managerizl occupations
and 91 meles in professionzal and technical occupations., Census ieport
of Canada 19451 V.,IV, Lzbor Force, oo. cit,, Table 9. See Lncendix E
for details and comparison with 1981 and 1951 staotisties.




zcceptable behavior patterns", Of the 12 members of this bozrd, only
one resided in Best End. This domination of the vrogrzm was one of

the major rezsons why the older group hzad rebelled in the winter and
why the intermediate group bogan to stop participation in the fall,
Toward Christmas of '58 the percentage of Bnglish sweaking supporters
had declined =bout &0 per cent, Finolly, there was z series éf priv:te
perties which received considerable public notice, Boys would wzit
until their oarents were going out and then invite z horde of their
Iriends to the house. In the process of perty making several homes
were literzlly wrecked and each parent was told that there had been

small, qulet party which hzd been raided by "uninvited" guests,

f$3]

Becsuse of all this, the zgency decided that its only justifiesztion
for existence was to devolte its complete zttention to the delinquency

problem,

On Jonusry 10, 1959, the Agéncy'Reclamation rroject wes launched.
The project begen with an onen house attended by hz1f the English
spezking teenzge population. On the basis of cuestionneires zdminis-
tered to the attendants, the whole agency program was reorganized,
Space =nd other facllitles were given for Soturdey night dances pro-
vided that the teenzgers supervised il themselves znd sbided Ly certsin
rules., The junior board which was to be entirely elected and repre-
sentative was invested with considerable authority and was to be
responsible for keeping order. Seversl older vouths, who otherwise

.

might heve been excluded from the vrozram bDecsuse of the new zge 1limit,
were aoppointed junior staff members to ¢id the junior bozrd. These two
st2ff members end the Junlor boesrd elected in the spring of 1959 =nd

1960 constituted the members of the non-delincuent group for this resezrch,



Aetually, the FProtestant School Bo=zrd still controlled the entire
program through its ownership of sgency facilities - namely the school.
The board, thorouchly frichtened by the violent events of '58, set dowm
a stringent code of behsvior covering everything from longucge and
dress to drinking ond sexusl activity; :ond devistion from that code at
ogency functions was punishoble by suspension or expulsion from the
progrsm. By the enforcement of sge 1limits the board successfully ex-
cluded the older gang which was causing most of the trouble. In any
case all were agreed that the big geng as it wss called, was simply

too dangerous to integrste with younger groups.

Conflict arose between the bozrd and the zgency over enforcement
of this code. The agency %new thet there was a younger group of de-
lincuents attemoting to imitate the big gang, exvected that they
would not assimilate eaéily to thefcode, and wznted the authority to
make specilal provisions for their behavior since they vere the ones
who needed guidance the most. On the grounds thst tolerstion of
deviance would encourage further deviance the boerd rejected the

recuest.

During the conflict e survey of community problems wrs conducted
by the agency as part of the reclamstion project. It included, among
other things, interviewing and testing samples of the =dolescent popu-
lation, Unforiunstely, the detsziled results were destroyed but out~
stending findings contaired in the 1961 report were: 1) virtually
none of the youths had been exposed to religious education and values;
2) none of the boys in the towm had ~radusted from high school despite

an average to tigh capacity for learning (zs measured by zn irmy

e



Classification Test); 3) slthouch there wes only one boy involved in a
service careér, there was universal interest and capacity for mechanical
problems;l L) the major concern of the parents was to be "rid of a de-
pendant" while the concern of the youths was to be independent [inancielly;
5) although bpth prrents and ;ouths showed respect for l=zw znd authority,
neither group maintazined "acceptzble" morsl standards; and 7) exposure
to alcohol occurred frecuently dﬁring pre~ or early adolescence and in
some cszses was encouraged in the home. The report notes in sddition
that until late in 1955 most of the infractions of civil law were not
accompanied by violehce; efter that offenses, committed mostly by the
detached clder gang, were more serious and in three czses extremely

violent,.

The findings indicated clezrly that there woe 2 grest need for
the progsram.  And des?ite its dependence on the school boszrd, it went
extremely well for a time, Having been without 2z decent place to
socizlize or recreate for some time, evervone wzs on their best behavior.
Zven the delinzuents stayed out of trouble at agency functions. Of
course the installment of a policeman =t the dances was a novel de-
terrant and moathly contact with rotentizl troublemszkers was quite
effective. Within eight months of launching the number of local police
calls was reduced from about thirty a month to a totzl of one for the

entire period. And the nrogrem exnanded to include 211 of the English

1 (3 L3 ~ “ s . .
* This was discovered through the Kuder and Strong army Classification
tests., None of them, though, had been referred to trsde schools,

~

‘s
The example given of this respect for authority wes "when ... tried

to stab the executive secretary, he wes violently dealt with by his
peers and our position of authority had to be relied upon to prevent
hin from being severely bezten", “Agency Progress Report, 1960", », 18,
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speaking pooulation.

But thé success of the project was shortlived at least with regerd
to the delinquents., They had first begun to come to the agency during
the spring of 1959 and beceme bighly involved while they participated
in the Softbzll league during the summer of theot year. Actuslly, their
most delincuent member was at reform school for this period and their
leader hed enlisted in the Navy. And while they were for the moment
miite integrsted in the agenéy'programs, they were 21so in the orocess
of reorganizing the group for the expressed purpose of causing more
trouble. Their plans were soon rezlized for during sutumn of !'59 and
the most of 1960, ﬂhey creeted so much disturbence that they hed to
cease wezring their special jackets and insigniae. Triumphant at hzving
caused such a sensetion, they decided to control their uctivities,
Unfortunctely their self-imposed (zs they vrefer to think of it) re-
strictions came too late to ?revent their expulsion from the =gency
sports orosrsm.  As many of them had never been fully interested in it,
this hardly zffected them. But late in the f211 one of them wzs
suspended from the dances. This and the fact thot another winter wzs
approzching hzd & sobering effect on all of them, so that their
activities were somewhst subdued by the time this investigation

started in ezrly Februsry of 1941,

The director of the zgency introduced each group sevzrately to
the oroject at one of the S:sturdsy night dances when they were 2ll
there., They ware tcold that the investigstion wes a study of small
groups involviag observstion and interviewing for =z weriod of seversl

months, that the nurpose was to compare the behavior, thoughts, and
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attitudes of the members toward various institutions snd neople, that
zbove 211 they were to 2ct naturally, a2nd that 217 informstion was to
be kept confidentizl zpeart from the final reodort in which 21l persons
ond places woild be given fictitiOQS'hames.to provide complete anonymity.

~—

soth groups immediztely coreed to pmarticipate. In fzet all of them

[~

W]

seemed delighted =t bein; the subject of a research project nortienlarly
the delincuent group since their Suspended member was civen pertission
to return to the agency program in order to tske vart in the study.

ilso &s the agency director »nointed out, they felt that "no one took
them seriously" and being subjects in 2 research nroject would certainly

enhznece their status,.

Tt wes decided 2t this meetingz that the junior bo:rd would be

observed on Tuesdzys when they met at their leader's house informelly

i

and ocezsionz1ly for formal meetings., The delincuents or hagles as
they had calied themselﬁes were to be observed on Fridays when they
usually met to go to the movies. Both groups would be observed on
ency dences. The »ilot study intervisws, to be

held in the school basement, were scheduled for the end of February

znd the hecimming of Morch,

seing somewhot older and more reserved, il wos several weeks before
rapport was thoroughly established with the Junior board. Once it wos,
they could not heove been more co-operative, In meetings they vwere
careful to explain the background of zny new tonics end after the first
few meetings the lecder excleimed spontaneocusly that indeed they were
behaving natura2liy. Events which occurred while they were not being
observed were immediately reported without being asked for; and severzl

times they even asked to e observed szt important specisl sessions. In

&
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interviews they mode every effort to bz thorouch end zccurste and in
most coses vere exceotionelly frank about their nerscnal nroblems in-
cluding those of which theV'were ashamed. Throuchout the study, they
accepted the role of an interested but impartizl observ-r; not once

dild they demcnd tine, cttention, or special favors such zs transporta-

Ay first‘the Eogles were mch the sahe, though instead of being
unnaturz1ly respectful in the beginning, they acted abnormally normal,
as it -ere - rmcliding maeh effort to start the project off with no
illusions a2boat their capacity for moking trouble, At the szme time,
they were quite protective when thelr actions ndight be dangerous and/or
involve the police. Shortly before the pilot interviews the novelty
wore off end the stage of "showing off" more or less ceased. During
the pilot interviews they Wefe as co-operztive as the other croup
woth inside the office and outside while they were being observed.
After the series was comopleted, a numbsr of events occurred which,
comoined with.the exigencies of the given situation, aflfected the
structure of the groui and their behavior. Because of these events
and through scme unfortunate gaps in communication, errors in judg-
ment, and particularly the cuite accidentsl disseminztion of misin-
formation about ny activities with the cother group, it was no longer

1

nossioie for them to accept the role of zn inpartial observer; conse-

X

9

quently my actions became inextricably involved with those events. In
order Lo evaluate what eff=ct these events =znd my role in them had on
the major interview series they should be recorded. In zny case, they

reveal much about the comrunity and the delincuent groun. Before

nresenting this history, however, it will be useful to introduce the
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characters and tc sketch briefly their group stztus and their way of
life, All of the information in the proceeding section was obtained

from the pilot interviews znd observation.
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CHiRACTERS ¢ THE JUNIOR BOARD

Aged 18. Born in England. Both parents English. Immigrated
to East BEnd 2zt the age of five. Left school after 12 years;
elght grades passed successfully. Grades average to failing -
trade excellent. Currently engrged in second year of govern-
ment correspondence course. Member of Church of England whose
doctrine he zccepted but had no contact with the church.
Psrents divorced during infancy. lother remarried shortly
afterwerds; hod two other children of her own and cares for
four foster children. Stepfsther was = skilled laborer. Had
had = total of three jobs, working =s = dyer for eight months
before project; esrnmed $U46 o week, 15 of which was reid to
perents for bosrd., Member of junior bosrd for two years;
President one.

Aged 20, Born in the City as were both pzrents. lioved to
Ezst BEnd ot the zge of five. ILeft school aftesr 1L years.
Grades good until the ninth grade which was repeated.
Currently in second yeor =zt night school. Has had office
job in daytime for two years; received $60 2 week; gave a
gquarter to parents for rent. Prior to that was in the Nevy
for two morths sznd worked in office during the sumers.
Member of United Church though does not practise or accept
doctrine., Fether wzs unskilled laborer; wother, a2 house-
wife, Hzd one sister. DMember of junior bosrd since return
from the Nzvy about two years.

fged 24, Born in Norway as were parents. Czme to Cznada at
the age of ll%, living in various other provinces for seven
and a helf yeors. Left Conadian schools after eight yesors
having nessed the fifth grade. Necrly commleted second yezr
of correspondence course in mechanics., Currently a con-
struction worker receiving $50 weekly; 010 zoes to pesrents
for rent. Has h:zd a2 total of nine jobs, this cne for zbout
two years. Originally = Imtheran, was then an Atheist,
Fzther was a czretaker of the Protestant school but prior

to that had been ¢ construction worker. Had two sisters

and a younger brother. Was pald junior staff member of
boayrd for sz yezr cfter having won cgency's annuel trophy for
the greatest improvement,

Lged 18, Born in East End. Both parents Canadien. Left
school after 10 years having pzssed the ninth grzde., In

second year of correspondence course in electricsl engineering,
Had been working as a sprayer for two years; psid $15 rent to
perents out of $A4 szlary. Prior to that had worked for the
city for two months. Attended United Church about one or twice
a month thouzh did not believe in doctrine. 3oth parents
1living; had four brothers and five sisters. Father was a dock
supervisor. Hs=d been nart of cgency lesdershin since aze of 15,

@
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Aged 20. Born in Barbados as were varents and lived in Eost
End since seven. Left scheol after eight years bhaving nzssed
all grades successfully. Originally had a pzrt-time office
Job for a yeor; then wos an upholsterer for three years.
Currently unemployed, having recently resigned from three
vear $90 a week job of line inspector found immediately after
two year nost in Msvy. Was hoping to sign contrzet in the
spring with »rofessional athletic team. Accented generally
the doctrine 2t United Church though did not oractice it,

was only Negro in either group. Father wes 2 mechanic. Crme
to Canade at the age of five just after fzther remzrried,
naving divorced first wife three yesrs vrior. Hzd five sisters
and cne older brother. Had been 1living next door with leader
of Eagles since his unemployment. Was paid junior staff
member of the =gency. Had been 2 member of non-delinquent
group for several yesrs, ‘

Aged 19. Born in Frecnee as were both narents. Czme to East
End at the zge of 12, seven yecrs after the death of his
father, Left Ccnadian schools a2fter 10 yeers, having pessed
nine crades successfulily. Worked week-ends for one year as

a peckzger then worked two swmmers as z machinist. Was earn-
ing $65 2 week in 2 semi-skilled job; also paid rent to mother.
Wes the only Catholic in the group. Accepted but did not
practice his religion. Hed three older sisters and one olcder
brother, who had remained in Frence when family immigroted.,
Had rejoined junior board after three years' membership in
other groups. dJust before beginming of nroject hzd 2 mild
form of nervous brezkdowm and weos somewhat withdrawn from the
groups, By the end of the nroject, having apperently re-
covered fully, he wzs again reintegrated into the group.

Aged 19, RPorn in Bast End, ILeft school after nine yeers of
school having succeeded in nessing eight grades. Currently
in second yesr of part-time suto school. E:zrned $75 = week
as 2 orinter of which $15 went to psrents for rent. H:d

had the job for 1% years. Prior to thzt had hzd four assorted
jobs lasting two, six, two, and four months respectively.
More or less zccepted doctrine of United Church though had
little contzet with the church. Both parents living. Father
from Italy, worked as an oll company mechanical operator,
Hother was English. H:-d two brothers; oldest one wzs member
of the big crng. Hzd never fully belonged to any one sroup
having vart-time membership in several groups =zt the scme
time., Hzd been cuite close to junior hozrd since his
expulsion from the dence = yenr before the study and was mede
an offici=l member of the bosrd in the ezrly port of the
project.
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Apart from their official bonds, bosrd members were held tozether
by mutuzl obligztion, ecommon backeround, and similar interests. The
group as 2 whole seemed fairly cohesive in spite of the fact that there
were two distinet clisues within it. On the basis of interaction
natterns znd renking of members according to degree of trust, loyelty,

and closeness, Idtch, Fed, and T.J. formed the domirant cligue while

O

Snort, indy, and Rex formad the other, Crew, throuigh his friendship
7ith Miteh was more or less zttached to the former clicue. Although
they hed elented Liitch their President, there was an explicit denial of
there being any one leader; at the s=me tine, they considered Iitch the
nost responsible, if not the most populer, and locked to him to make
decisions both inside and outeide officizl beoard meetings. 4t these
meetings they cdhered strictly Lo the principles, if not the rmles, of
parlismentary orocedure Tor they vere distinetly enti-zuthoritarizn

In fret, Liteh once consideved resigning beczuse he had Lo handle =
vroblem in o dictsiorisl foshion., dAnd =370 of them tried very herd to
be f:ir in their of"icial judements on others, irying pol to =1low
personzl reletions influence bozrd decisions. Individuels were con-

trolled by direct ostracism, suspension, snd expulsion,

Of the cuclities they velued most in a2 friend trustworthiness,
Iirdness, and personslity were nnsnimonsgly ronked most importont while

responsib

\.J

ility, loyelty, coursce, snd sincerity wers ranked ecuslly
importzmt by 211 but one. Good looks was ronked unznimously oo least
lmportent with vhysicol =irength or vrovess, exierience with cirls

and money following feirdy close behind., In prsoetice responsibility
wzs the oulstending cheracteristie. 417 of them excent Sport fell #nd

showed 2 deep sense of respon-ibility - touord themselves by “rying to




do whet they thought was right, by holding thelr jobs snd further their
educstion, if only technienll:, in mosht cases; tovnrd each other by
being dependable; foword their fimilies by peying rent, spending at leest
sene bime esch weelr with them, =nd trying in the mein to ¢ nform te their

;1rls they respected by being vhat they considered mannerly

vishes; toword g
and not getlting them into trouble; =nd toward the z2gency Ly performing

~

their duties. Yothing sngered the mejority of thie grour (both indi-

e, < M

vidunlly and eclleclively) sore than someone who was not fulfiliing his

Joh zs 2 board member, simeone who wags deliberctely trying te cuuse
tronble, or sopecne in o position of sulhority who wae belng unfzir or
unjust,

ot the some time they zlso placed 2 greot deel of violue on hrving

a good time in = wholesome wey, They loved to dznce, psrtlicipate in

4

sports, listen to rnusilc they liked, and t=1k z2bout everything. And a

ferr of them zctively pursued hobbies which weve relsted to their oceupz-

1

tions, Going steady with z girl wes quite imortant to them., They
usuclly did not dote 2 girl regulorly unles< they were failrly serious
about her snd apart from holding honds or dsncing close togsther, they

seldom displzyed any kind of sexual relztions in public places though

ko

at private nzrties there was frequently some hezvy necking, Drinking
- - [

=L these parties was 2lso fairly heavy; zpert from that they only drank
occasionzlly ¢t the few local dances for =dnlts or or the odd et
t.oze

~ther oul of town,  Except for this drinking, driving without a

D

licence, and nerheps engocing in premeritol sex relotions, they more

oSG

or less obeyed the law, For "kicks", non-regular activities for fun,

L

3 verel memoers, notably Red *nd +Jds who had belonzed to z smsll,
~le

1t oroun czlled the ”Inpbrl"t es", were tryins te give it up =ltogether,



3. b”(:’ .

excitement, or entertzinment they held =z lew 'rivete parties, took

occesionzl sport trips, rsced cars when siven the onnortunity, and

once in a2 wnile, zbout twice 2 year, went on zn 21ll-mzle drunken binge.

dieal week most of their waking honrs were occupied by
Lheir Jobs. Bvenings were mostly devoted to academic or educational

propriste sevgons,  In between these
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zetivities Lthey met in smzll groups, read, or wotched television,
Tuesdays vere reserved specificslly for soeizlirzing amongst themselves
zs & group ond any officiez]l meetings. Saturdzsys in the daytime they
worked, helped zround the hWouse, rstched television, visited each
other, vent into the City, or sz thelr girl Iriends. Sundeys were
much the same except thot they did not work »nd more time wes devoted

to their fomilies and in some cases to church,

Friday and Sunday nichts both groups went to the movies, The

Junior borsrd " . dild not generally go as a group but took dates

and steyed with them, very rarely rzking any nolse or csusing trouble
Saturdsy nights they attended the d-nce and were usunlly kept busy
runming the program though they found vlerty of time to dence and
socialize zmongst themselves., They enjored tremendousl; the prestige
o their positlons ond were elated when Lhe program was progressing
smoothly. Bacouse of their duties they rerely moved zbout as 2 group

during the dznce excepnt =t the end when they all hzd to clean up;

-
Je

Sport wie the axcention to this, having been unemnloyed severrsl
months erior to the start of the nroject. He supported himself
finaneially by Selllhd 2 secondhand cor he had manzged to sccuire
the year before, by ccllecting unemployment insurznce, and by
drawving & meager s2lsry for his services ss staflf member,
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after thst they usua2lly vwent to the drugsiore, restrur.nt, or some-

one's house to ezt nd tslk,

In contrast, the Bncles almost -lwezys moved zs 2 groun at the dance,
They hed 2 sneclzl corner where they collected after molking e big show
of beins »rivilesed to vut *thelr cozts in the elud room or the office

where the Junior bosrd left theirs. They usually vore swecters or

Ca.

ackets with their shirts :nd tiees rother then sports costs like the

Junior board =nd they rarely dsnced frst dences. In between dences

’

they would joke szmongzst themselves or go en masse for o coke or o smoke,

down in the bssement. Those with dztes or cirls they had picked up

oce-siorelly went with the groun but more often steyed in "thelir corner”
vith their zirls on their lsps. 4ind often the whole group stoyed to
helr cleen up as they could come in free the next week 1T they did. ’

Alterverds those with rick-ups (usuelly only two or three) would "zo

v

for = neck®; those with stezdies wonld denosit them =nd [oin the gang ;

st the drugstore or milk bar.

Topics of couversation at these nleces or at any gathering of
either group revolved lavrgely zround short=, ~irls, esch other, the
other group, sgency zctivities, crime, locsl news, ond past events of
grour 1ife - in this czse the Ezgles referred almost entirel; to

hi A

troublemaking incidents while board members talked more a2bout sports

events znd narties where they had been together., Both grouns dis-
cussed television programs, records, =nd ronuler entertziners though
this occurred more frequently with board members who 2lso devoted much
time to discussing manners, religion, and their work as well as their

duties =t the zgency and its croblems., The Bzgles rarely mentioned
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these subjects and generally discussed the wnolice, family nroblems,
summer narties of the past and future, and the big geng, thoush toward
the end they would frecuently talk zbout going back to school, going
into the Naovy, what kind of jobs they were going to aprly for, and the

utility of always causing trouble.

Board members did not zssociste in any way with the Eagles or the

1

big geng (nor any other group for that motter though one or two of them
had close friends who were either fringe members or who were not members
at 211), Both groups they viewed zs immature snd troublesome, the Bagles
particularly iwaeture and the big geng perticularly tronblesome if not
actuzlly donpgerons. Preperty offenses committed by either group were
held in centempt especially the more serious ones; crimes such as rape,
mirder, ond selling or tzking nercotics were deplored. Hoving engeged
in similer sctivities as the Eogles, they felt somewhst more symuzthetic
toward them, sometimes even altruistic. Both groups, they believed,

of their capscity for retzining their jobs, their position

D)

i

were jealou;
in the agency, and the community's consecuent acceptance of them and

respect for them.

The project they accepted with seriousness. In fact, they sazid
they hoped to learn something from it and 2 few were slightly disturbed
that the results would not necessarily be applied to practical situations,
Alter these nilot interviews, most of them continued discussing the
possible prectical value of the study and its relstionship to social
welfere vork - = field in which several members were quite interested;
some even hoped eventuzlly to become involved in it. & few of them

discussed personal nroblems or religion,
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CHARACTERS : THE BAGIES

Lged 17. Born near Hast Ind; moved there when he was seven.
left school after eight years, having succeeded in passing
the eighth grade, Dropped out before end of ninth grade
before exams. Grades generally good. it the time of the
vllot interviews hzd been working for five months as 2
machinist earning $40 ¢ week. Totsl nwaber of Jobs was four;
averzsge length of time - five rionths. Originslly a Catholic,
he changed to the United Church in 1949 when his mother
chengeds ILike most of the Ecgles he accepted the doctrine
but stopned going to church at the zge of 15. 3Both parents
Yugoslavian., Divorced when he was zbout 11. Neither
remsrried, He resided with his fether who wes z construction
worker; visited mother and two brothers once weekly. They
lived in = town nearby; she supported them by taking in
laundry. Wes a founder of the Bagles in 1956.

ged 18, Born in the City. Iived in East End for 13 years.,
left school after successfully passing seven grades, Went to
local trade school for a year hut failed. Took snother local
trade course but failed it 2lso. Was currently unemployed.
Last job neid $60 weekly. Since 1960 he had had six jobs;
all carpentry; each lssting about five weeks. Accepted
Catholicism but only went to church once every two months.
Both parents from New Srunswick. Father was a szlesman.

Had three brothers and a younger sister. Oldest brother 19
zpparently was never a member of big gang. Had been a
member of the Bagles since spring of 1959,

Aged 17. Born in the City as were parents. Iived in Bast
End for eight yezsrs. Left school after 11 years, having
passed 10 grades successfully. Grades generally good.

Had been Junior clerk in office for seven months; received
5LO weekly. Only other job nrior to that was for five

months as an office boy. Accented Cztholicism and attended
church weekly alleredly throuch boredom rather than spiritusl
interest. DSoth perents living. Father was 2 mochinist,.

Hed one younger brother znd three younger sisters. Was a
founder of the Yagles,

Aged 16-17. Born in England as were perents. Immigrated to
Ecst End when he wes six. Leflt school after 7% vears,

hzving pessed successfully the sixth grede. Had been enrolled
in an evening technieal school early in 1959 but left a2fter
seversl months. Ha=d spent five months =s a truck driver, two
as a chef, and 2% a2s 2 photostat oderator for which he was
receiving $25 = week. Wes a member of the United Church,
accented its doctrine, but only went to church once z month,
Fether wes o fire chief. Noth-or wzs s dietician, He had

two rounger sisters, Joined the Eagles in ':28,
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« Porn in Bngland as were his parents. Imrigrated
nezrby community when he wos 13, Left school =fter
ars, having suecessMlly comnleted the ninth grade,
were gpood to averespe vntil the lest year. Had had
obs, ezch lasting szhout Tive months, Was currently
doing eity mzintenance work for $65 = week. DBelieved in
the Anglican dectrine but never went to church. Fother
was & sheet metal worker; his nothesr z housewife caring
for two younger brothers -nd two younger sistzrs. Became
s member of the Tacles in the zunmer of 159,
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Y Aped 17, Sorn in Nov- Scotia 25 was his mother. iioved to
a neerby cormunity hen he wos 10. Lelt school after 105
veors, heving pessed the ninth srzde. Grades zversge.
Hed been & vrepper and revpholsterer for eight months each.
Was = cutter receiving 35 : <reek for two months when he wes
fired nezr the time of the vroject. Was unemnloyed ot the
time of the pilot interview, Father, borrn in mbtario, was
¢ bus driver. He had one older brother and 2 younger sister,
Hod been o memher of the Eagles since the swmeer of 159,

THE CLANGS:  Born in Best End end glways lived in or near it. 3Both were
C-tholic, accepted their fzith, and went to church every
week, Father, born in Irelond, was a millwright; mother
wes & demenstrztor ot o department store.

JOCKO: hged 16. Left school after 113 yesrs, hoving possed
successfully the eighth crade. Had spenl three months in a
trede school, “Jes first a wrapper for three months and then

an usher for ?%, for which he was earning “43 a week.

Plonmed o resign and return to trade school.

SEN: Aged 17. Left ochool after 9% years, hoving successfully
comnleted the seventh grede, Enrolled in z trode school in
Christmas of 1960. H:zd worked for two yecrs on the week-ends
s a corrier and hed been employed full-time Teor three yezrs

a2t the saome depzrtment store where his mother verked. Wa
receiving $L5 a weeks 3oth became members of the Ezgles in

the spring of ':59,
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The Bagles -ere bound together by mony mutual cobligotions, nerticu-

[

lerly money, almost identic-l interests, cnd gbmiler boekerounds.
Clicues in thies group exdsted bul were not very apperent, Maoc, zs the
leader, wos elose to evervons except Zen whom he ond Dodger disliked;
he wzs least close to Jocko -nd Irish., 3Shep, Irish, and F.J. formed

pe

the only distinguishable clicue though Dodger mede it 2 noint to be with

or nesr Mac whenever vnossible; he =lso liked Jocko =nd F.J, very mch.
The Teeling was ﬁét =t 211 mutuel in the case of F.J. Leo, 21though
in the process of withdrswal from group activities, wes tied closely to
the group by his longterm friemdship with Mac cnd Dodger. Ben was more
or less sccepted becsuse he wzs Jockols brother, hut for rescsons already
given he dropoed out of the grouwn and the study. Nembers were controlled
by direct ostracism, physiczl forse occzsionelly, suspension, and elimina-
tion, Having decided a2fter = long cuarrel thot no onz was to be the
leader, they strongly denied that they hud one; they argued, to back
the decision, thst pover corrupts »nd an suthoritzrian leader would

AU S
enforce rales and leave the group onen to threat by centrzlizetion, Tet
211 of them looked to Mcc to mzke decisions and to settle group quarrels.
Foreover, they could plan something znd exclude others but not licc, and

others? exvulsion from 2 certain rlsce mode 1ittle diffevence to their

ettendsnce, but ~then Mee wos borred they generzlly suffered with him,

In renking cualities thet they valued in a2 friend, the Eagles did

not rate any siven quality unanimously as most or least immortant. Also

1

-—

" This fesr aroce when some one wented to sell them some goof-balls.,
The boy csked to be token to the leader and zpperently indicated that
only he, should he exiszt, need be ccnvinced znd thet the others would
follow suit.
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in contrzst to the other group who felt thot chout helf of the cqualities
were essential, they selected cbout three from the sixteen -s Leing

most importsnt and thought that the others were important but not vital.
hose three qualities vere loyzlty, trustworthiness, and courage; in
each of these cases, all but two chose them a2s most important. HRanking
close behind were personality, intelligence, a sense of humor, friendli-
ness, and responsibility. Hsving money was viewed by six ocut of eight
a2s being lezst inportznt. Also unimportznt were physicél strength,

sincerity, and good looks.,

FMore revealing of theilr vzlues were acts whieh they considered
worthy of praoise or punishment. IEngsging in e fight was reworded by
consolation in case he lost or great excitement if he won. In elther
case he was bought something to eat or drink. Similarly rewarded were
acts of brevery in the face of danger or -cts of ingenuous destruction.
Informinz, =s distinet from bragginz, was decidedly the worst offense
and unless there were very s»ecicl miiigating circumstances, was
sbsolutely unforgiveble and would require expulsion. 4lso unforgivable
wzs zddiction to or distribution of drugs end being too keen to commit
serious crimes regularly. One provisional member wos imnediately
drorped when they discovered that he wented to ste2l cars "every night!;
they thought this was unnatural and felt it would get them into too

much trouble.

Despite their emphatic deniacl of the importance of money 211 of
them made a point of paying for each other and snyone who foiled to
contribute a fair shore over zn extended wveriod of time or who neg-

lected to repsy a specific debt was in serious trouble. Unless he had



no other redeeming feature, he wonld be tolercted hut looked down upon
and no one woild cive or lend him any money. Prospective members,
however, have been denied membership For committing either of these
offenses. And membership would definitely be dernied for being cowzrdly
or for sopearing in any way dependent on onels parents; "parents were
not asked permission for anything they were told", i/hile these offenses
were grave, they were forgivable provided thot the prospect vzs other-

wise desirable znd was willing to change his ways.

vhat did they enjoy doing? Only Mae was seriously interested in
sports, In fzet he wished thet he could convert the gonc into =z team
but they were neither tazlented nor interested - though they were 21l
emdous to form an agency sports club especially when it was denied
them; "it would give them something to do", They liked to go to the

By .

movies but they rarely wotched the films; even members of their own
groun who mizht hove wished to see it could not stop the rest from
being rowdy, cracking jokes, trying to pick up girls, constantly going
in and out to snoke or to bowl dovnstsirs. L11 of this zctivity was
most frecuent during romence scenes. Wer £ilms :nd westerns were
tzleen slightly more seriocusly but only when fichtine actually occurred
on the screen Tor they seldom followed the rlot. A4Attending the dances
vas very imoortznt to them tut most of them did not now how to jive
ond were "too shy to learn", One or two hardly danced at 211 and they
were ss restless ot these dances zs they were -t the movies, Unly two
of them cctuzlly brought their girl friends to the dance. These two,
Shep =nd leo, spent about two or three evenings = week with them and
ocezsionally took them to the moviss on Fridays or Sundays when the

cang went., They s2id that they did not like to waolk the street but
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that w2s what they spent much of their spore time doing - "hanging
around”: wandering from the snsck bar to the chip stand to play
mechanical gzmes of chonce =nd then over to the milk bar to play the
ninb21l machine or rezd comics. And so it went twe or three nights

of the week, 211 doy Seturdey, ond much of Sundey. When they were not
with girls or out in the streets, they hung about a shack in back of

Leo's house or until recently Meoc's house, There they could drink and

t2lk vninterrupted for hours.

Apart from staying in the shack or diriving a car the only activity
that they really seemed to enjoy was maling trouble - as Shep put it,
to do anything on the spur of the moment thaot would "bother deople';
to plan such sctivities was "kidstuf{"., 3But there wzs no other subject
which they liked *to discuss more than their escopades, whet they did
for "kicks", Broadly, this consisted of drinking, fightinc, vandalism,

stealing, and pulling "crazy stunts". The nature and Irecuency ol

these reotivities will be described in full in the section on gangs.

The junior bosrd, they felt, were "“okay'; they even liked scme of

the individucls in it, thouch they knew lhat the group as a2 vhole

thonght they were irresronsible troublemakers. The big geng they wented

to imitate but only in a limited way; the Bogles wanted to be better
organized but were not keen on stending <o fer on the other side of the
lawe They knew the Lig gang laughed -t them but felt thet zctuzlly
they were jealous of the Eagles! reputztion. 4And they had zmmoyed the

biz gang tremendously on severzl occesions by getting them blamed for

offenses they had committed.

Imch of their waking, unemployed hours they spent "hznging sround"




sometimes alone, wsuall; with each other, =and occasionally with girls.

~

They spenl very 1ittle time with their Tomil

ve
.’.

ing, or participating

e

es, rea
in any sports. They neb recularly on Fridey snd Sundzy evenings to go
to the movies, Szturdoys and Sundays during the dey, they generally

spent with each other te wateh television, drink, talk, or "reise hell®
Tor Mdicks" - nothing really serious but scmething which will annoy the
police and get attention. These occzsions arose more frecuently in the
sumnertime when they went to other_places for the whole week-end; they

were almost «lways spontzneous, scmetimes even sccidental,

-

Iike the Junior boszrd, they accepted the premises of the project

o

.

and were endlessly curious aboul every cspect of it.

=

nd they were
~uick to admit that theyr enjoyed the increased =itention they recelved
becouse of it. Unlike the junior bosrd, ther seldom discuzsed snything
serions zfter thelr interviews. Lbout hzlf of them s-id very litile
while the other holf eenmtimed with zrest glee telling sbout porticuler

Limes they haod gotten into trouble,
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THE 4CTION

On March third razpport wilh the Bosles resched a2 pezke Since Moo,
the leader, hsd been zdmitted to the movies (having been evicted the
previons Fridey) the cong was in porlicnlerly hich soirits =nd afterwards

rzde thelr first request; they wented to go for a drive. Grateful for

“here seemed to be 1ittle resson not to

theilr recent co-operstion,

EN

oblige them, Hz21f Joikinsly they susgested Teee as o sultable place,
“Then they discovered thst they had a monopoly on knowledge of local
geograrhy, they "olsyed iU for vhat it wes worth". Lifter driving for
zhout o half-hour withoul reachins the destination, it was obwvious

vhot hed hevnened, The decision T zo boek to Bzost Tnd wes irmedistely
recented =nd rescected; in fzot, it bardly irterrupted their singing,
reminiczeing, and telling jokes. 0On the vy back, I wes counted one of
the cong,  and vhen the; b id the cos, Uey expressed = sreal eppirecla-

tion Jor the ride ond going zlongs with the Jjoke,

k)

Saturday the eighth Mac was expelled ffom the agency. The §ircum-
stances surrounding this event were most revealing. Upon arriving it
was discovered that Andy had been drinking, something which he rarely
did at 211 since he joined the board, let alone on Saturdays before the
dance as it was against the rules. That he was a board member made the
incident even more serious. Shortly afterwards about half the Eagles
came in. No one would have knowﬂ by their behavior that they had been
drinking also. In their case, this was not umsual; they frequently
drank in the afternoons before the dance. And many of the board members
knew this but had tacitly agreed not to enforce the rule except in

instances where the drinking party was creating a disturbance. So they
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were geminely surprised when Hank Hudson, the agency director, singled
the Bagles out for questioning in public. Each 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 always soft spoken unless he had been
drinking, and called him downstairs to pronounce his suspension from the
dance. The Eégles followed him and 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 mind. He also had to change
the punishment to expulsion after the Protestant School Board heard of
the affair,

Needless to say, the whole episode created chaose The junior board
was furious; however mach they disliked the Eaﬁgles personally, they knew
that no one had done anything which called for applying the rule.
Obviously someone outside themselves had informed Hudson. Moreover,
they all knew that Andy had been drinking as well., Andy himself was
livid with rage at the blatant discrimination involved and resigned from
the board.l 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 group out for minor disciplinary measures.

Mearwhile the Eagles had returned from the street where they had
attempted to follow Mac out of loyalty. But Mac had said he wanted to

be alone and had ordered them back to the dance. Once inside, their

sympathy for Mac reverted back into their initial anger and ocutrage.

1.
The next time he was seen, though, he had consented to withdraw the
resignation. ,
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They wanted to take action immediately but did not know whom to take
it against. Apart from Hudson's aggravating inconsistency, they did
not blame him since they felt that he would not have taken the action
unless he had been forced to and they knew that he could have expelled

them all. Various hypotheses were put forward as to the identity of

the informer. They finally agreed that it was Crew and started after
him, When they discovered who it was in fact, ti’xey realized that there
was nothing they could do though there was still some talk of a fight
after the dance. In the end, they never were able tovent their i
feelings against the man. Someone, however, apparent]y had had his

own revenge against me and smashed the headlight of my car. I learned

several weeks later through Brian Séunders in whom Mac had confided

that Mac himself had done it because I had made little effort to

persuade Hudson to allow him back into the dance; but Mac never knew

that I was aware of his guilt. In fact, subsequent evidence indicated

that none of the gang knew he had done it either,

The following Monday Mac was scheduled for an interview about the
gang's history. Apparently prepared for a scene he came with two
others and demanded to know if I thought him guilty. He seemed satlis-
fied with my answer in the negative and, after an ocutburst of indigna-
tion at having been singled out, proceeded with the interview. Toward
the end of it he began wandering around the office and finally took
some bolts from the £iling cabinet. On the grounds that I would be
denied use of the office if anything happened, I asked him to put them
back and, when he did not, half jokingly took them from 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 him to sit down, which he did. Quite amsed by the
little episode, Dodger commented that they had never before seen me
lose my temper and implied that the stunt had been calculated to
satlsfy their curiosity. Perhaps this was the cause. However, when
the remainder of the interview was concluded, Mac insisted on being
the last one out, hinting that he might not leave at all. Apparently
some kind of challenge or test of trust was involved, so I went in
front of him; he followed immediately. Afterwards in the drugstore

he was quite docile and friendly.

After the formal part of the junior board meeting the next Tuesday,
Crew and Mitch began plamning a triple date celebration of Crew'!s birth-
day the following Friday; they, Crew's closest friend who had a car,
and three girls would go out dancing soméwhere. Then it grew to include
everyone present and consequently required a second car. My own car,
obviously in incredibly bad condition, was disqualified on the grounds
that it would never make the journey. Clearly one would have to be
rented. They knew that I had driven a rented car during the coldest
part of the winter and, being the only driver sufficiently old enough
to rent one, I agreed to do it and let them pay for the gas as they

had suggested.

Because Friday nights were usually spent with the Eagles and because

they had all gone to the movies on Thursday the previous week, I called
Dodger and asked which night they were going out, indicating Thursday
would be more convenlent if they had no preference. He said that was
fine and I presumed he would discuss it with the rest of the group

and let me know if they preferred Friday.v Only half of them were there
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and Dodger said the others had decided at the last mimite not to come,
All of them were depressed since Saturday was approaching and they were
torn between their loyalty to Mac and their desire to go to the dance -
in spite of the fact that Mac had generously ordered them to go without
him, Partly to cheer them up but mainly to avoid any accusations of
discrimination, I suggested that we pick up Mac after the dance and go
some place in the car. Everyone but Dodger declined because they were
going on a drunken binge. Dodger evidently had not been invited and
asked me if the rest of the group could go somewhere for thc_—: evening
where Mac could go, suggesting that it would be awkward for them to

ask Mac to join them after having been to the dance. He promised that
they would "pay the gas, wear ties and white shirts, and be very

orderly". So I agreed.

Friday went according to plan except for one thing - the location.
Although the chosen place had been called ﬁo make certain that it would
be open, it was not. Through a series of inaccurate directions given
to us to nearby places which might be suitable, we ended up near the
border. With F.,.. so near and definitely open, there was little poin‘_l:

in going elsewhere.

Saturday afternoon Dodger 'phoned to make arrangements for that
evening. He also sald that they had all been arrested the night before.
Blind,drunk, they had stolen some food from a restaurant, uttered some
obscenities to a murse, and nearly got into a fight with a man who came
to defend her. After paying bail, all but one had been released
immediately after the arrest. Since neither the nurse nor the man

decided to press charges, they eventually let the other one go as well.
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Finally he begged me to try and persuade Hudson to change his mind
about Mac. In view of Mac's verbal determination not to go no matter
what, it seemed pointless unless he indicated that he would in fact
attend the dance, given the opportunity. Dodger said he would ask

Mac to call me, By later afternoon he had not called. Since I had to
telephone Hudson about something else, I went ahead and asked him about
Mac. As might have been expected, he said there was nothing he could
do about it; the school board had been informed of the incidemt and

would not admit Mac to any function.

At 7:30 Dodger 'phoned again. This time, Mac, Shep, and Leo were
with him,l and some of them had been drinking. He asked if I would
take them in my car to some place which was quite a ‘1ong distance, 1
explained that my owm car was not eapable of the journey and suggested
going in a rented car if they wanted to pay for the gas. He reported
my statement to the group and came back to the 'phone absolutely
furious, saying that I had driven my own car on the night before and
should do so again that night. At first they refused to believe that
the car had been rented. By the time they were willing to believe
that this might be so, other issues had become involved. Initially
convinced that I was discriminating against them, they accused me of
not caring about them and brought up the faét that I had spent the
past three Saturday evenings after the dance with the junior board
and that one of them had been Dodger's birthday. Secondly, Shep felt

1. ‘

It is significant that these people constituted the founders of
the group and consequently felt the greatest loyalty to it and to Mac.
It is equally significant that they, not Mac, did most of the talking.
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that all of them should be informed personally as to when I was
coming down and was annoyed that all arrangements had been made through
Dodger.

After explaining carefully why these things had happened, I pointed
out that I had tried to be fair by agreeing to Dodger's plan to take
those who were not engaged to some sort of dance hall., This only added
to his anger since he had not been consulted about that either. Apparently
Dodger denied having proposed the plan and they did not know whom to be-
lieve; they decided on me and asked me to repeat the arrahgement saying \
that they would "fix Dodger" if he was lying. In view of their present
temper this could have proved cquite dangerous. More important, the
charge of discrimination, when and if understood from my point of view,
would probably be dropped; whereas informing was never forgotten. So
I refused and staﬁed why. They accepted the statement and then they asked
to be taken to F... I explained that we had only gone the night before
by accident and that it really was much toor.‘far. The reaction was so
violent that I tried to postpone going anywhere. ‘ ’fhen came the threat;
no trip, no interview, Barring giving up the project, I had no
alternative., At that point Dodger manzged to say without the others
hearing that they had no money and warned me not to go. When Shep
came back to the 'phone, I agreed to go if fhey could pay for the car
rental and gas as I had no money. Suddenly they no longer wanted to
go or argue about anything else and, as if nothing had happened, said

they would meet me at the dance.

It was clear that 2 number of issues had been involved and that,

from their point of view, they had good reasons for believing that I
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had discriminated against them, First, they had been misinformed about
the car as well as the intended destination of the previous evening,
Second, D_odger had not consulted some of the members, namely Shep, about
meeting on Thursday and had neglected to tell me that Mac would have to
have been excluded since he always reserved Thursdays for visiting his
mother., Third, his failure to consult or inform the gang about the.
Saturday night arrangement prevented them from realizing that I had

made a special gesture towards them and his subsequent denial of suggest-
ing the terms for the arrangement forced them to choose between believing

him or me. That they chose me, made him feel awkward with them and me.

Fourth, I had made at least two errors of judgment. Staying with
the junior board after the dances ﬁas the only means available to
distribute observation time evenly since I had been unable to attend
two of their meetings and a third was called off, I should have realized
that Saturday night in their minds was special. That one of those nights
was Dodger's birthday and that they had counted on my coming made my
actions seem all the more ﬁxiorgivable. By the time that Dodger had
asked me to go to "a party" that night, I had already promised to
observe the other group. Apparently the Eagles never knew Dodger had
neglected to say it was his birthday. Also it was a mistake to rely
exclusively on Dodger to £find out where the gang was meeting even
though those at the introduction had suggested it becazuse "he was the
only one who had a telephone", That this was not so was unknown to
me until later and the leader's not having one was unavoidably un-

fortunate.

It was also clear that there were many issues underlying those
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verbalized on the telephone. First, liquor always intensified their
feelings and made them more vociferous. Second, no doubt they had
begun to feel the turden of the large bail paid the night before,
previocusly overshadowed by the excitement of thelr activities and being
arrested. Third, they were well aware that they were going to suffer
from Mac's expulsion; elther it was going to split the group or it
would deprive all of them of participating in the only social event
available to them in the vieinity. After their initial anger at the
informer had subsided, they blamed Mac for their conflict between loyalty
and desire. And once re-angered by the misinformation, it was easy to
use the incident as a méans of venting their feelings stimnlated by the
approaching moment when they would have to choose. Thus, they stood
united against a common enemy.v Having shown their loyalty in defeating
it by threat, they could retract the impossible demand without losing
face and go tc the dance without feeling so guilty.

What happened at the dance supports this interpretation. Although
I was willing to take all the blame for not realizing that my actions
might appear discriminating, they apologized profusely for "spea.kizig
out of turn". After they offered to shake hands signifying mutual
understanding, they spoke freely of their concern for Mac's jealousy
of their going to the dance and being with me; apparently he was be-
ginming to consider me as a rival to his leadership. I do not know if
this was the irrational outcome of his recent loss in prestige or whether
this was a deliberate move caleulated fo unite the group. In any case,
the fact was that he did; and having just re-confirmed my status of
group membership, they viewed it as a serious problem knowing that

future decisions about Saturday night would be all the more difficult

B R AT

B o L mal
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to make, Moreover, to complicate matters even further, the rest of
the group, the rank and file who knew something but not what had
happened, made a similar re-confirmation, independently, after the dance,

The next time the groﬁp was observed Mac said he still would not
consent to being interviewed and left to meet his closest friend, Rob,
the original leader of the group who had returned unexpectedly from the
Navy. The rest of the group indicated that they were quite willing to
be interviewed and thought that Mac was being unfair; however, they
could hardly consent against Mac's expressed wishes. Also, they were
upset because Mac had abandoned them to meet his old friend. They
‘suggested that both problems would be solved by 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 trying 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 infamous Rob apparently had been transformed by 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 had become more
familiar with the project and was tquite displeased by his friend's
behavior toward the interviews. ’i‘he next day he spoke to Mac about

it and Mac called to make an appointment.

In view of Mac's sustained animosity, one might question the

validity of his testimony. However, there are severzl reasons for
belleving that it was more frank and thorough than it might have been

without the conflict. First and most important, within their owm
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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, whose
opinion he respected above all others, had convinced him that he owed
me something - not because of anything I had done for him but because
of his behavior toward me about the interview. Second, from the be-
ginning of the project and in contrast to the other group, they had
always tended to act existentially - giving themselves entirely to what
they felt at the moment and they ;:ere incapable of hiding or disguising
tl;leir feelings. They may never explain the cause of their feelings tut
one knew almost immediately what they were. And however changing those
feelings were, inost of them were ultimately guided by a deep sense of

a
right and wrong as well as [surprising, if delayed, capacity for objective

self-criticism, Mac simply admitted that he could no longer accept his
own reasons for not being interviewed, and once converted, was obliged

to be as co-operative as possible. |

From the day of that interview with Mac, the 17th of April, until
the end of the month when the project was to be completed, I virtually
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
refused to allow further use of the agency's office for the purpose on
the grounds that it would disturb the -séhool‘s routine so Rob offered
the use of his house. All the interviews except one went as scheduled
and everone was most co-operative. During that time it was possible
to become better acquainted with many of the mothers, especially Rob's,
and to see the commnity as a whole. And because the interviews were
at Rob's house almost all the time in between was spent with him and

the delinquents; rapport was the best it had ever been. Moreover,
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thelir lives were no longer so simple and carefree and they were

gemainely concerned about thelr future,

Shep had not only lost a temporary job as delivery boy that he
had managed to secure despite his shame at doing so, his father had
| expelled him from his home. Already, jealous of his father's differ-
ential respect for his older brother he quarrelled with the man over
some new act of discrinﬁ.nation. His father hit him so he hit hig
father back. He tried living with Mac for a while but Macls father
threatened to expel them both if he did not leave. In the end he
went to a cheap boarding house. Mac had also lost his job during that
week. That combined with his expulsion from the agency, his recent
arrest, and his father's threat convinced his mother that the time had
come for him to live with her. Although she lived nearby, Mac knew
his days with the gang were rumbered since she planned to send him

back to school and secretly he wanted to go.

Leo was contemplating marriage and would camplete his withdrawal
from the gang - adding another blow to its shaken unity. And Irish
suddenly became more serious. The days 5efore, during, and after his
arrest he had not gone home no%‘ slept. Although he had already broken
his probation by not reporting and probably in other ways as well, he
seemed particularly upset about his arrest, and even asked Hudson to
drive him home after the dance, a very umsual request coming from him.
He began seeing a certain girl rather frequently and made a deliberate
effort to keep out of trouble and to become friendly with Rob whom he
respected a great deal., He too was out of work at. that time and was

considering going into the Navy as a means of straightening himself out.
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The fact that all of their problems came at the same time seemed
to be entirely coincidental. Their attitude toward them, however, was
strongly affected by Rob who was greatly concerned about the future of
his friends. He made them admit publicly what they had confessed in
their interviews or privately to each other - that they were to blame
for their ills and that the only way to alleviate them was to adopt a
responsible attitude toward life. Then, too, answering the question-
naire must have forced them to take stock of themselves systematically -

to assess their way of life and their future prospects.

Regrettably the atmosphere of mutual appreciation and sympathy
did not last long. Dodger perhaps wilfully destroyed it or, at the
least, aggravated the processes which were to destroy it. Recently
he had had most of his teeth taken out which mist have upset him
psychologically as well as physically. Also he was one of the few left
in the group who still had his job; this automatically excluded him
from all the daytime activities in which the rest of them were then
engaged. He began making excessive demands on Mac by insisting that
Mac inform him of everything that went on while he was not there and
that Mac personally invite him to all group activities in the evening.
The relationship between \.'I’)o\dge‘r and Mac had always been rather one-
sided and these actions began to irrit_ate Mac tremendously - on top

of all the other problems he had.

Then Mac himself began to show more signs of jealousy. He seemed
suddenly to resent the amount of time Rob spent with me not only because
of the actual amount involved but, more important, because Rob's associa-

tion with me represented his refusal to revert back to the irresponsible,
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careless way of life they had shared before Rob left. Rob had obviously
changed and while one part of Mac wanted to emlate this change, the
other wanted to destroy it. Mac, like many of the others in the group,
was going through a momentous immer conflict; his growing doubts as to
the utility of his present orientation paradoxically intensified tempo-
rarily his desire to maintain 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 certainly encouraged them,

Until Saturday Dodger's feelings had been obvious but inactive and
Mac had made no demands of Rob. On the 22nd, however, Dodger apparently
convinced the micleus that they should go somewhere that evening but his
sense of insecurity was so great that he had to disguise the source of
the idea and somehow make Mac invite him, As the invitation was not
forthcoming, he did not come to the appointed meeting place and he did
not inform the rank and file as he sald he would. They were nowhere to
be found and, having been convinced of the plan, Mac was determined that
the group should go anyway. Of those who had been left out only Dodger
and Jocko, a rank and file member, were upset about it. And they both
blamed me, The two others ﬁnderstood that we had either looked for

them or had heard they had other plans.

The final week of the project started off smoothly 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 comments about Rob's spending time away from him had lost

their joking quality. Mac's very insistence on maintaining their re-
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lationship on its old terms was perhaps too tempting for Rob to encourage;
intent upon retaining his new values, he seemed to withdraw even further

from Mac's grasp.

The tension came to a climax on Sunday, the thirtieth. I had stopped
going to the dance for several weeks and thought it only fair to the other
group to attend the one on the twenty-ninth as it was to be my last.
Moreover, most of the Eagles had dates and wanted to go as well. Saturday
ai‘ternbon, unbeknown to me, Mac made the mistake of forcing Rob to make
a cholce between going to the dance and staying with him. In the heat
of the argument that ensued Mac went even further and put the choice on
different terms: was Rob going to the dance with me or was he staying
with him? Realizing perhaps for the first time the extent of Mac's
Jjealousy and feeling sorry for his whole pred:’gcamént, Rob calmed him
down enough for him to accept é comprom:‘l.se; he would go the dance for
its begimning but sperd the rest of the evening with Mac. In this way,
he could maintain his independence yet: show Mac thz;zt he wanted to please
him - despite his growing resentment of Mac's demands and attitude

toward life,

At the dance then junior board made much of the project's coming
to an end. On stage ;they presented a record which they had all signed.
The signees were to meet afterwards at the only dance hall nearby. Rob
came as well. Having been somewh#“b disgusted with Mac's inebriated

bitterness,l he had returned to the dance and signed the record. Those

1+ Moreover, Mac had told him previously that he had not broken my head-
light. Although Rob could not bring himself to ask Mac directly he
realized that might that Mac had lied.
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of the Eagles who were there were not friendly with the junior board
and had not been asked to sign. In any case, they had been barred

from the place since they had wrecked it a year ago.

Monday, Jocko did not come for his interview. That night after
interviéwing the last of the junior board, the Eagles were observed,
Although nothing specific was sald about Saturday Dodger amd Mac were
particularly hostile especially toward Rob, Mac, according to Rob,
felt betrayed by Saturday's events and with Dodger's assistance had
managed to gain the support of the Bagles present, about half the group.
Clearly some kind of explosion was imminent. Because of this and the
general display of animosity, I refused to take them for a drive unless
they calmed down. Apparently annoyed, they said they were going bowling,
asked Rob if he was coming, and left when he said no. Rob, Johmmy
(another of the original members), and I went into the milk bar. Shortly
afterwards there were shouts 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
with some of its parts on the sidewalk beside it., Fearing that they
had damaged the car, I spoke very strongly 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 him if he was going to help me put the
pleces back or go with them. Rob continued walking toward the car
without answering and Johnny followed him. Mac had staked everything
on that gamble counting heavily on the fact that Rob would have to
make the decision in public., When Rob walked away everyone knew that
the bonds of that friendship had been broken irreparably. Defeated
ard embarrassed, Mac signalled to the group, and walked in the opposite
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direction.

The next day Jocko called and, oddly enocugh, consenied to being
interviewed. When he arrived it was obvious that it had not been his
own idea. The interview went very badly. It is doubtful that he lied
in any way but he restricted most of his answers to "yes" and "no".
That night I went round to thank the members of both groups for all
their co-operation axd told them goodbye. Of the delinquents only Mac
and Dodger refused to accept my apology for losing my temper the night
before and to apologize themselves for their own behavior. Apart from
them and Jocko who was still blaming me for having been left out the
Friday before, they seemed gemuinely sorry that the project had come

to its end.

Until the middle of this project 'tﬁe Bagles were a cohesive group
oriented to making trouble. Mac was their leader though he and the
other priginal members still viewed Rob as the real leader of the group
even though he was not present and did ngt know half its members. At
the end of the project they were no longer led by the memory of Rob;
the friendship between Rob and the founders had been irreparably broken;
the very structure of the then present groupk was seriocusly threatened,
if not altogether split, and f.hejr were quite uncertain as to whether
they wished to contime their trdubiémking activities, at least as a

primary feature of group life,

These changes were a product of several events and forces. Out-
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

things which were extremely important to them. Either way they were
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going to suffer and ultimately they blamed Mac for it, even though it
was clear that they had been discriminated against. Whatever caused

the nucleus of the group, those closest to Mac, to make that threat

over the telephone, all of them except Mac felt that they had no
legitimate grounds for doing so and regretted their behavior immediately.
Perhaps because of that incident (it was certainly immediately after that),
Mac began to blamé me for his failure to get back into the dance (despite
his assertion that he would not return if he was allowed), refused to

be interviewed, and viewed me as a threat to his leadership and conse-
quently a threat to the unity of the group. Clearly none of the others
shared this view as there was no real basis for it whatsoever., Either

it was purely a rationalization born ocut of Mac's insecurity or the

rest of the group gave him reason to be jealous by using the project

as an excuse to attend the dances.

In any case Mac's refusai tokbe interviewed hardly served to
cement his relations to the group;whatever their réasons, the rest of
the group obviously wanted the project to contimue and were disturbed
because Mac's deciéion forced them to refuse also. More damaging was
Mac's insulting attempt to isolate Rob from the rest of the group; this
action not only increased the distance between Mac and the others but
also at the same time made them jealous. After these issues were more
or less resolved by Mac's consent to be interviewed and Rob!s integra-
tion into the gfoup (at least physically), came the final blow or set
of forces which would make them re-ev#luate the léng term fruitfulness
of their orientation. First, the fact that all of them were suddenly
and simltanecusly without jobs and/or homes or becoming seriously

involved with a girl forced them to examine thelr future plans. Second,
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Rob sh§cked them by being so different from what they expected; the
effect of his new outlook on life was so impressive and appealing that
even some of the new members sought him out for advice regarding their
future. Then, third, answering the questionnaire made them examine
their styj.e of life. Finally, they were at an age when they had had
enough experience with employment without education and/or specialized
training to realize that they could not rise very high financially
without one type of education or the other. Their status of unemploy-
ment no doubt had mach to do with this realization. Since virtually
all of them were unemployed, they could no longer support each other

in a time of need as they had in the past.

Whatever conclusions they eventually regched is unknown. Just
before the project ended, however, the Eagles seemed much less inclined
to make trouble than they ever héd.. Of course this may in part have
been caused by a lack of money to spend on liquor. But another indica-
tion that they were truly entering a périod of transition was the fact
that they began discussing each other's problems, sericusly in public
or in the same way that they had previously reserved for discussion
between one or two of them, Moreover, they had just begun to criticize
the adVantages of 1ivirig té ‘cause trouble and such heavy dependence on
group activity. | Lastly, almost all of thém said in their interview that
they were going to drop out of the gahg or that they expected it to
break up shortly. It looked as though the gang was slowly and quietly
breaking up; each one appeéred to be gradually drifting toward a

different path from the other.

To some of the group this was very painful. Dodger, fearing for
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his friendship with Mac, and Mac, fearing for his friendship with Rob,
were perhaps the most upset by it and each began to make impossible
demands on the person whose friendship they thought that they were losing.
The circle became vicious when Mac started ignoring Dodger's demands and
Rob began withdrawing from Mac. It seemed inevitable that the three of
them could not continue their respective relationships as they had in

the past. The climax came when Mac led the group to tamper with my

car and demanded publicly that Rob choose between going with him or
staying with me. Whether this attempt to unite the group against a
common enemy was successful in the long run is not known for certain but
further correspondence has verified that Mac and Rob have permanently
parted as friends and indicates that at least part of the group was still
together as late as the winter of 1962,_1 though F.J. died in a motor
cycle accident m early '62 and Mac has more or less withdrawn from the
troublemaking activities of the group. My involvement in the severing

of this relationship between Mac and R§b, the at least temporary weaken-
ing of the group's structure, and the apparent dissatisfaction with
troublemaking aé a principal activity is, I believe, purely superficial
and iﬁcidental. These processes were set in motion by specific events
arising from the character of the coxmmmiti and the group interacting |
with each other. Finally, I do not believe that the events which |
occurred during the project affected negatively the nature or validity

of the empirical data.

1. According to this communication 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 functions 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
tortr?nt a room for collective use as a sort of "hang out® and for
parties.




PART TII PROJECT ANALYSIS
The Troublemakers and the Junior Board

In the attempt to paint full portraits of the
behavior, thoughts, and attitudes of both groups, all
raw material has been combined and will be presented
in the following chapters. Special attention will be
paid to differences between the groups, responses to
particularly important qﬁestions, and certain béck-
ground factors. The final chapter will try to bring
together conclusions from the empirical datae and those

of the theorists discussed in Part I.



CHAPTER VIIX

GANG LORE AND POLICE 1AW
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GANGS

The questiommaire section on gang membership was hamdled differently
from other sections., From observation it was learned that all the subjects
had been members of several different gangs or groups 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 of 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
about the history of their respective gangs. After an analysis of these
histories, the current values of the two groups will be discussed with
emphasis on the code of the Eagles and factors influencing the gang.
Finaglly, the effect of the gang on the individual will be considered.

Before describing the histories of gang memberships for the indi-
viduals in each group, it is necessary to‘nqte the amorphous nature of
the infamous big gang. From all accounts 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. Theré was a small micleus of
about 15 or 20, which was composed of hardened delinquents and criminds
and was considerably larger. during the height of the "waves" of de-
linquehcy. Apart from this nucleus there were mumerous attachments
whose activities varied enormdusly. 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 various
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forms of stealing, and some were drug addicts. These attachments, fairly
cohesive groups in themselves, could go for considerable lengths of time
without meeting each other, especially during the winter. Again this was
less true during peak periodsof delinquency as well as during periods

when the agency was closed,

Any individual from 13 or 14 upwards could become a member of one of
these attachments and thereby the big gang. The main (in fact only) re-
quirements for membership were toughness and secrecy. An individual or
an attachmen‘f. could decline to participate in any raid, offense, or stunt
called by the nucleus without damaging acceptance - though "goody-goodies®
were definitely not tolerated. Usually, however, if an attachment was
around at the time it would consent to participate, especially if the
activity in question was fighting. less acceptable, though prevalent,
wae vandalism and sex orgies. Most offenses requiring skill or timing
were not spontaneous but planned and involved only a small mumber of
individuals at any given time. Perhaps the most salient feature of
belonging to the big gang was that an individual could be a member
indefinitely without committing offens:esl more serious than drinking p.nder
age, fighting, and occasionally minor forms of vandalism. Equally
important, though, was the fact th;t members were never fully informed
of the more serious offenses committed by decidedly delinquent and
criminal factions. These two facts explain why board members could have

very different experience with and impressions of the activities of the

big gange.

Nearly all board members belonged to non-delinquent groups before
they joined the big gang or, to be more precise, an attachment of it.,

Most native East Enders belonged to a large group of boys and girls

i i e eaan it
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called the Guards after the street on which many of them lived. Its
activities included playing games and sports, hanging around, ard

visiting each other's homes. Sport and Andy were the only board members
who did not choose the Guards or a similar non-delinquent group for their
-first gang. At eight Sport joinmed a local group (where he was then living)
called the Tigers who “fought for exercise and did a bit of troubleshootin!
on the side". He remained in thig group until he was 11 when he moved

to another neighbqrhood and joined another gang that emphasized "clean
fun"., He was only in this one for a yeaf before he moved again to settle
in East End. For four years he was not a member of any group. Hudson
attributes this to local prejudice. According to him, those first few
years in the commnity were very difficult for the boy. He was always
getting into fightsl ut apparently was not involved with any of the de-
linquent activities of the big gang or any other until after' he returned

from the Navy at the age of 18.

That Sport joined the big gang at 18 was somewhat urmsual beczause
most of the others joined it at 14 or 15, though‘f'Greﬁ did not become a
member until he was 17 and J.T. mil he‘ was 22, Considering the diverse
nature of the big gang, it is necessary to explain which attachment they

belonged to or rather what type member they were.2 Mitech and Red dropped

L. These fights may have been purely a means of c¢ombatting race prejudice
but Sport, as his name implies, has always been very keen on a rumber of
sports, including boxing. This in turn may have been determined by his
color but the boy was quite talented in this field and might have had
such an interest in any case.

2

What type attachment Sport belonged to is not known for certain.
Although he hinted to everyone that 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 some suggestion that he was involved in a car theft.
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out of the Guards to join the big gang - Mitch at 15 because he was
"bored"; Red at 1k because he "wanted " to offend his father.A Red
deliberately became involved with one of the more delinquent factions;
drinking, fighting, car stealing, and causing trouble were its main
activities. He remained in the group for two-and-a-half to three years
and left it at ‘the age of 1734 because he "was scared of getting into too
mich trouble®, After that he and a small group of like-minded souls
formed a fringe group, "the Inebriates", and restricted their activities
to drinking though when drunk at parties they gained a reputation for
damaging property. This membership lasted for a year when he was

elected Treasurer of the agency junlor board.

Mitch joined a similar attachment but apparently he was not involved
in any car theft. His group, according to him, caused "trouble -
sometimes Just mischief, sometimes vandalism'"., He left it after a year
because it was "too fast". Between that time and the time that he was
elected President to the junior board (about a year) he vascillated from
one group to another mostly because of girls. He rejoined the Guards
who had "become more mature" but k“g‘irl problems" made him drop out after
four months. Until he started going steady with a certain girl two months
later he "hung around” with the big gang. Apparently this girl intro-
duced him to her own church group nearby and he stayed a member of that
group as long as he dated her. It was shortly after that (when he was

17) that he became president of the agency in September 1959.

Andy and Crew were also members of the big gang for one year only.
For Andy, aged 14 at the time, it was the first group he had ever joined.

He was perhaps the least identified with the more delinquent members of
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any faction of the big gang. In fact, his activities in the big gang
were confined to "sports, dances, and parties"; his attachment broke
up "because of marriage of its members" but, he added "it was gettin!
pretty wild and I was goin! to get out any way". Crew became a part-
time memt;er of the big gang at 17, His faction was very similar in its
emphasis on parties though the drinking was more serious and often in-
volved car racing, fighting, and "pullin' crazy sturdd® such as calling
policemen for false alarms and so on. Like»Andy, Cfew left his faction
becausé "it cost too much - you get a bad name for nothin'", "Others
were rapin' girls. Goin' to work, people ask questions about it and

. , 1l
associate you with it - it wasn't worth it so I got out."”

From 14 - 19 J.T. was a member of two school groups in which there
were "parties and sports - not troublemaking". Not long after he moved
to East End he joined the "Inebriates" and "drank to show off", He
remained in this group until it broke up through its members getting
married. After that he joined a "fightin! and drinkin'" faction of the
big gang but left it aftér a year because there was "too much fightin!'
and troublemskin'", As soon as he broke away he was asked to be on the

junlor staff of the agency.

Rex was in the big gang for 2% years. In his native country from
five to twelve he was a member of a camping group that was distinetly

non-delinquent. When he arrived in East End the next year he immediately

1. Crew's attachment was quite small (about 4) but on the week-ends they
went todrink at the same out-of-town "hot spots" where several other
factions were involved in obviously more delinquent activitles than
drinking, fighting, and car racing. This explains why he could be so
easlly assocliated with those activities without having had anything to
do with them.
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became involved with a group of French-speaking "toughs" who lived
nearby. As soon as he realized what they were he dropped out and Joined
a non-delinquent agency group where he stayed until he was 15. At 15 he
met a boy who was a fringe member of a big gang attachment., Ilike Crew
and Andy he was only a part-time or week-end member. He and the other
boy used to go out of town at the week-ends to the beer halls where the
big gang debauched; but apart from drinking, fighting, and "datin’
tramps", he remained quite uninvolved with its more seriously delinquent
activities. He dropped out at 173 when he was forced by his girl friend

to choose between herself and the gang.

It is clear from these boys'! accounts that at the worst most of
themwere fringe members of small fringe groups associated with the big
gang, That 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
delinquent activities other than drinking, fighting, and minor vandalism.
Finally, that every one of them left because the gang was getting into
too much trouble is perhaps the most significant fact of all. The Eagles

had very different histories.

Unlike the junior board who were members of non~delinquent groups
until they were 14 and 15 (or even older), the Eagles were full-fledged
members of delinquent groups by the time most of them were 12 and 13.

And several Had participated in minor forms of delinquency before that.
F.J. started stealing in a minor way at the ripe age of seven and Mac
indicated that he was not entirely innocent before he joined the original
group of Eagles. In Great Britain Irish used to stay away from home

until very late hours quite frequently; he also referred more than once
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to having stolen a bicycle in his late childhood as though this was a

very significant event for which he felt much guilt and concern. .

Apparently the main group around Irish's first residence in Canada
was a gang similar to the big gang in East End in that it was composed
of some 300 or 400 members which were grouped into factions. Unlike
the big gang, though, this group (despite its amorphous natﬁre) was
fairly well organized and was stealing cars and other things on a large
scale. Irish, then aged 13, took part in this stealing and fighting for
aBout a year and ‘a half until he was caught and sent to a reform school
where he met F.J. Also at 13 F.J. had joined a neighborhood group of
semi-delinquents who fought, raided houses, robbed stores, and broke
things (windows, lampposts, etc.) - all of which he found rather dull
and unexciting. A year later he moved and joined another group more to
his liking. 'fWe really did get into trouble", he boasted. Apparently
the second group participated in m.ich the same activities as the first
group but on a mich larger scale. The next year his father recommended
him for reform school where he stayed for a year and like Irish was re-
leased on probation. Both boys joined the Eagles almost immediately

after they were released.

Shep and Jocko also joined their first delinquent gangs at 13.
After moving into a new neighborhood in East End Shep became involved
with a small group of boys (about 18) who drank heavily, fought, and
stole cars; Shep was not allowed to be in on "such big deals as swipin!
cars" but his older friends found his small size quite useful and "let
hin" break into places (transomes, cellar windows, and the like) for

which they were too large. By the time he was 15, the gang was beginning
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to break up because most of its members had acquired girl friends.
Moreover, Shep's parents "clamped down" because he was drinking too mach.
Their efforts were not very effective, however, for he soon joined

another group of older boys and began to drink regularly three to four
nights a week, though he did cease some of his thieving activities.

This gang was also broken up by "broads wantin' to get married". Immedi-
ately after that he joined the Eagles. J ocko was slightly less delinquent.
His gang played sports, "hung around", broke windows, etc. He was only .
in it for six months before his family took to the Bast End area, For
about a year he did not belong to a gang. Then at 15 he, téo, joined

the Eagles, who by this time had quite a history.

It all started with Rob, a boy called Johnny, and Mac, who had
been friends since they were seven and eight btut who did not become
close until they wei‘e li‘ and 12, A£ that time they formed a group with
Leo and several 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‘th‘e winter months most of their time was spent
"raising hell around the neighborhood"®. This included drinking, ringing
doorbells, playing pool, swinging on cotton bales, stealing cord, and
other very minor items, "teachin' little kids of eight and nine 'the
trade',” cutting clothesllhes, throwing fruit, and garbage at passing

cars (especially police ones), \and«breaking windows.

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 Dodger
who had joined early in 1959, Shortly afterwards they decided to expand.

This they accomplished by recruiting for members. Shep and the Clang
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brothers were the first new members; F.J. and Irish joined a few months
later. By tacit consent they decided eight was a suffi.ci‘ently large
number and stopped looking for new members. Not so tacitly or harmoniously
settled was the question of leadership which they finally solved as was
stated earlier by agreeing not to have an official leader; unofficially,
of course, Mac emerged as their leader and policy maker on the basis of
his popularity. Having settled these issues, they were free to continue
the activities which the original group had established in its later years
as acceptable. By the time it had partly disbanded in May delinquent
activitles had increased in number and had become more seriocus in nature

as well as frequency.

Drinking was one of their favorite pasttimes. Most of them drank
whenever they could afford to buy the liquor and frequently they drank
when they could not. One or two of them, notably Mac and until about
a2 month before the project F.J., drank a lot during the week by them~-
selves. Otherwise most of them waited until the week-endss Friday
nights both winter and summer; Saturday afternoons but not Saturday
nights in the winter until the end of the study; Saturday afternoons
and nights out of town in the summer; Sundays were optional, though
Sunday afternoon drinking in the summer was frequent. When their drink-
ing was not diverted by the movies or the dances, they usually drank
until they were ill. If they wanted to stay at any particular place
they would be relatively quiet - dancing, talking, and listening to the
misic, If they were bored (as they were at the movies and sometimes at
dance halls), terribly drunk, or angry they could make no end of trouble
being rowdy, breaking things, and getting into fights. And whenever

they drank they invariably created some kind of disturbance en route to
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the place or going home.

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 summer. Their fights were seldom gang
fights as su\ch; they just usually occurred with individuals from other
gangs who happened to say or do the wrong thing at the wrong time. Some-
times the fights were spontaneous and more or less friendly over some
trivial matter; other times they were calculated from revenge. Often
the Eagles by themselves or with another gang would stage a fight with
the object of wrecking a place or simply of creating a disturbance and
getting attention. This explains why they weré barred from all but two
eating houses, the nearest local theater, and all local dance halls and
bars but one which was mostly frequented by regular groups of hard-
drinking males whom they did not dare anger. Moreover Mac's father and

local policemen were often there.

/

Next to drinking and fighting, stealing was their most frequent
delinquent activity., Most of the time they stole small things -
magazines, a pair of gloves, a pen - anything except money that they
decided they wanted. Sometimes it was plamned because they needed‘ the
object or because they were annoyed with its owner. Sometimes they
would actually use the object, other times tﬁey would store it or throw
it away. Stealing such objects was taken for granted and not usually
viewed as exciting unlesg there were special circumstances surrounding
the theft like the time they went\ in a big department store in the city.
They often stole from this store but on this occasion one of them

managed to start a motorcycle on display and began to drive it around
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the floor. In the havoc it created, the others jammed their pockets
with candy, sports equipment, and anything they could carry. Another
time half of them started playing football in the middle of the store

‘with the same object in mind.

4dbout five or six times a year they stole cars. And although Mac
had outlawed it since Leo had been caught and punished so severely, they
had already stolen three that year. Stealing cars was always carefully
planned, though not necessarily very far in advance. They would take
the car and go for a drive, find some place to drink, and then return it,
leaving it exactly as they had found it. Girls were never allowed to go
with them on such journeys as the pemalty would be more serious should
they be caught; also they were less likely to keep the theft a secret.
Much more often they stole objects from cars, especlally ariels and
hubcaps. And all truck drivers had learned to lock their vehicles 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 expensive jewelry although it was for the latter
that Irish was sent to reform school. | (F.J. never divulged to anyone

"why he was sentenced to spend two and a half years in the same place.)

Counting all the time that small items were stolen, vandalism was
not nearly as freque_nt. Hoi-:ever, they appeared to enjoy telling about
this destruction more than their larger thefts, Like petty stealing
they could give no mumerical estimate of the windows and street lights
they had smashed, garbage and fruit dr eggs they had thrown at passing
cars (especially 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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mach of this vandalism was taken for granted and occurred mostly in the
summer. What they enjoyed boasting about the most were their escapades
at an abardoned quarry, which until 1960 they visited very frequently
during the spring and summer. After swimming 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 abandoned, they damaged one
of them substantially. ILeo estimated that repairs would have cost

$2000, but he tended to exaggerate. Considering though that they tore
down 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 more 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,v leo, and another Eagle
were caught sfealing it. Mac used an ariel he had stolen as a sword
and escaped the pursuing workmen. A second group of workmen they
managed to escape by threatening to throw the explosives. Mac dropped
his por‘bioﬁ whiie he was running away. The other boy buried his in the
town park, DBoth of these portions were Vrecovered. Ieo hid his in his
home and from a television progi‘am discovered how to use it properly.
The boys were severely reprimanded by the police who had to dig it up,
but they were not punished further. The only other raid which received
city-wide notice was the time they lét all the pigs out of the slaughter-
house, wounding: a mumber of them in the process.

They also acquired a great reputation for raiding parties. After
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wrecking a private home in a drunken orgy,l they were no longer invited
to private parties. If they found out about one and wanted to go or if
only some of them were invited, they would often crash the party. Some-
times they damaged homes accidently like the time when one of them

stepped all the way through a wooden ventilator screen in the floor.

Goof balls they had tried as a groui: once but did not like them, One
member, Shep, stated that he had takén them on his owm about two or three
times but they made him too ill to contimue. 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 usual for lack of conclusive evidence, and
he swore to the gang that he had been innocent of the charges. Apart
from a few of them experimenting with marijuana clgarettes ome or two

times, none of them had taken any other form of drugs.

As far as it can be determined none of the subjects joined de-
]inquent groups as a result of dissatisfactory or frustrating relation-
ships in their original non-delinquent groups. What did happen was that
once they deireloped a reputation for being delinquent and damaging
property, they were not accepted by non-delinquent groups or invited to
their parties. That Bagles couid have been accepted into non-

delinquent groups, had they wanted to join as a non-delinquent, is made

abundantly clear by the instances (presented throughout these chapters) ]
in which adults and peers alike judged _youths primarily on the basis of ‘
their status.

1.

At one girl's house they broke the chandelier and drinking glasses,
urinated on the pool table, smashed several electrical appliances,
wrecked the garden, and vomited all over the place.
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That the two groups were distinetly different is evident from the
histories of gang memberships and from the accounts of their activities.
Board members were much less delinquent and began committing offenses at
an earlier age. And although several of them have been arrested, only
one was for anything more serious then fighting, drinking, or disturbing
the peace. But most important, board members generally did not identify
themselves with being delinquent or causing trouble, even when they were
members of the big gang.l The fact that most of them disassociated
themselves from the blg gang within a year of joining - precisely becauge
they were becoming associated with its activities is very significant,

In contrast, the Eagles, once they joined their first delinquent group,
made a deliberate effort to maintain their delinquent contacts and expand
their delinquent activities. Further evidence for pronmﬂcing the two
groups significantly different with respect to delinquency, may be found

in the next section where contact with the police is examined.

This is not to say, however, that Bagles saw themse lves specifically
as delinguents or seriously considered delinquency as a career. To the
contrary, in conversations amongst themselves and in interviews Eagles
saw themselves as Troublemakers - not del:‘x.nquent.s.2 Technically, of
course, any troublemaking ac‘i',ivity which violates the law and might

result in an official response is a delinquent activity by definition.

1e Notable exceptions to this were Red and Sport who perhaps pretended
to be more delinquent than he was,

2e Only two of them ever used the word "delinquent" with reference to
themselves. Dodger once saild after a hair-raising journey in the car,
"You mst think we are a bunch of del:.nqnen‘ts" Mac's comment on the
subject is described below,
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Psychologically and sociologically, however, the troublemaker is a
special type of delinguent. What differentiates the two is the all
encompassing fact that the troublemaker limits his activities in ways
ﬁhich other types of delinquents do not. On the basis of observations
and interviews a troublemaker may be defined paradoxically as an indi-
vidual who seeks to cause enough trouble to receive public and/or
legal attention but not so much as to endanger life or get into §erious'
trouble with the police. This was the umwritten gang code and self

definition of the Eagles. !

How is a troublemsker limited? A glance at the history of Eagle
offenses reveals that they were high]y limited in range, degree of
seriousness or extent of damage, aﬁd rank order of target choices. Re-
garding range of offense, Eagles did not specialize as professional
thieves or drug addicts but their habitual offenses - drinking, fighting,
vandalism, and theft - were quite limited in mamber 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 knowledge. The professional thief needs tfainezs, contacts,
and "fences" to buy his goods; drug addicts need someone to sell them
narcotics; troublemakers need no such agents. Because of this, it does
not require the support of a criminal subculture - a most distinguishing
feature of their type of delinquency. Equally revealing of the limited-
ness of Eagle offenses is a consideration of the opportunities they re-
fused. They had ample chances to take drugs, distribute the stuff, steal
on a professional basis, engage in gang warfare with the French, and
extortion - to name tut a few. The fact that all of these activities

were easily possible but rejected by the Eagles shows clearly how
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deliberate their effort to limit the kind of offenses committed by the

gange

Also limited was the extent of damage caused to persons and, to a
mach lesser extent, property. Bagles insulted and occasionally struck
adults but they never attacked them. Those whom they struck or with
whom they fought were always male and capable of retaliation. If an
adult was struck, it was usually a stranger whom they had insulted and
who was willing to fight. Fighting with peers was more or less accepted
on both sides as a form of exercise and a means of releasing tension.
Damage to property, though much more frequent and extensive, was also
limited. Useless, unowned, or allegedly abandoned property were objects
most devastated. Next, were minor 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 lived existentially for
the feeling of the moment without regard for the feelings and property

of others, they were not truly malicious, brutal, or violent.

Equally revealing is a breakdown of the rank order of targets
attacked by Eagles. Unowned or abandoned property ranked first; minor
property owned by strangers, corporations, and the city ranked second;
and owned property of known individuals ranked third. In terms of
frequency of insult or assault on individuals, known and unknown peers

_ 1
ranked first, strangers second, and known adults third.

1. These frequencies are very rough estimates based on an analysis of
observed behavior and verbal references. The category "unowned property"
refers generally to the numerous abandoned shacks, dumped refuse heaps,
and unowned land surrounding the old quarry cite and woods near BEast End.
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Choice of target was determined by several factors but mainly by
two. Unowned property or property owned by strangers, the rich, corpora-
tions, and the city were chosen because ownership was impersonal (un-
known or intengible) and because the owner could, in their view, afford
it, Moreover, the rich and corporations, since they could afford it,
were least likely to press charges. Derogatéry 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 deliberétely to damage
property. Eagles simply thought, or wanted to think, that the rich
would not miss it. The logic and sincerity 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 it was wrong
to take from those who might really suffer by the action. It was much
the same with attacking persons. Strangers were insulted most frequent-

ly primarily because they were strangers.

Attack on the person or property of knovm individuals was quite
different. First, they usually did not attack seriously such objects
unless they were extremely drunk. This applies to the many houses (in-
cluding Dodger's) which were wrecked during drunken orgies where Ejgles
were invited guests. It also applies to the mumber of beer halls and
bars damaged while drunk. Judging from their accounts, damage in both
cases was sheerly a product of drunlgennes‘s, except where fighting
occurred, and in those cases fighting, staged or real, was stimlated
at least in part by drunkenness. Second, if the person or property of
known adults was attacked seriously and they were not very drunk, it
was usually because they were really hurt or strongly provoked by the

particular person. When Sﬁep struck his father, for example, he was
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outraged at the man's treatment of his wife and humiliated by rejection.
Third, the ‘person or property of known adults was sometimes attacked out
of drunkenness or revenge for a specific action interpreted by the Eagles
as being against them. This accounts for damage to the property of those

who neglected to invite them to a party.

Occasionally some of the more determined ones (namely Rob, Mac, and
Shep) managed to achieve when sober a mental attitude or condition which
was normally pecullar to a state of extreme anger or bitter drunkemmess -
a complete self-centeredness which seemed to negate momentarily any
conscilence they had., It was as if they suddenly had been possessed; a
most extraordinary phenomenon to observel First, the face hardened and
there was a change in their eyes which went very dull. For that moment
it was as though the individual thought himself invincible, supremely
tough; and when he spoke, it was with the authority of an absolutely

determined will,

This shiftihg, as it were, of mentali or emotional states did not
occur very often but when it did it was invariably at a time when they
felt extremely insecure about something such as disillusionment about
the loyalty or integrity 6f a friend. Under these circumstances they
would say and do things that they would not do otherwise, attacking the
person or property nearest at hand regardless of its value to themselves.
Fortunately, it was a very temporary‘ state .‘ usually degenerating into
some form of irritability and withdrawal or hardening of thelr feelings

toward the person to make themselves invulnersble,

Itvis evident from this breakdown of targets and reasons for their

choice that no single class or group of persons was singled out for
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social
victimization 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 member were chosen for attack. Otherwise most of
the damage to persons and property was the result of drink or proximity.
It is also evident from this analysis that their delinquent behavior

exhibited a small range.

In addition to limitations on behavior, troublemaking was limited
philosophically in time. Only one Eagle, leo, was even considering the
possibility of becoming a professional criminal. The others viewed
troublemaking as an activity of the young to be stopped when they were
no longer juveniles lega.lly:L 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 giviﬁg up troublemaking in the
immediate future; and in ten years'! time they saw themselves "settled
down" in various steady jobs, most of them married, and plamning a
family, One could be a carefree troublemaker and "live" while one was
young; having had that ﬂlng, ‘one shéuld be ready and willing to "quieten

dom" and assume the responsibilities of adult life,

Why do all these limitations exist? The main reason is simple -
fear of official consequences. All the most frequent offenses committed
by Bagles (drinking, fighting, vandalism, and petty stealing) were more
or less tolerated by the local pol:'l.ce.3 Car theft, though not tolerated,

1. In this province, one is legally defined as a juvenile up to but not
including the age of 18. Census Report on Juvenile Delinquency.(Dominion
Bareau of Statistics, Catalogue 85-202, 1961) p. 7.

2+ Most of them believed that boys became men in their middle to late
twenties,

3¢ See the following section on the law, p. 203 ff,
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was plammed so carefully and committed so infrequently as to insure
success, or falling that, a mild official response. It was known

locally by adults ard young alike that official action against juvenile
car theft was highly dependent on mumerous factors. Presuming that the
owner was willing to press charges (and many residentsdid not if their
car was returned safely), punishment was determined largely by motive

and previcus record of the individual(s) involved. The parents' attitude
was also important. In view of these public facts, it was entirely justi-
fiable by local experience for Eagles to believe that they would not be
punished severely for "joy-riding", i.e., borrowing a car, driving it for
a short time, and returning it safely with the correct amount of gas.
Taking goof balls was not tolerated at all and no doubt this is the
reasoh why they went out of town to a secluded place to experiment with
them. But it is most probable that, having satisfied their curiosity
once, théy would not have contimued to take them even if they had not
been made i1l by the stuff., That such limitations were based mainly

on fear of serious official consequences portrays a decidedly utili-

tarian approach to delinquency.

While this is perhaps the most ocutstanding reason for limiting
their range of offense and extent of damage, BEagles gave other ime
portant ones. To have been caught and punished for one serious offense
was unfortunate but not considered dangerous to one's economic career;
they knew that 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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which they abhorred. DBut to have a criminal record or to commit

habitually such grave offenses as car theft, rape, or taking drugs was

tabooed not only because of the possible legal consequences or the conse-

quences to one's career but because it was abmormal and wrong. That the
Eagles thought the professional car thef was "sick", that they ostracised
Leo for his alleged desire to become a racketeer, that they refused to
steal from or offend the poor -~ these attitudes illustrate well their
moral character. But even more revealing was a comment made by Jocko's
brother which was strongly supported by the rest of the group. When
Jocko and a boy called Eddy were caught after a week's absence from their
home, Jocko's parents signed the release and paid the bail but Eddy's
pai'ents did not. As a result he was given a week's detention. Ied by
Ben all the Eagles were lamenting this because the boy would be throwm
into contact with hardened criminals and, disheartened by the acute
boredom, might become influenced by them} Serving a sentence at a
reform school was different according to those who had done it. Although
a troublemaker met hardened delinquents, he was not so confined that he
could not avoid them if he wanted to; moreover, there was so mich work
to do and technical skills to learn that most of the time was fully

occupied,

For an Eagle to feel that certain kinds of delinquent activities
were wrong does not mean that he felt his own brand of delinquency was
right, About this question of their own morals, they were somewhat
ambivalent. In ca conversation they gave several excuses which, in
effect, were attempts to neutralize or reduce the impact of acceptable
norms as effective checks on their behavior. Thus, they sometimes

denied that the offended person was really hurt or that wealthy personms
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were not substarrbially harmed by petty theft. And if they were angry,
they argued that the person "deserved what he got", or if they were
drunk, they occasionally tried to blame their offense on drink and there-
by deny responsibility for the action. Rationalizations such as these
were used to explain their behavior to themselves and others. And they
may have served the purpose of reducing temporarily tension arising out
of guilt., But Bagles did not really believe them; these rationalizations

were purely on the surface, as it were,

Actually, the Eagles exhibited an amazing capacity for being honest
with themselves. In their few serious discussions and in interviews,
they were the first to admit that their delinquent activities were wrong «
by their owm standards of judgment. They also admitted that drinking,
anger, and ability to afford it were poor excuses for their offensive
behavior. Their whole attitude toward delinqueﬁcy is swmmed up in a
series of statements made by Mac. It is quoted at length because it is
a summary and because it reveals so perfectly where their ambivalences
lie. The first statement was made spontaneoﬁsly by Mac in the interview

on the family:

If I'm a bum or a juvenile delingquent it's my faull -
not all that jazz about when you are small your parents
argue and you feel they're pickin' on you so you go out
and break a window., I used to feel rotten about stealin'
little things but I got over it; I just put the thought
out of my head of what would happen to me if I got caught.

Question: Why should you want to steal?

Answer: You want it - you get it. ,

Question: But don't you feel guilty taking what does not
belong to you?

Answer: Yes, but not for long. When you're young, you
feel it all the time., If you know there'!s no
chance of gettin' caught, then its okay. Tt's
not good to steal from the poor but the rich
don't miss it.

Question: What if you were rich and scmeone stole from you?



198.

Answer: I've thought about that. If it was the first
time and not serious, I wouldn't press charges.
But if a gang damaged my property, I'd get them.
Shouldn't steal from friemds - that's dirty but
if you don't know them, it's just for kicks.

How chaotic a troublemaker's inner life must be. This statement
illustrates clearly the miltiple ambivalences of attitudes, each fighting
persistently for predominance; the recognition that delinquency is deviant
and wrong even by his own morals; the attempts to justify offending the
rich and strangers; the indirect admission that these ;ttenpts are un-
successful, that he would not accept behavior similar to his own if he
were rich; the constant battle against guilt; the inability to explain
his own delinquency except by desire; the refusal to blame hls parents
despite the shame and pain they have caused him, However ambivalent he
was about his own delinquency, his motivations, armd the causes, his
attitude toward society is clear; he may offerd it but he has accepted
its mores and has judged himself by them. It would seem that the trouble-
maker's rebellion is not against society but against himself, a reaction

to his own confusion and inner conflicts.

Throughout this discussion of troublemaking as a £yle of delinquent
behavior much emphasis has been placeci on drink and anger. This is
because both factors strongly affected their behavior. If they were in
a good humor, they could hardly keep themselves from almost literally
shouting for joy, laughing, and singing. If they were depressed, they
became bitter and hostile and felt sorry for themselves. 1f they were
angry, they became loud, tough, and defiant. They had great difficulty
controlling their tempers when thejwere sober; drinking made it
impossible., Other notable factors which influenced group behavior were
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size and respect. The larger the group, the more intense the feeling

of the moment. Similarly, the grester the disrespect for a person or
institution, the more hostile they were toward it; people whom they
respected, they treated appreciatively with respect. The influence of
these two factors can be seen clearly in the difference in their behavior
toward the police and the social agency. Both groups, they knew, wanted
to reform them., 7Yet 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 offered them a much valued prize (attending
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 strongly affected the intensity or seriousness and
timing of delinquent 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 committed whilst they were
neither drunk or angry. Their vandalism and stealing in the quarry
area, for example, were usually committed when they were sober and car
theft was too dangerous to commit while drunk but fighting as well as
attacks on humans and propérty where the ownership was known were almost
always committed under the influence of alcohol or anger. .ilso, offenses
committed while very drunk or very angry were usually more serious than

the same type of offense committed sober or nearly sober.

The main reason, it would seem, why these two factors so strongly
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affect delincquent behavior is twofold: drink and anger exaggerate the
feeling of the moment while at the same time they obscure clear thinking
and reduce the impact of accepted mores so that the individual becomes
mach less inhibited by them than he would normally be. Ilike anyone who
drinks heavily or has a rather violent temper, the Eagle simply lost his

self=-control when he was drunk or very angry.

To understand why Eagles drank so often and so heavily would be a
major step in understanding why they were delinquent. Although it is not
possible at this point even to attempt to answer this question, it may
be useful to present the explanations that Eagles gave. Superficilally
they had many reasons for drinking. More than once Mac said he drank
because it made him happy; when he drank he felt full of confidence and
could forget his problems, Similar comments were made by Shep and F.Jd«;
like Mac, they believed themselves to be shy and drinking eliminated or
reduced this feeling of inadequacy. Once, however, when asked if he
really believed that, F.J. said he did not. Drinking, he thought, did
effect some temporary 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 't;he‘ir drinking and they rarely drank in order
to get drunk. They had discovered that it was too difficult to hide
from their families and that the consequences were not worth the risk.
Most probably they drank because they were bored and enjoyed the effect
of a limited amount of alcohol.‘ "".hat the others placed so mach emphasis
on drinking may also have been a ba.rtial 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 life 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 groups of two's and three's
or with adults whom they respected, they were usually quiet and orderly.
| Whenever the whole group gathered they became loud and boisterous and
somehow always manzged to be conspicuous. Esprit de corps was fairly
strong and there was always much effort "to look ocut for the other
person® - to take care of him if he became ill with drink, to warn hinm
of impending danger, to cheer him up if he was discouraged, and so on.
At times they resembled an excited crowd, each restless and on edge 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 and much greater daring; few individuals would ever consider

doing on their own what the gang did for delinquent "kicks".

Unlike the gangs in Whyte's Street Cornmer Society, there did not
seem to be a relationship between position in the gang or popularity and
s'elt'-confid‘ence.l Mac who was easily the most popular and Shep who ranked
next in general popﬁlarity were among those who appeared to have least
self-confidence and more than a couple of times were heard to make such
remarks as, "I guess I've made a mess of my life"., Dodger who was only
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 any one of the group managed to escape detection while the

1. | ’ o
For verification and elaboration of these statements on self-confidence
see "The Self and Individual Development", pp. 299-333.
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others were caught it would be Dodger. leo was also popular only with a
few and he, too, boasted of his self-confidence but considering his
extreme nervousness, 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 unpopular than he actually was; tut he and F.J. who
was quite popular were clearly the most independent (as distinct from
stubborn) in the group. Finally, Jocko was very unpopular with Mac and
a few others but he appeared to be quite self-contained or satisfied, if

not abundantly self-confident.

In sum, the histories of gahg membership revealed differences between
the two groups with respect to patterns of change. Board members did not
come into contact with delinquent groups until they were about 15, tended
to remain on the fringe of delinquent groups, and left them within a
year or two specifically because the group was too delinquent. Whilst in
these groups delinquent activity was limited largely to drinking, fighting,
and occasionally vandalism. Eagles had made their first contact with
delinquents mainly by the time theywere 12 and 13 and tended to seek
out other delinquent groups thereafter. Offenses committed by Eagles
inéluded drinking, fighting, petty stealing, vanda;l.ism. car theft, grand
larceny, and taking drugs - in that order. Although engagement in these
activities constituted delinquency, their delinguency was highly limited
not only in its range of offense but also in targets of attack, and in
concept. This wilful restricting of activity to troublemaking was largely
the result of fear of consequence‘s ‘for participation in more serious
offenses/:ult;o of gang code or morale. Unlike the junior board, delinquent
behavior was strongly affected by drink, anger, size, and respect. Also

unlike the junior board, Eagles' spirit and character were affected by
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the presence of the entire gang.
THE POLICE

Before presenting subjects! responses to the questiommaire section,
it is necessary to comment on the organization and practices of Bast End's
illustrious police forcel. In the first place, most of it was French and
many adults as well as delingquent and non-delinqueﬁt youths felt that it
discriminated against the English. Secondly, there was a fairly high
degree of socializing between policemen and residents, particularly in
bars 11 More 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 privafe conversation. They were also observed on
mmerous occasions coming out of local taverns talking casually to
residents with whom they had obviously been drinking. And the friendly
relationship of Mac'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 under Provincial jurisdiction, therefore all cases were
heard at the Juvénile cour‘l; in the City. But "naturally", according to
the Town Clerk, "a juvenile is taken to court only on serious offenses

2
(though) he may also be taken before the judge for reprimands®.  In

1. According to the famous J. Kemnedy, ex~-Commissioner of Police for New
Tork City, this practice is and should be discouraged; it breeds an un-
healthy familiarity which enormously complicates the carrying out of
official duties.(An informal talk made at Smith College, Northampton,
Massachusetts, February 1962.)

2e In a personal commnication, April 6, 1962,




204,

practice this meant that unless the offense was very 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 name, address, and offense recorded; charged a nominal
bail fee of $10-$20; and released within a few hours. If the offender
was very drunk he usually spent the night in jail. If charges were
pressed by a complainant, the bail was usually higher, the amount 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 offender could
not pay bail; 3) the parents themselves were the ones to place the
complaint (as was the case when Jocko and Eddy ran away). In these
instances punishment was largely dependent on the parents, namely
whether or not they were willing to pay bail and/or be responsible for

the offender by sigming his release,

Why were the police so lenient? Apart from any general policy there
may ha{re been to that effect throughout the province, it seems that the
police themselves were engaged in a mumber of illicit practices. The
most outstanding and well-known was the sale of liquor to juveniles.
There were about three "blind pigs" in East End. 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 gbout this and several of them had actually been served
by policemen., At first this seemed difficult to believe but it was con-
firmed by severai parents and adult leaders within the community; in
fact it was they whb pointed out the fact that East End police "tip 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 graft from publicans and criminals

as well as bootlegging itself,

The effect of such activities (proven or suspected) in the community
cannot be overestimated. Quoting Commissioner Kennedy, Harison Salisbury
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 answer to that question applies not just to graft but any kind
of illicit activity on the part of the police. "Such officers ... usually
make little effort to conceal their activities from the boys ... The
average gang boy views the policeman as a kind of legalized gangster - a
man whose badge makes him irmmmne to ordinary rules. More than one street

2
boy would like to grow up to be a cop - that kind of cop."

Although none of the subjects wanted to b'e “that kind of cop", there
was a distinet and widespread disrespect of the police throughout the
commnity. 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. And in view of the fact that nearly all

the Eagles' delinquent offenses were committed under the influence of

L. Harison Salisbury, The Shook Up Generation, ope cit., p. 222,

2.
Ibid, s Pe 223,



206,

alcohol - in some cases sold to them directly by the police - one could
say that there was a symbiotic relationship between crime or delinquency

and 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 glance at the age and 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
14, 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 "wrongly" 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
reasons and ages stated were: Mac, aged 12, breaking windows; Dodger,
aged 8, burning down a field "accidently"; Shep, aged 12, skating on the
river; Leo, aged 10, stabbed a boy;l Irish, aged 10, stealing a bicycle:;
F.J., aged 7, "throwin' corn at the cops", and Jocko, aged 13, ringing

doorbells.

Generally speaking board members were not chased very often by the

2
polices, And when they were it was largely for mischievous, not de-

1. According to him, he had been hit across the leg and stomach so he
"went in the house, got a sword, hid it behind my back, asked him for

a fight, and stuck it in his ribs., I told the police it was an accident -
the Judge always lets you off. All cops want is money".

24
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 behavior. J.T. had never been chased and Rex had only been
chased once. Red, Andy, and Crew had been chased about four, 12, and

20 times respectively for such pranks as ringing doorbells, buying
cigarettes, and climbing rooftops or for being rowdy and speed racing
in cars. The two exceptions to this were Mitch and Sport. Both claimed
they had been chased at least 100 times: Mitch, mainly for getting into
rmischief (yelling at cops, stopping cars at night, and the like); Sport
for more serious offenses (truancy, robbing applés,, breaking street
lights, and so on). In contrast, Eagles' estimates of the number of
times they have been chased begin around 20 and extend into the hundreds.
And their offenses were generally much more serious. Various forms of
minor vandalism, burning down a farm, wrecking shacks in the woods,
wrecking newly built houses, killing rabbits, fighting, stealing (cars
and other things), and doing damage generally were typical answers to

to this question.

When asked how many times they had been caught by the police and
what were the offenses, responses showed the same differences. Four
board members had Been caught twice and Rex had never been caught. Mitch
and Crew had been caught 10 and five times respectively. The offense
most often cited was fighting; three had been arrested twice-each for
that activity{ The others were fari.ed, but apart from J.T.'s riding in
a stolen car and Andy's steaiing an air rifle once, the rest were for
mischief or accidents such as Red's raft incident. In nearly all cases,
they were released imdiately frequently without being fined or placed
on bail, J.T. was the one except.’z:on. 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 weré looking for a car thief despite his innocence,
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he was fined $225, held in jail for one night, and placed on $200 bail.

Eagles! list of offenses was considerably longer and more formidable.
The average number of times that an Eagle was actually caught by the
police was 11l. Three of the gang (Mac, Dodger, and Jocko) had only been
arrested for relatively minor offenses: beating a boy with a bicycle,
drinking, fighting, petty vandalism, and petty theft. For these offenses
they were taken to the police station, given a lecture, and fined. The
other four have all appeai'ed before court and spent varying amounts of
time in detention, jail, and reform school. Shep had been arrested 10
times at East End, six times in the City, and twice ocut of towm for
drinking, involvement in a car theft, doing "dirty tricks", and loafing,
In addition, he had to appear before the City Juveniie Court three times;
twice on similar charges, once for suspicion of taking and distributing
goof balls. On the latter charge he was detained for six weeks. ILeo
had been arrested at least 12 times for fighting, drinking, hitchhiking,
disturbing the peace, and stealing a car - for which he was sent to
reform schools Irish's four out—'of-town offenses and sentences include
a stolen car (20 days in jail - his first offense); a theft of $200, a
gold watch, and a rifle from a pfivate house (several months at reform
school, psychiatric testing, and indefinite probation); vagrancy (five
days' detention); and stealing gas (two hours in jail). In East End he
had been arrested four times for possession of lethal weapon, stealing
papers from a newsagent, throwing watermelon, and running through a group
of police; on all four occasions, he was taken to jail, given a lecture,
and fined. F.J, had been arrested four times; once for wrecking a farm,
once for cutting down fences and letting out the cattle, once for a

similar vandalism, Each time he was taken to the police station and
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fined., The reason for the last arrest he would reveal to no one but
whatever it was that landed him in reform school for over a year must

have been quite serious,

As a final means of measuring delinquency in both groups, subjects
were asked to estimate the number of times they had offended the law
without being chased or caught and to describe generally the type offenses
they committed. Three board members, J.T., Andy, a2nd 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 agpart from times
for which they were chased or arrested; in all 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 mumber of times he had
broken the law but he did say that it was always for fighting and petty
theft. In contrast, most of the Eaéles reckoned that they had broken
the law and gotten' aWay with it at least 100 times, not counting drinking
and fighting which none of the subjects considered an offense unless they
were chased or arrested for it; on the whole it was for petty theft and
vandalism. And considering how often they were observed to commit such
offenses during the relatively "quiet" winter months, that figure is

probably no exaggeration.

As might be expected both groups viewed the police very differently.
Eagles spoke vehemently of their hatred for the police and referred to
their corruption. And, of course, most of them thought that policemen
were "out to get them", not only because they were English but also
because cops were just "rats". Actually, this attitude toward policemen

- was at least in part deliberately developed for reasons which had nothing
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to do with the behavior or personality of policemen. In the first place
it was vital to the gang to appear tough. One of the easlest and most
fashionable means of doing this was to shout insults about the police.
Nothing pleased them more than to think that they had aroused the force.
It was with obviocus pride, for example, that several Eagles told of how
and why they had to stop wearing their "uniforms®". And if the police
were not around when they were feeling devilish, they invented the pursuit
of imaginary policemen; this happened more than a few times during observa-
tion, especially during rides in the car. They thoroughly enjoyed mamu-
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 day. Thus, their attitude
toward the police was simply part of a game they were playing. But the
depth and complexity of the ru).es were far greater than any of them cared
to admit. When Mac said, "You hate cops, see. You gotta be tough with
'em 'cause they're out to get you,‘ yoﬁ gotta outsmart 'em", he knew he

was acting a part but he did not know why.

In some of their weaker moments Eagles admitted that they did not
really hate policemen. In fact, Dodger was openly appreciative of the
force's leniency and believed it was because members of it sympathized
with thelr circumstances, i.e., that "they were not really bad boys",
that their parents would not or could not do anything about them, and
so on. And several Eagles actually liked individual policemen. But
the cdment heard most frequently in this re-spect was, "If we lived in
(the City), we'd've been in jail long ago - and for much less than we

get away with here".

Board members admitted that they had much the same attitude when
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they associated with the big gang. Before and after that association,
however, they felt simply that policemen had a job to do like anyone

else. And like any other group, the force had its "good guys" and its
"bad guys". The alleged corruption they deplored but philosophized that
law enforcement was necessary and that the good that law enforcers did
exceed the bad. Concerning the force's leniency, they were less tolerant.
If stiffer punishments were allotted to offerders, they argued, there
would be a lot less crime, Moreover, they felt it was wrong for the
police to be lax about notifying parents of their children's offenses;

half the time parents did not know what their sons had done.

Also as might be éxpected, the effect of being arrested was very
different for the two groups. On the whole board members seemed deeply
disturbed by it at the time it happened. "It hurt me, I let my parents
dowm." "It scared the hell cut of me and I made sure that it would
never happen again.® "I figured I was wrong." "It was terrible, I was
s0 embarrassed - it involved physical violence and we were told we were
children." And, "It was the last time I ever did anything without
thinkin' of what I was supposed to do or had been told not to", These
answers reveal significantly not so much a fear of the law or legal
consequences but rather a deeply felt and unambivé Jlent sense of having
done something which was wrong. Only Sport appeared nonchalant. He

said, "The first time it worried me; after that, I knew they weren't

goin' to do anything".

This attitude, so atypical among board members, was common amongst
the Eaglest "It scared me at first, but then I figured they only wanted
our money": "When inside (the police station) I'd feel, 'what the hell

have I done - I don't want to be caged'. But on the outside, 1'd want
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to do it again". "Got a lecture from my father, I was scared but not
sorry." "Just 10 mimtes of wasted time, they never do anythin' to you."
Similarly, any change of attitude that was reported had to do entirely
with fear of the consequences: "Now, I'm an adult, the term is stiffer
and I don't want a criminal record®. And, "Now I want to get away from

that stuff, they got so much on me,®

Unlike responses of board members, there was no sense of shame or
regret in answers given by the Eagles - only fear of the consequences.
This may be a product, at least in part, of the gang's emphasis on being
tough, impervious to the law. Alternatively, it may indicate that they
have not internalized appropriate mores or more likely that they have
chosen to violate the law even though they may agree in theory with it.
That is, they may be fully aware of what is right and wrong from a legal
and social point of view, may agree or accept those standards in principle

but nevertheless offend them without necessarily knowing why.

This latter interpretation is supported by Eagles' responses to the
next three questions: At what age were you aware of what is right and
wrong? What was your view of it then? And have you always felt that
way? F.J. said he had been aware of the law "when I started to steal
at six or seven". "I knew it was wrong but I was just gamblin'., If I
got caught, I got caught. If not, okay." Others answered similarly
though it was several years in most cases before they began to violate
it., All of them had known since childhood, at the latest 10, what was
right and wrong and they accepted it. leo accepted it so much that he
used to feel guilty f& being out five minutes past the old curfew,

Shep's response, however, was unique: "When there's somethin' you're
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not supposed to do, you want tob see what you can do, how people react
and after a while, you just don't care."” How badly he mist 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, only Mac and F.J. had really
changed. Having never received any serious punishment Mac could legiti-
mately séy, "Now they know we won't listen, so they hit us where it
hurts - our pockets,” F.J. who had been punished seriously, had changed
in a different way. "Now 1 know the score; I know what's going to

| happen to you if you get sent up".

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 breakin' the law, I saw no reason for me to do it". "f;‘hought I
would respect it and live up to it." And so on. Only Sport amd Rex
had anything negative or defiant to say about it. Sport said he always
thought the law was fair but he never "went along with it" - meaning,
he felt it did not apply to him. Rex's quarrel was more specific and
less defiant: "I knew 1'd be home by nine o'clock (the curfew hour)
but I didn't like the idea of bein' forced to". Both changed their
views subsequently; Sport since the previous summer after he had been
associated with the Navél Military ‘Police( 1) and Rex, since he disas-

sociated with the big gang.

About half the board did not know what the police thought of them.
Two (Mitch and Andy) reckoned that the police thought they were "ordinary

guys" or "okay". The other two (Sport and Crew) felt that the police had
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disliked them when 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 others said that
it did not matter to them one way or the other what the police thought of
them. In contrast, all the Eagles were convinced that the police thought
they were "bums" who should be "put away", and insisted that they did not
care what the police thought of them. Whatever views the subjects had
regarding the police's view of them and whatever their attitudes toward
it, most of the subjects in both groups thought the judgment 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'"; drinking and fighting were individuals' concerns.
And apart from board members' informal criticism about the lerdency of
East End policemen (stated above), only a few of the Bagles felt that
law enforcement practices should be any different from what they were.
Mostly they objected to the habit of collecting information about them

from others and not listening to "their side of the story".

As to the type of person a policeman should be, both groups were
more or less agreed. He should be fair, honest, understanding, and un-
prejudiced. Also he should not abuse 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 had been singled out unfairly by the police. On the
whole the four board members in question referred to one or two isolated
incidents whereas Eagles tended to be more general, saying, "Sometimes

we got picked up for somethin' we didn't do".

Considering all this evidence, then, it would seem that police
practices were most conducive to delinquent behavior in two major ways.
By being so obviously lenient, at lezst with regard to minor offenses,
fear of punishment was not the deterrent that it could have been. And
by being so corrupt or having such a bad reputation, the force made a
hypocrisy of the law. Supporters of the force would undoubtedly disagree
with this argument on several grourds, namely, that the delinquency rate
was not excessively high, that arrest was a sufficient deterrent to the
non-delinquent group, and that the alleged corruption of the force did
not affect that group adversely. On the other hand, it is clear from
board members' statements about the effect 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 punishment
are perhaps not enough. Provided that the youth is truly ambivalent,
that he is not decidedly bent on a specifically delinquent and/or
criminal career, it is quite conceivable that stiffer punishments from
men whom they respected would indeed have acted as a powerful deterrent.
It obviously worked in the case of F.J . and leo, who began to quieten
down immediately after they were released from reform school. ILastly,
fear of punishment was a paftial deterrent to the Eagles for the

commission of many major offenses; apart from the fact that Eagles thought
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such serious offenses as rape, murder, taking 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 delinquent behavior in general and
that they were a primary factor in structuring the range of offenses

committed by the Eagles.

The most delinquent of the Eagles were leo, Shep, Irish, and F.J.
Two were Catholic and one was an immigrant. The greatest offenders on
the junior board were Red (for nature of offense) and Sport (for frequen-
cy of offense); only Sport was an immigrant and neither were Catholic.
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
isolated 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 v:.ew of the evidence presented in both sections in this chapter,
it may be concluded that the two groups were significantly different with
respect to delinquency. By admission of guilt, history of associations
ard 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 delinquent
activities, could validly be describéd as being essentially non-delincquent
individuals. Equally unquestionable is the fact that although Eagles were

decidedly delinquent, they were in no way professionals and they did not
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desire any kind of delinquent and criminal careers. Their type of de-
linquency was limited to troublemaking and would be given up upon

reaching adult status.




CHAPTER IX

FRUSTRATIONS FROM PRIMARY RELATIONS
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FAMILY

Most subjects were observed at least once with at least one of their
parents and in two cases, Rob and Mitch, the observation was much more
intensive as the homes of both these boys 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 Bast End, all the subjects lived
within a few blocks of each other in prefabricated houses. All the
agency reports make mach of the "bad conditions" of these homes and refer
to lack of privacy, uncleanliness, and so on. Frankly, these houses
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, Andy and Sport. Most of the subjects in
both groups where families were large shared a room with a brother as do
many youths whose parents earn more money. In addition nearly all of
the subjects' families owned such basic appliances as refrigerators and
cooking ranges as well as such "luxury" items as cars, television sets,
radios, record players, and tape recorders. In several cases, some 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
Rex whose father died when he was seven. And there was only one case
of divorce or separation in each group. Mac's parents had been divorced
since he was 17; neither had remarried. Mitch's parents were divorced
when he was extremely young; his mother remarried fairly soon afterwards

and Mitch did not know that the man whom he thought was his father was
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in fact his stepfather until he was 15 when his brother Doug told him.
On the whole all the families tended to be large with one or two parents
in each group taking on the care of several foster children. The
mothers of four Eagles, Mac, Dodger, Jocko, and 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 of the
fathers of subjects in both groups were skilled workmen, frequently

allotted night shifts.

On the whole board members rarely discussed their families in group
meetings. When they did, they rarely made negative or resentful comments
about paying rent. Mitch's mother was the most frequently discussed
parent. When they met at Mitch's house on Tuesdays she prepared food
for them, joined in their serious discussions, always made jokes with
or about them, and sometimes engapged in mock wrestling matches with them,
As a result her efforts were greatly appreciated by the group and she

was more or less considered an honorary member of the group.

In contrast, Eagles frequently discussed their parents usually in
tones of annoyance or dissatisfaction especially regarding their fathers.
Those who paid rent resented it and judged their families materialistic
for requiring it. Most of them made reference spontaneously to specific
fights that they had had with their parents - in some cases these fights
were physical such as the time when Shep hit his father for abusing his
mother or the time when Mac fought with his father one night during the
summer prior to the project. Apparently he had come in quite inebriated
and demanded that Mac and his friends stop their drinking and 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 back.
Despite these dissatisfactory relationships with their parents, fivé of
them mentioned (also spontaneously) 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 house when they were drunk and,
because of this, they rarely became drunk though they drank heavily.

This was confirmed by observation. Actually Jocko added that when he
"slipped" (occasionally became inebriated) his mother would secretly

wait up for him and let him in without telling his father.

In answering the questlonnaire section on the family it was evident in
hearly all cases. that sugects especially Eagles had had a series of family
problems. Rather than present each individual's problems as they came
" out by bits and pleces in-the interview, it will be more meaningful to
describe the complex of problems as the individual experienced them.l
The point in the interview at which the respondent actually discussed the

particular problem will be noted accordingly.

When asked if they had any problems regarding their family two board

2
members, J,T, and Crew, responded negatively, one (Andy) had a problem

1. Some of the information regarding their family problems was gleaned
through listening to conversations the subjects had amongst themselves,
or through private comments made ocutside the interview. Such spontane-
ously given material will be noted where it is relevant.

2, . eyt
Actually Crew said no - with ope exception. Several years ago he had

borrowed a friend's outdoor speedboat motor and someone stole it, His
parents found out and his father thought he had sold it becasuse he had
been out of work. This isolated incident angered him enormously at the
time but he soon got over 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 serious or damaging long range effects. More-
over, it did occur long after his initiazl association with the big gang.
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with his sister, two (Miteh and Rex) had problems with their siblings
and their parents, and the rest had problems with their parents alone.

Their histories were as follows:

Andy's main problem was his sister who "always had a difference of
cpinion" and they did not get om well together. Apparently this was not
a question of sibling rivalry for when asked if he thought his parents
loved him as miuch as his siblings he said yes and there was nothing else
in the interview or observation to indicate that this was not so. The
other problem he mentioned was quite separate - the time he ran away as
a result of difficulties in schooi. He added, however, that he had felt

mach closer to his parents when he returned.

From the time that he was 14 until the time of the interview Mitch
felt that his biggest problem was his brother Doug "who has no respect
for anyone". Actually Mitch had discussed spontaneously his brother
several times in private and referred to thése discussions to express
his feelings. More than once he had said he hated Doug for the shame
he had brought to the family through his delinquent activities and
honestly thought him capable of murder, though he himself had often said
he could kill Doug. HMoreover, Mitch was certain that Doug hated hin as
well. This, however, was only partly true, Doug hated his brother less
than he hated his parents'! constant unfavorable comparisons, which he

had suffered since early childhood.l

At 15 when Mitch was told by Doug out of spite that his father was

in fact his stepfather, this discovery was a great shock to him for a

le :
This was learned from Doug, himself, who frequently 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

geton with his parents equally.

Even before his father died Rex loved his mother the most. He began
. to feel this way after his father beat him as a punishment for lying.
His mother had "saved" him. After his father died, Rex resented his
mother!s attempt to prevent him from "goin! out and doin' things". The
effort had, in his view, a very bad effect on him in that it only made
him want to be all the more independent. He finally received that
independence after his older sister's wedding which was the source of
his second problem., When he was 14 she married a colored man and he was
so upset that he did not attend the ﬁedding.l Also he hated his brother
for refusing to emigrate with the family. He was additionally disturbed
because the event upset his mother; "Any problem to her was a problem to
me since my father died". After this marriage he began to work on week-
ends and then during the summers to compensate for the income 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 much money and went ocut too often.

Since early in his childhood Sport had been jealous of his older

brother (especially when the family had helped him financially to pur-

L. Ironically this race prejudice did not seem to color his relationship
with Sport. Perhaps he was like many people who are not generally
prejudiced against those of a different race but feel differently when
marriage into the family arises.
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chase a car) who was considered the "pet" of his parents, particularly
by his father. Also he resented the fact that he was beaten when he did
sonmething wrong which in their eyes was all too often, according to him,
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 family he began to resent bitterly his father's cruel treatment of
his stepmother. Tension came to a head two years later in July of 1960
(when he was 20) and he moved out. He said that it was solely because
he "would be independent, on (his) own". However, everyone knew that
Sport did not get on with his father and he never visited his mother
when his father was there. Local gossip indicated that he was expelled

by his father but there was no concrete evidence for this.

Red's main problem was 2lso his father who was an alccholic. He
was 12 when the man began to s‘an d1t late and keep hls mother waiting
up. At that time he began to argue violently with his father and two
years later began "frequently disobeying (his) father on purpose by
getting into trouble with the police", Soon after his seventeenth birthe-
day in June, he joined the Navy but was rejected after two months for
medical reasons (respiratory problems).‘ Short as it was, the involvement
changed him in many ways. Among other things he began to come to terms
with the problem caused by his father's drinking. Although he still
resented it at the time of the interview, he realized then that his de-
linquent behavior was onlj hurting himself, not his father, and he broke

his réhtions with the big gang entirely.

Thus only in three cases were there contimued, dissatisfactory

relations with either or both parents.
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The Eagles, including Rob, had very different stories to tell. Their

histories were as follows:

According to Mac his parents began having marital difficulties when
he was seven, the year his father lost his business. It upset him badly
to hear them quarreling and to hear from others zbout his father's drink-
»ing at the local tavern. As the years went by his drinking became worse,
as did his efforts to make quick, easy money through what Mac considered
"stupid business deals"; also the man began to beat his 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 sas

mach as he possibly could.

Shep!s father had a college education but received ﬁis degree during
the depression when he was only able to be employed "in a lower job"
which, according to Shep, he hated "becau§e he knew he had brains for a
better one". From the ages of seven through 12 he "hated" his father
for his drinking, and for constantly comparing him unfavorably to his
older brother. At 13 when the drinking became worse and when the man
began maltreating his mother, he rebelled by talking back to his father

and threatened to "fix him" if he ever hit her again.

At 15, his father was promoted and received more pay but began to
gamble most of it away so that there was often not enough to eat - in
which case it was Shep who was served last. That his brother always
received such "better treatment" was somewhat justified in Shep's mind
during those years because he had caused the family trouble and because
his brother was employed, contributing to the family income. What he

resented were the constant unfavorable comparisons between him and his
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brother. He also resented his father's apparent gloating whenever he
hurt them; he would ccme home "laughin! after he had just lost his
salary by gamblin'" and he laughed the time he gambled away the money
his wife had given him for Shep's bail. Shep's mother admitted to him
during this period that she was no longer having sexual relations with
her husband.

The climax to these tensions came in the nﬁddle of the project when
Shep asked his father (after a particularly violent argument) if he re-
gretted having him for a son. His father did not answer directly but
said ambiguously, "You know all the answers". The boy then told his
father "not to fool around" with him in very strohg language, moved out
to live first with Mac and then at a boarding house, and had yet to
speak to him again by the end of the project. Whether he left volun-
tarily or was expelled was not entirely clear but, whatever the case,

his father barred his return.

At first_Jocko denied he had any problem regarding his family but
later in the interview he said that he did not respect his father because
he drank too much. He became aware of this problem at the age of 13
Just before he joz;n.ned a semi-delinquent gang in his neighborhood. The
real cause of Jocko's rumning away from home several weeks before the
start of the project is not k:ngwn. Shortly after the project started
he volunteered that he and his friend, Eddy, had run away "for the hell
of it" and refused to give any further explanation. But he frequently
spoke of arguments at home or being punished constantly and it was
evident that he had not been on good terms with either of his parents

but particularly his father and that the act had mach to do with his
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relations at home,

Dodger had also run away from home shortly before the start of the
project. Apparently he had wanted a bicycle at the age of 144 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 st the specvified date, he was quite hurt but not yet angry. He
began to save money for a motorcycle and when he had half the necessary
sum, his mother contributed the second. But his father refused to sign
the license and thus prevented him from having it. This made him
furious and he left immediately afterwards for two days. Whether or not
he accepted in fact his father's decision to postpone buying the bicycle
for two years is debatable, Whatever the case he said at four different
places in the interview that his father had not understood him for

several yearse.

Irish had always resented his parents' constantly favoring his
younger brother and sister who were observed to be very quiet and
studious but managed to get on with the family until they moved to
Canada when he was 13. In Grest Britain his father had taught Sunday
school and been employed 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
"messed things up since they moved", that he had initially obtained
that job as a temporary measure since presumably they had migrated in

hopes of improving their economic status but had "gotten into a rut®

and not found other means of employment. He also implied that his
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father agreed with this view. Relations within the family graduwally
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
specifically why he ran away, saying vaguely that his "old man and
doll (mother) had gotten on (his) nerves"; but the event occurred
immediately after he had attempted (unsuccessfully) to "borrow" his

father's car, which incidentally was a large family car.

leo's problem with his family is not altogether clear. He spoke
at great length about his parents when questioned in the major interview
as well as when he wés 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 sald yes.
Similarly, he vacillated between viewing himself as a docile and well-
meaning but persecuted person to seeing himself as the all-powerful

persecutor of his parents.

It is doubtful that the boy was actually lying for it seemed that
he was deeply d:'Ls‘c,ur.'bed.l ‘When he spoke of himself as being persecuted
he would begin quietly and fairly calmly. But, as if he felt terribly
gullty or ashamed for allowing such persecution to be perpetrated upon

himself, he would become extremely intense and nervous and shift

1o 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 Leo
do bold stunts "to save his pride". Ironically Rob and Mac were among
the very few people about whom leo cared deeply.



228.

abruptly into viewing himself as persecutor with a strong sense of
revenge. Actually, he said several times thot his parents had tried to
make him see a psychiatrist but he had refused. Bach time after he re-
ferred to this he would say something like, "I'm not crazy. I know I'm
not. Do you think I'm sick?" Whether or not the subject was in fact
psychologically 111 is hardiy within the scope of this project to decide,
However, he was certainly disturbed and his responses to questions con-
cerning himself were so closely related to what he said about his family
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 before that. He
spoke much of being beaten for smoking, staying out late, beating his
sister, and doing anything which they viewed as wrong. Most of these
activities began after the age of 12 and he insisted that "up until 12,
they (his parents) thought I was an angel, thought I'd be somebody".

Yet he said later "they hurt me inside. ... I did all I was told and was
always scared of everyone. ... It was the same at scilool... I hated

bein' pushed around 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 school, described
elsewhere. When he returned his mother "treated me like a king. Once
I knew that she was breakin' down (not going to punish him), that was
it". This last statement meant that he knew or felt he had "won" as it
were. "After I ran away I wés good for a year. Then 15 was a big year."

It was some time during the early part of that year that he was sent to
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After his parents discovered that it was he and not his friends who
instigated many of the delinquent activities in which he was involved,
they were so shocked "they nearly had a heart attack". According to hinm,
they became afraid of him;

"They have restrictions but I break them and threaten
to break them". When asked if he enjoyed having this
power, he answered yes, "because I'm gettin' back at
him (his father) for something. ... I enjoy havin!
this revenge - for certain people - but it will always
have to build up. There's a Frenchman - I'd like to
rip his eyes out but I won't be ready for about another
six months., Has to be a time 1limit, build up. It
wouldn't do any good if I hit him now; I'd help him up
and be sorry". .
Later he added, "I'd change if people would give me
a chance. It's my 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 why I won't
fight - will let someone hit me 'til I get mad enough to
kill him",

When asked if he really thought it all out in his head and wanted
people to hit him in order to make him mad, he responded, "I don't
think it's nice to think that way - I'm not nuts on the inside. You're

the only one I've ever said all this to".

Despite the length and depth of ﬁis responses, the specific causes
of Leo's troubles are hardly evideht. He attributed his problems to
being "pushed around" by everyone, particularly his father, but obviously
mich 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 demanded too mich. This interpretation is supported by
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several factors. Clearly his father was an enormous problem to him, yet
apart from these demands and punishments, Leo did not mention any other
quality such as cruelty to wife, inadequacy as a provider, or alcoholism,
that would cause so much disturbance. Second, Rob once said that Leo's
father had "always been aggressive towards (leo), always on his back,
pushing him to be a better student at school and eventually erd up to be
somebody. The only mistake in that attitude was that he never gave any

praise whenever (Leo) would achieve something®.

Third, apart from his reference to beating his sister once, there
is no further evidence that jealousy of his siblings might be a partial
cause for his ills. In fact, he said that his parents loved him more
than them; she was always saying, "I'm first". Considering the worry
that he must have given them, this seems hard to believe, On the other
hand, he was their only son and it is apparent that they were highly
ambitious for him to succeed in the goals they had set out; perhaps
their dej)endence on his success made him feel that he was loved more
than his sisters. 4lso, he spoke for four and a half hours without
stopping and referred to his siblings only twice - the two times
mentioned above. Whatever the specifie causes, it seems clear that the
root of the problem lies somewhere in hls famlly relations, especially
in the relationship with his father. Perhaps analysis of his responses

to other questions will clarify his position.

Although Rob was not interviewed, he discussed the problem he had
with his family. He was the youngest of three boys and had a sister
younger than himself. Whereas his eldest brother had always been quiet,

serious, and perservering, he was spirited, adventurous, and daring. As
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far back as he could remember his parents had compared him to both his
brothers but particularly the eldest, constantly making such comments as,
"Why don't you behave like Ted?" or "Your brother applies himself in
school, why don't you?" And s0 on. Rob loved his parents but hated their
refusal to accept him for what he was and the fact that he had no separate

identity from his brothers.

FyJe had a similar problem. He was constantly compared unfavorably
with an older brother. In his case, though, the older brother was more
delinquent then he was but somehow had managed to conceal it from their
parents, and therefore the injustice seemed all the more cruel to F.J.
Actually he had gone through a major change just before the start of the
project; his sentence to reform school which was requested by his father
had already done much to convince him of the futility of being a de-
linquent, but his parents' discovery of his brother's delinquency at
that time was the crucial turning point in his relations with them.

"Now", he said with pride, "they like me more..."

Although F.J. said he respected both parents equally and rarely
discussed his parents outside the interview, there is evidence that he
was somewhat ashamed that his father was a bus driver. During the pilot
study interview he blushed profusely and giggled nervously with embarrass-
ment when he replied what his father's occupation was. When asked i‘urfher
. 1f he did not approve of the job, he ‘muttered something which sounded
rather negative but rather than lose rapport with the boy by asking him
to repeat what hg had said and thereby cause him further embarrassment,

it seemed best to go on to the next question.

Having described historically the essence of any family problems
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~ the subjects had, it is now possible to present briefly the rest of
their responses to the questiomnaire section on the family. In general
both groups spent some time every day with their families. During

those periods in which they worked, associated with delinquent gangs,

or had problems with their families, they naturally spent less time. All
of the Bagles discussed any problems they had with their mothers and
sometimes their fathers before they joined the gang. Upon Jjoining five
of them stopped asking both parents for advice. At the time of the
project only Mac and Dodger continued to "talk things over!" 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 them stated that there had been any change in that
practice; Mitch stopped discussing his problems at 15 when he discovered

his mother Ahad been divorced and Sport ceased when he moved out.

All the Eagles used to do things with their families until they
Jjoined bthe gang. Since then they occasionally went on picnics or
family visits but most of them got on so badly with their families that
they tended 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 quite different; most of them participated in less activities after

they began to work,

When 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 something, I try not to show it; we just knew that we did it
and that was enough."
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behavior second. In general they were rewarded by verbal praise,
privileges, and in a few cases, gifts. Most Eagles were rewarded for
the same things - good grades in school and good behavior and were re-
warded mainly by praise and sometimes gifts 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 (}Mitch, Red, and Sport) for getting into trouble with the
police. Punishments usuaily consisted of losing privileges or being
given lectures and prevented from going out. Three (Mitch, Red, and
Sport) were strapped or "cuffed on the ear" if the offense was considered
serious. Similarly, most Eagles were punished for disobeying orders,
breaking the law, and getting into‘trouble with the police, but none of
them mentioned doing- badly in school. And Shep claimed he was never
really punished even though he was often 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
they were hit occasionally and of course Leo insisted that he was

frequently beaten as well as kept in.

Four in each group thought that their punishments had been fair at
the time they had 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

subjegts kexcept Leo agreed that, looking back, they were fair and just.

Four board members loved their parents equally. Red was "prejudiced"
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toward his mother when his father drank. Sport said he loved them both
equally at the time of the project though he used to love his father less,
It would seem, however, that he was using the word "love" very loosely
for it conflicts with what he had said about his parents but perhaps it
was possible for him to love them even though he resented deeply their
favoritism. Rex's sentiments have already been described above, The
situation was just the reverse for Eagles. Four of them stated that they
loved their mothers more than their fathers. Mac's comment on this
question is noteworthy. He replied "I love my mother but not my father.
I hate him even when he's trying to be nice. He's promised me so much
and never fulfilled any of it.  Mother always came through even though
she worked hard for it"., Irish responded that he did not love either of

his parents, Jocko and F.J. claimed that they loved both their parents

equally.

Most board members respected their parents equally. Apart from
Rex who said that he was too young before his father died to respect
anyone, Sport was the only one who dia not respect his father, and con-
sidering his earlier statements it was surprising that he said he had
only begun to disrespect his father two months before the project began,
Although he insisted that there was no specific explanation for the
change, his precise identification of the date of the change would
indicate that this was not so. The only three Eagles who did not
respect their parents equally were Shep, Mac,and Jocko; largely because
of their fathers' drinking, they did not respect them as much as their

mothers,

The same three Eagles did not get along with their fathers for the
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same reason. Two others, Leo and Irish, did not get along with their
fathers because of their constant nagging. F.J. and Dodger had not gotten
along well with their fathers until recently due to their inability 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 well with
both parents and Rex, of course, never really knew his father. Red and
Sport were the only ones who did not get along with their fathers: Red

because his father drank and Sport because his father nagged him.

There was very little difference between the two groups with regard
to ideas their families had about school, church, their friends, and
thelr occupations. All subjects' parents wanted them to finish high
school and a2 few in each group had hoped their sons would go to college
as well, Similarly all subjects were encouraged (a few in each group
forced) 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 very 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 friends were "okay"; it was
known, though, that these two subjects, F.J. and Jocko, rarely brought
their friends home for observation. Concerning their occupations five
in each group responded that their parenté 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 leo and Jocko) were

encouraged to go into office 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 had made
more effort than the Bagles to educate themselves further. Eagles
attended church more often than board members but it was only the
Catholics who did so regularly and all the Eagles seemed less concerned
about Christian values and being Christian than board members. Both
groups disappointed their parents by associating with troublemaking
friends but in the case of board members the period of association was
mch shorter than that for the Bagles. Finally, parents of all subjects
were more or less satisfied about their son's choice of jobs but parents
of Bagles were clearly disappointed that their sons had failed to maintain

steady employment.

Whether or not subjects i‘ulfille_d parental expectations most of them
agreed with most of their parents' desires for them. Four board members
and five Bagles agreed fully with their parents' desires at the time
that they were specified. Two board members agreed partially: Iitch,
with everything except his parents' evaluation of his friends during
his association with the big geng, and Rex with everything except his
mother's 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 formal. Two Eagles, lLeo, and Jocko, and one
board member, Sport, thought a2t the time that their parents should not
make any demands but rather let them lead their own lives, Since they
had been working, however, these three as well as Mitch had changed
their minds and like the others (except Rex), agreed fully with their

parents' views. The only one who ever felt that his parents' desires
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were different from others in the commnity was J.T. He thought that
his parents emphasized good manners, cleanliness, and neatness perhaps

more than other parents in the commnity.

Subjects! views of their parents' views of them were varied. Three
board Mers (J.T., Andy, and Mitch) tﬁought their parents had always
had a positive or very favorable view of them while the others knew
their parents were upset about thelr behavior amd associations when they
were in the big gang. In contrast, nearly all of the Eagles thought
their parents were distressed about their behavior and attitudes especially
in recent years. Although Dodger said he did not know what his parents
thought of him, his constant reference to his father's failure to under-
stand him would indicate that there was some perceived ill feeling in
that relationship. Shep's fear that his father did not love him at all
has ali'eady been discussed, as has Leo"s insistence that his parents
thought he was an "angel" before they discovered his delinquent activitles;
F.J.'s perception of favorable feelings since his parents discovered
the delinquency of his brother; and Irish's feeling that his parents
loved him much more before the famlly moved to Canada. Mac figured his
parents probably loved him but thought he was a "bum" for causing so
mich trouble. Jocko was the only one who thought his parents' view of
him had always been more or less favorable. Considering, though, the
times that they had punished him for stealing cars and running away

(not to mention minor errors), this seems debatable.

Most of the subjects expected similar things from their parents -
support, guidance, respect, security, and so on. One or two in each

group said they had no particular expectations though four Eagles (Mac,
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Irish, Shep, and leo) had come to expect nothing since relations with
their parents had deteriorated. And four board members had changed
their expectations. Both Sport (since he left the Navy) and Rex (since
his sister's wedding) began to expect and receive more independence;
Crew who expected nothing while he associated with the big gang, had
begun to wish that his parents had been more strict with regard to his
schooling, and Mitch did not actually change his expectations but, since
he left tiae big gang, began to appreciate his parents mach more than he

had in the past,

When asked if their parents had lived up to their expectations
five board members gave an unqualified yes answer. The other two felt
that on the whole their parents had but Rex said he never had "much
freedom or toys"(!) and Red wished that his parents had taken a more
active interest in his affairs especially his schooling. Answers to
whether or not there was anything their parents should have done but
did not were similar. Five saici no. Red mentioned his parents! lack
of interest and Mitch said, "Yes, a couple of good kicks". Of the
Eagles who expected anything from their parents, only Dodger said yes
though his father's alleged lack of understanding is well known. The
others said no although Mac added that his parents had always seen that
he had enough clothes and allowance. Yet when asked if there was any-
thing his parents should have done but did not, he said that his father
should have looked into his problems and supported him but "shouldn't
have gone out drinking, 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 "side of the story" and been more

lenient, and Shep who said his father "disappointed" him: "When I was
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small, he cared, now he doesn't., At first he'd take the time, ILater I
found out when I got into serious trouble that he was more interested
in himself... he wouldn't help me out at all when I wanted to save for

a care. That's when I started drinking again quite a bit".

Shep was the only subject who did not think his parents loved him.
Although all subjects except Shep felt that they were loved, one board
member (Sport)l 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 discriminated against them. One
in each group, Rex and leo, claimed that their parents loved them more
than the others, though in Rex's case he did not discover it until two
months before the project when his mother was i1l and told him so as

she thanked him for having helped so much arocund the house.

When asked if they thought their parents had tried to understand
them and support them in any problems they had, 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 encugh of her own. The Bagle
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. Mac, ﬁodger, and Shep replied that their

mothers had always made an effort to understand them whereas their

1. Actually Red said, "My younger sister gets away with more because of
her whole age group". This rather casual comment, it would seem, should
not be classified in the same category with those who obviocusly felt

a deep sense of jealousy.
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fathers had not, though Shep had admitted earlier that his father had
probably tried when he was very young. Leo felt that neither of his
parents had ever tried to understand him while Irish guessed his parents
had stopped trying since they moved to Canada. And F.J, was pleased to
report that his parents had begun to understand him after their discovery

about his brother.

Although the final question in this section unfortunately was not
added until halfway through the interview series, the results of the few
in each group who did answer it reflect the genersl difference between
the board members and Eagles concerning their fémilies. Board members
spoke in glowing terms about their parents using such phrases as "best
in the world", "straightforward", "fair", "easy going", and so on. In
contrast, Eagles described their fathers especially with such terms as

"rough®, "lacking in understanding", "unfair", and so on,

Unless stated otherwise in the analysis these responses to the
questionnaire were confirmed by observation. That is, there was nothing
the subjects 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 relationship contradicted what the subjects

sald about their parents.

From these descriptions it would seem that the differences between
the two groups with regard to the family are most outstanding and
significant. Although five board members had several problems, one
(&ndy) perceived his to be a péoblem exclusively connected with his

sister (that is, having nothing to do with his parents) and one (Mitch)
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regarded the problem he had with his parents as purely a temporary one
lasting for two years. Thus only three board members (Red, Sport, and
Rex) had serious problems with their parents long before they associated
with the big ga:ng.l Of those three only one (Sport) perceived unjust
discrimination from his parents. Of all four board members who had
problems with their parents, three were primarily the result of some

perceived lack in the pgrent-child relationship as opposed to some dis-

respected quality or activity in the parent himself, as was the case
with Red (his father's drinking) and eventually Sport (his father's
cruel treatment of his mother) - the two were most deeply involved with

the big gang.

In contrast, all the Eagles including Rob had serious difficulties
with their parents, especially their fathers, long before they became
delinquent, Six of them perceived a lack in the paren‘;.—child relation-
ship: ILeo 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 their

fathers! drinking and cruelty to their mothers.

At this point one may ask about the shame Mac, F.J., Shep, and
Irish felt about the economic positions of their parents: what type
problem, exactly, was it? This shame, it would appear, was not based

on the fact of their fathers' occupational and financial status, that

is, with the exception of F.J., they were not ashamed of the type work

in which their fathers were employed or the amount of money they earned.

1.

The correlation between the beginning of family problems and the
begimning of delinquent associations and activities will be discussed
later in Chapter XI, Section 2, pp.312 ff .
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Being a salesman or laborer was quite acceptable and none of them felt
economic deprivation as a result of the amount of money earned by their
fathers. What they did resent was the fact that through admitted bad
Judgment and mismanagement, their fathers had descended the economic

and occupational ladder or failed to rise after making promises that
they wéuld and then wasted the money that they did earn on such things
as drink and gambling. And they, because of their fathers' own sense

of shame and inadequacy, had 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 economic 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 such problems within 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
analyze further responses to the specific 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 type of

family problems perceived by the subjects,
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GIRIS

There were few differences between the two groups concerning their
experiencé with and atti\‘;ude toward girls. The members of both groups
started dating between 10 and 14, the average age of first date being 12.
Board members currently preferred dating "nice" girls who were "fun to
be with" but three (Mitch, Rex, and Crew) admitted that they had gone
out primarily with girls whom they considered tramps (sexually immoral)
while they were in the big gang. Similarly five Eagles stated that they .
had always dated nice girls as a rule (nice meaning girls who are not
sexnally promiscuous and who do not drink heavily) while two, F.J. and
Mac, dated "different kinds" of girls and "treazted them accordingly" -

meaning that they treated those whom they respected with respect.

Although board members had gone "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" were varied. The most outstanding reason stated by Eagles as well
as board members was being "fed up with" or "tired of" 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 only subject
who admitted that he had been "jilted" by a girl and Dodger was the only
one who had ever gone steady with a tramp tut he broke off with her as

soon as he "discovered what she was',

A few in each group had never had sexual intercourse though all
subjects said that they had had much sexual experience with girls. All
subjects stated curiosity as the reason for having engaged in sexual

intercourse or "heavy petting" for the first time. Presumably having
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satisfied their curiosity, board members thereafter had intercourse or
petted heavily with girls only when and usually because they cared for
the particular girl and viewed their sexual activities as an expression
of their love and affection. Only J.T. had intercourse sheerly out of
sexual desire; girls about whom he cared he would "never even ask" to
engage in intercourse with him. Two members, Crew and 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 it were, may be seen in the Eagles. In general most of
them had had sexual intercourse only with girls whom they did not
respect. "I never touched a broad 1 really cared for" or "I like her

too much" were typical statements made by the members of both groups.

When asked if they classified girls in any way board members were
more reluctant to give a definite answer. Over half the group simply
did not classify girls. The other three (lMitch, Rex, and Crew), the
same three who had dated tramps while they were in the big gang,
classified girls solely on the basis of their sexual morals; girls were
either good, nice, and sexually moral or they were bad and sexually
pronﬁ.scuétls. Eagles, though quick to classify girls, were much less
clear in the basis of classification. Irish and Dodger were the only
two to differentiate girls purely on the basis of sexual morals; accord-

ing to them girls were either’easy" (whores) or "not so easy" (nice).

The others mixed elass and personality qualities with sexual morals.,
F.J. thought girls were "pigs, lovable, cozy, or intelligent". And three
others referred, among other things, to snobbishness. ILeo responded,

"some I don't like because they are too snobby - talk too much; others
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are sluts. My girl's different she's quiet; she's the average girl",
Shep stated that he did not really "class girls" but immediately went
on to say without any prompting that some were too "high class; some, -

a bunch of teasers, and some were okay". Before he joined the Eagles
Mac did not classify girls; afterward, however, he felt that girls

were “snobs - high class - or loﬁ down. Some think they are higher than

you, then you find out her parents are better than yours".

In all 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 severél reasons for believing that the
references are not at all pure. First, the use of the word "classify"
may have been unfortunate; that is, those unfamiliar with the correct
usage of the word could have interpreted it mmch more literally than
was intended; and being younger, less experienced, etc., than board
members, Eagles may have been more prone to interpret the word literally.
Secondly, in the case of Leo amd Shep the phrases immediately following
suggest that the differentiatibn is at least in part on the basis of
sexual morals or personality factors. Thus, high class may well mean
higﬁ moralled. This interpretation is supported by subjects' responses
to the question concerning the type of girls they dated (which was purely
on the basis of sexual morals) and their responses to the question con-
cerning types of girls who would not date them: Mac gave an unequivocal
"no" response. Shep said, "a hell of a lot - all types" but then Shep
enjoyed bragging about the time that one girl's parents had caught Shep
in the act of having intercourse with their daughter as well as the

total rmmber of girls he had "had". In view of this, it is hardly
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surprising that any girl who wished to remain 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'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 that the ref_erence to class is very
impure. Moreover, 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 family's social or economic class as suche

Mac's statement can be similarly explained. Before he became an
Eagle, he joined a non-delinquent, 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 group would not accept his friend Rob. His acceptance
by the group and the girls proves that he had no need to feel any dis-
crimination on the basis of his parents! socio-economic position. By
the time that Mac dropped out of that group, his father's drinking
problems and marital difi‘icul‘bies were well known. Subjects in both
groups indicated that his father'!s actions were scmewhat damaging to

lac's social reputation.

Thus it would seem in all three cases that references to class
were anything but pure and could hardly be understood entirely, if at
all, as proof of the existence of class consciousness (in the accepted
sociological 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 primarily 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

Jjudged by girls amd their parents on the basis of actions and'not status.

When asked what ideas their families had with regard to their dating
habits, nearly all the subjects responded that their parents said véry
little about it, All subjects said their parents wanted them "to be
careful® and "not to get into trouble" (concerning participation in
sexual activities) though board members! parents emphasized treating
girls with respect and going out with 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. Only Irish disagreed; he

quipped, "It's my own business if I get a disease”.

Most board members stated that they had always felt girls thought
of them as being “"okay","average", “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 "average" and "good" respectively. And two, Irish
and Shep, believed girls were divided in their opinion of them. Some
girls, they figured, felt they were "good" or "okay" while others hated
them or thought they were bad. The differences in response to this
question are most probﬁbly a product of age and greater contact with
girls. By themselves, these diffe\rences do not seem to be significant.
What is significant is that those who perceived a judgment at all,
perceived that the judgment was made on the basis of their pers‘cnal
qualities and actions. Finally, it is significant that no subject felt

that he was viewed as being substantially different from others.

One or two in each group expected to receive from girls, experience
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or preparation for marriage. Most 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 any girl he should take out.
Whatever their expectations fram 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"
whereas five Bagles refused to go out with "pigs" (the equivalent of
tramps)., Other types of girls that subjects would not date were those
who were "stuck up" (J.T.) and those who were "too soft, who wouldn't
stand up to you" (Shep). Five board members could not think of any
type girl who they felt would not date them and Sport did not know.
Only Crew said yes, "a high class one - (I) wasn't her type. Didn't
matter then but it bothers me now, not muich though®. About hzlf the
Bagles did not know if there was any type girl who would not date them,
Three said yes. Shep and Leo (whose responses have been discussed above)
and Jocko who mourned that "good looking" girls would not date him,
Nearly all the subjects wanted to get married eventually when they were
between 25 and 35 and had achieved adulthood as well as financial

Stabi]ityc

Observation certainly confirms the responses of each group to the
questiomnaire., 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 actively dated girls
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rather than saw them, as did most of the Eagles. That is, they arranged
ahead of time to go out with the girl in question, went to her house 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 taking her

home around 12.00 or 12,30 p.m. Frequently board members double dated
and visited each other's houses with girls to play reéord:,s , talk, and

so on. Whether a2t 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 usually very
well known to and on friendly terms with the parents of girls whom they

dated .

The three Eagles who went steady with girls, Leo, Shep and Irish,
behaved in very simllar ways except that their relationship to their
"steady's" parents is not known. The others, however, behaved very
differently around 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 dances and movies. Occasionally
different members would pick out a girl with whom they wished to dance
or neck, remain attentive to her until the particular end was achieved,
and then rejoin the boys. They rarely conversed with 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
full of 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, only those who were going steady brought a girl to the party.

This considerable difference in behavior may be the result of



250

differences in ages especially when one considers 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 Bagles. This would suggest that attitude
toward 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, if not money and loyalty. Obviously girls who went steady were
usually known to be against gang membership precisely because it did
absorb so much time, energy, and money. And because Eagles (like many
delingquents oriented to making trouble) would only go steady with girls
whom they respected, it follows that she would be against participation
in troublesmaking activities. Finally, to treat girls in ways described
above, casually and irresponsibly, was supposed to be a sign of in-
deperdence from them and to show great "toughness" of 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, and responsible,
This was proved in their observed behavior toward girls, in their casual
conversations about girls, and in their responses to the questiommaire
~section on girls. It suggests a deep commitment to accepted social

values and it reveals muich about their character.

Observation also revealed a tendency to Judge and be judged by



251.

actions and personal traits rather than status. In casual conversation
not one Bagle was ever observed to comment on the socio-economic
position of a girl or her family. When they made remarks or judgments,
they were always based on the girl's morals or personality. In the
questiomnaire 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 conclusively. It has 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 "class" to indicate type of
sexual morals or perscnality. And when one considers the offensiveness
of their behavior toward girls and their parents, it is surprising that
only three Eagles felt thet they had any kind of problem concerning
girls.l Certainly several parents as well as girls were heard to make
judgments about Eagles because of their behavior or their parents!
behavior - not on the basis of soclo-economic positions. It would seem,
then, that persdnality and behavior are the generzl or primary basis for

making and perceiving judgments.

1.

Because this mumber is so small, it does not appear to be very
significant. 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
bozrd member who perceived discrimination was neither an immigrant
nor Catholic.



CHAPTER X

PRESSURES FROM OTHER SPHERES
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EDUCATION

Although neither group was obserjed at school or taking trade
courses, their responses to the pilot interview section on educational
background gives a good indication of how they did in school. Ironically,
it was the delinquents who were slightly better academically.l Although
most subjects in both groups passed successfully an average of eight
grades, the junior board members had to repeat more often; the average
number of total years devoted to formal education was 11 for them and
only nine for the Eagles.2 Moreover, the only scholarship ever held
by a board member was a religious one awarded to Red for his interest
and, according to him, "fanatic devotion", whereas both Mac and Rob
had won scholarships for the year before they left. These scholarships
were based entirely on their academic achievement; Rob was second in a
class of 63 and Mac was third. Grades on the whole, though, for both
groups were mainly average (0's), sometimes good (B's), and in certain

years failure.

Why did all the subjects drop ocut 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. Though Brian Sanders who taught most of them maintained that they
were about equal in intellectual 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 members in particular, Mitch and J.T.,
who pulled this average down so far,
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said they left because they had failed (though a third also failed his
final year) and two Eagles indicated that they would have failed in their
final year had they stayed. One of these, Irish, said, "I knew at the
time I should have stayed but I didn't; it was hard to get used to after
British schools., I didn't work it right, took too many subjects. If 1
had stayed, it would have changed my whole life®. Other reasons given
in both groups 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 secondary reason for leaving.

Apart from the fact that nearly all the subjects dropped cut of
school around the eighth or ninth grade and the reasons they gave for
doing it, there is nothing umusual or different about their attitude
toward school, their teachers, and education itself. Like most youths,
the members of both groups liked and disliked certain few of their
teachers and subjects and several in each group disliked homework or
liked sports, recess, girls, and other non-academic aspects of school.
Similarly they felt that most of their teachers liked them or thought
of them as "average" while a few disliked them - in most cases justi-
fiably so, according to them, And three of the Eagles said that they
felt their teachers liked them personally, and knew they were capable
of learning but did not apply themselves. On the whole about half in
each group generally liked school while they were there and most of
those in both groups who generally dislikéd going to school thought it

was important to be educated.

The three board members who disliked it were Mitch, J.T., and

Rex; all three were immigrants, two of which were Protestants and
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one was Catholic. Interestingly it was not the immigrant Eagles who
disliked school but the Catholics, J ocko, Leo, and Shep. There does
not seem to be any immediate explanation for this difference. The
Junior board immigrants who ‘disliked 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 fact Leo liked his Protestant school mich
better than the Catholic one to which he transferred in the eighth
grade. The other two Catholic Bagles went exclusively to Catholic

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
educated" while only one saw it primarily as a means of attaining a
better job. Obversely, five Eagles thought one received an education
in order to obtain a better job while one saw it as an end in itself.
And one in each group went to school solely because he was sent and
saw no purpose in school. This difference could be the result of
differential parental emphasis. However, all subjects stated (in
regard to questions concerning the family) that their parents had urged
them to finish high school and two subjects in each group believed their
parents wanted them to go on to college. Most probably this difference
arose because they confused their post-school feelings with those they
~ had while in school. In the first place, at the time of the project
‘they had only been ocut of school for about two years. Second, only
two of them - as coxﬁpared with nearly all the junior board - went to

trade school immediately or shortly after leaving school. Third,
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without this additional or simultaneous extra training, they averaged
a starting salary of $35 whereas the average starting salary for the
junior board was $50. And the two Bagles who did go to trade school
before or during their first full time jobs received $43 and $56

| respectively. Fourth, at the time of the project, they were painfully

aware of this lack of qualification.

F,J. explains why they could leave school to work at the same time
that they believed education to be the means of getting a good job.
When asked if he had changed his mind 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 (reform school), I realized". The other
three Eagles who said they thought, before they left school, that educa-
was a means of getting a better job responded in a varlety of ways when
asked if they had 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, "now I think education is important for matricu-
lation and getting degrees but not necessarily for getting a good job'.
The other two Eagles had not changed their view; one still thought that
it had no purpose 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 they were still 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 five board members who saw education as an end
in itself expected vaguely "to be educated". According to Andy, this -
meant "as mich schooling as possible®; to J.T. this meant "everything -
a better standing in 1ife for success". And so on. Those who attended
because they were forced to expected nothing., Similarly the five Eagles
who disliked 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 group felt any kind of serious discrimination,
unfair treatment, or discouragement from their teachers. Five board
members referred to certain teachers who disliked them without cause.

In two cases it was simply a question of recognizing the dislike, resent-
ing it perhaps, but denying that it had any real or negative effect on
their work. The other three had more serious problems. The only case
which could definitely be interpreted as class discrimination was that

of Crew., Apparently one of his teachers asked all the East End boys to
stand up so that he "could see who the bums were" .l The other two cases
seem to be the result of personality clashes. Red felt his French
teacher disliked him personally and indicated that it was because of this
dislike that he could not do sufficiently well in that subject to pass it;
on the other hand, he ultimately 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 from East End had a bad
reputation which many of them deserved. This, he argued, was no excuse
to prejudge a person.
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his academic judgment; apparently this man particularly disliked Andy
and was a partial cause of his .running away from home for two mcnths.:L

Only two Eagles felt any discrimination. Apparently Leo had been
in a very small class (allowing much special attention) several years
before he changed to a City Catholic school where the classes were much
larger. Aécording to him, his teachers "didn't give a ~-- about me",
and eventually one of them hit him without justification and caused him
to run away for two months. That ye/ar he failed and joined the Eagles
though he did not drop out. For that failure he still blamed the school
"~ though he added, "I guess they had others to think of so it wasn't all
their fault". He had another complaint as well. It seemed that he did
not have enough subjects for his jumior matriculation and, for reasons
which he failed to make clear, he thought the school's decision not to
admit him the following year was unfair and still felt that way at the
time of the project. Dodger's case was quite different. Due to a mastoid
operation he missed a year and a half of school and the school authorities
refused without trial or examination 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 well until he received low marks in a certain class.
Apparently the principal asked the teacher in question to give all those
with low marks some speclial attention. When she failed to do so, Dodger
gave up altogether and left. Although he blamed the school and the
teacher for being unjust, even at the time he left, he (like Red)
ultimately blamed himself for not trying harder.

1. The other reason was that he had been working at night to earn some
extra money and the strain was too great for him.
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Ironically the three board members who had serious problems with
their teachers were not the same three who disliked school. HMoreover,
none of these were immigrants or Catholic. Of the two Bagles who ex-
perienced serious problems with teachers, leo (a Catholic) disliked it
while Dodger liked itv despite‘his problems and the fact that he was an

iJmﬁ.gI‘an‘t .

Apart from these five serious cases, there was no other perceived
discrimination. Actually, many in each group, including some 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 thought there was anything the school
could have done for them but did not, five in each group said no.
Interestingly Andy was not one of these; and although Red'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
member who said yes but he, too, blamed himself: "It was their job to
see that I matured properly and they didn't but I guess I didn't giwve
them much of a chance". The two Eagles who responded in 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, znd learned more.

Finally, all board members who were taking education or vocational
courses planned to contimie doing so and Crew had decided to go to night
school the coming fall. Only one Eagle (Shep) did not plan to further
his education in the futume. Dodger and Irish said they definitely

wanted to go back to school but would wait until they finished their
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proposed travels. Leo planned to wontinue his job training course and
thought he might some day try to go to college. The other three, Mac,
F.J., and Jocko planned 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 '62; whether or not the others carried

out their plans is not known.

It is clear from these responses to the questiommaire that there
were no substantial differences between the two groups in their reasons
for leaving school, attitude toward education, their expectations from
it, and their perception of differential treatment. If anyone, it was
the board members who perceived such treatment! It is worth noting that
of all those who had any kird of problem with their teacher, Crew was
the only one who perceived disapproval because of his background.
Apparently the others were the result of bureaucratic red tape, their
own admitted bad behavior, or personality conflicts. The only out-
standing difference was the Eagles' widespread association of education
with attaining a better job ~ both at the time they were in school and
at the time of the project - whereas the board members did not have
this association until after they left school. Reasons for this
difference have already been given and it appears to halve little sig-

nificance in itself,

What may be significant is that all those who disliked school were
either immigrants or Catholics. On the other hand, it seems equally
significant that the only three board members who experienced serious
teacher problems were native born Protestants. And it is certainly

worth noting that nearly all (6) of the board members either disliked

cal b oot e
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school or had serious problems with their tcachers whereas only four of

the Eagles either disliked school and/or had serious teacher problems,

It is also clear that whatever the members of both groups missed
in school or failed to get out of it, ultimstely they blamed themselves
and not the educational system, their teachers, or the authorities at
their particular schools. Both groups were committed to the value of
education as an end in itself or as a means to an end before they left
school as well as after they began to work; even those in both groups
who did not like it recognized its gerlleral importance at the time they
went. That they were serious in this commitment may be seen in the
nunmber who had attempted to further their technical or academic educa-

tion or who were going to do so.

Although neither group discussed education in group meetings, they
said nothing to contradict any statements 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 which they or youths they knew had perpetrated during
school hours. There were, however, the few occasions when both groups
discussed education seriously. Bach time most of the subjects re-
affirmed the value of being educated, especially 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

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 religious de-
nomination, acceptance of doctrine, attitude toward religion, and
frequency of discussing it 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
the four Eagles who were Catholic only Shep was of recent l"':t'ench:L '
descent; he had been reared entirely ‘among English~speaking Protestants
and consequently did not speak French. The other meﬁbers of the de~

linguent 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 fanatic, was agnostic; J.T., the Norwegian - an atheist; and
Sport, the Negro from Barbados, was somewhere in between agnosticism
and .el’c.he:i.sm.2 Ironically both Sport and Red were the only board members
asked to teach Sunday school classes and Doug, Mitch's older delinquent
brother v;ho had been a ringleader of the big gang, also taught for

several years.,

Because neither group was observed with any regularity on Sundays
it was not possible to confirm statements referring to practice. But

in response to the questionnaire section on religion most of the subjects

1. A new fringe member of this group who was not interviewed was also a
French Catholic and could hardly speak English. His father was a
policeman

2e Although he did not believe in God, he still said his prayers,
especially when he was drunk}
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said they used to attend church regularly until they were about 15 or
16. Mitch was the only Protestant board member to say that he still
went to church weekly. When they did attend church only ome or two in
each group went by themselves while the rest went with family or friends.
When asked why they went to church or Sunday school, there was a variety
of answers. Three of the board members reckoned they zattenﬁed because
they were forced by their families. Strangely enough these three were
Red, Sport, and Rex. Four in each group attended perhaps partly because
of parental encouragement but mostly because they wanted to go, to learn
more about their particular doctrine. Of the remaining Eagles Dodger
said he attended church only because his friends did while Jocko and Leo
responded immediately that they went because the Church advocated it.
F.J. figured he went because he was forced but when asked why he stopped
going he replied that he had lost interest, so presumably interest was

at least a partial reason for his attendance.

Both the English speaking amd French churches boasted in the
Fiftieth Anniversary pamphlet that they offered 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 officially opened. In an inter-
view early in the project he regretted that there were few such
activities in the winter and none in the summer. The church was too
"absorbed in clearing ground for the center, a new house for the
minister, and a new organ for the church", to be able to offer its
services to the young people in the community. Apart from a few church
sponsored dances and "get-togethers" in the school gymnasium or sudi-

torium, the English speaking teenage population had only the social
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agency to provide organized social activities during the day or at night.

The church did, however, have a social welfare fund to help the
unemployed, the sick, and youths in trouble. Although there was no
direct relationship with the police, the church did aid youths in
trouble, among other things, by providing ‘funds and guidance (at its own
discretion) to those who asked for it. While this may have been an
admirable effort, it is not likely that it was very effective since it
required youths to come to the church and accept its terms rather than
going out to them. The only other way the church was able to establish
contact with youths was through the reverend's capacity as padre of

various social, Christian organizations for pre-teenagers.

In view of this deplorable lack of facilities and trained personnel,
it was hardly surprising that the members generally named CMisﬁan 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 specific church activities said that they did not participate
in them because of the highly religious atmosphere in which they were
conducted or because the "guys who went were no fun". Although no
reference was made in the questiommaire 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 "to try it out"”
but they came to the same conclusion - "that everyone was out to get you

to be religious”.

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 stoppéd teaching because he was going
into the Navy and because "one kid made (him) nervous". Red stopped
teaching at 16 after an incident in which the father of one of his pupils
saw him drunk and became angry so Red just resigned; he felt that his

freedom to behave as he chose was more important.

When they went to church most of the subjects had similar thoughts
about the church. About half in each group thought it was "okay",l
while the other half did not like it or did not think much of it; these
were usually the ones who lacked iﬁterest in religion and went because
they were forced to go or because their friends went. All board members
estimated that they had thought a lot about religion both when they went
to church and after they stopped going whereas few Eagles devoted much

time to considering their doctrines.

About half in each group had no particular satisfactions from going
to church or out of their religion. The others believed that they had
"felt better after going to church" and that they had felt vaguely
comforted by their religion. Similarly about half in each group said
they had no specific problems concerning going to church or churches in
general., Two board members were disturbed by what they considered to be
the authoritarian nature of Catholics; Rex who was Catholic agreed with
Red that the church was "too pushy" and tried to control too much of one's
life. The other board criticism came from Andy who argued that the church

did not adequately explain religion; in school he had learned different

1. "Okay" was accepted as an answer since observation showed that it
always meant an affirmation or acceptance of something.
2.
Rex did not feel this about the church in France which he thought was
fl ]
gr eath,
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things about his religion. Both Andy and Red were native born whereas
Rex was not. Only two Eagles had any kind of problem concerning the
church. Irish thought that the church in Canada was "always grabbin®

for money and doesn't give to the poor-especially the Catholics". Native-
born Mac was not disturbed by anything that the church itself did, he

was upset that "people go, feel sorry for their sins, and then do the

same thing all over again when they come out®,

When asked if there had been any change in their thoughts, satisfac-
tions, or problems 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 "used to get a lot out of (their)
religion and going to church but not over here". And F.J. replied that
after he had stopped going, he thought "church people were a bunch of
crooks who only wanted money". Since he was Irish's closest friend,
this view may easily have originated in that friemdship. Red was
perhaps the most deeply disturbed by religion. Shortly after he stopped
teaching he "began to look around and discovered that religious people
were usually queer or abnormal in some other way". He concluded that
their worst sin was that they were "a bunch of hypocrits". Only Mitch
had changed in a positive way. He had been disturbed because he could
believe in all of his doctrine except that Mary was a virgin., After
some thought and enquiry he had "settled that Virgin Mary business" to

his satisfaction.

Responges to the question of what type of pei-son they thought the
church wanted were varied. Two in each group said they did not know or

had not thought 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 figured that the church wanted people "to be good", help

others, and so on. There was little change in these views.,

Of those who had an opinion of the type person the church desired,
only a few had any reason why the church advocated such things. In
general they attributed it simply to the doctrine. One in each group
felt that it was a means of guiding people in "the right direction".
Apart from a few references to Hell most of them had no concept of the
consequences for failing to conform to the image promoted by the church
though most of them more or less agreed with that image and felt that
they had tried in their own way to live up to it. All the Eagles who
said this, however, admitted spontaneously that they usually did not.
Only two board members disagreed with that image and therefore did not
try to conform to it because it was too strict; the church, in thej.r

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 attending. Most Eagles
did not know. Two of them (Catholics) replied that the church did not
think in terms of individuals; no dmbt this could account for why the
other two Catholics in the group had no view. The rest of the BEagles
and board members generally thought the church viewed them as average,
ordinary, or, in a few cases, a fairly 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 for he knew the older administration had disapproved

of his activities at that time. Crgw admitted that his gang had caused
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trouble but felt the parish ought to have remembered when they were
young; "besides", he accused, "there were others causing more trouble
than we were." Apart from Crew, the others felt the church's judgment

to be fair. And both Red and Crew pérceived that the church had changed

its view since they dropped out of the gang.

About three in each group had no specific expectations regarding
the church or religion. The others expected a certain security and
comfort or faith. Only Andy, who expected more "proof", had thought
differently; thzt is, all but him had always had those expectations.
Of those board members who had had any expectations, all except Mitch
replied that their expectations had not been fulfilled, and it is clear
from their dissati;factions who they blamed - the church. TYet when
asked if there was anything that they could have gotten out of church
or religion but did not, only two, Andy 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
"fairy tale". In contrast, all the Bagles who had specific expecta-
tions believed that they had been fulfilled. Only Mac felt that there
was something the church could have done but did not. According to

him, "they should!'ve been more understanding'.

Rex and Irish were the only ones who reckoned that they had re-
ceived any 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 group
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meeting that they had tried "to get in with the church group and their
dances", but the atmosphere of the dances was "too religious" and they
"oroke with the church group because not all 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 enquiry pfoved, however, that those who were
not invited were those who were notorious, notably Rob and Shep, for
damaging 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 chﬁrch had been discouraged by 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,

That the Bagles were not im;ited to the parties of their peers was
confirmed by Hudson as was the fact that the congregation frowned/cc);;ink-
ing and/or association with the big gang. Hudson was inclined to
attribute both experiences to class discrirination. In his view, the
vestige minority of "respectable citizens" who constituted the majority
of the congregation looked down on all working class youths. Although
this may have been true and may in fact have been the reason why so
many of the wealthier citizens emigrated from the commnity, it does
not seem to be applicable to the attitude taken by youths who refused
to invite certain Eagles to their parties or to the attitude taken by

the congregation toward drinking and association with the big gange.
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A more likely explanation for the Eagles' experience is simply self-
protection; no parents want: their children to invite people to their
homes who are known to be destructive. The very fact that some of the
Eagles were initially invited indicates that there was no inherent and
wholesale class prejudice toward them. Similarly, because a father
does not want his son taught about God by a youth whom he has seen
inebriated in a bar the night before, there is no reason to assume,
without further evidence, that there is any class prejudice involved.
Nor is it reasonable to argue that‘becaﬁse a congregation (however
hypocritical it may be) discourages drinking and delinquent associations,
that it does so out of class discrinﬁ.nation. 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 of the boys! actions and associations and not

specifically their classe

Plans for the future with regard to religion were varied in both
groups. Two in each group had no specific plans. Two board members,
Crew and Mitch whose brother was still associated by the commnity with
the big gang, wanted to join the church officially as soon as possible,
Andy and Rex simply wanted to be good Christians and Sport said that he
would continue to go 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 while Jocko replied that he would carry on going to church.

Apart from the existence of important differences in their religious

denominations, the striking feature of these findings is that, if anyone,
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it was largely the native, Protestant board members who were dissatisfied
with their religion, who felt that their expectations had not been ful-
filled. This difference was confirmed in observation. Board members
discussed religion at some length on several occasions and four of them
were clearly disturbed either about some specific doectrinal 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 been 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 regularly or, in
other words, when they were slightly younger than the Ezgles 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 axiomatic that the Protestant religion generally tends to
encourage independent thinking perhaps more readily and at an earlier
age, than Catholics. The difference may also be explained by a differ-
ence in parentzal emphasis on religion. Moreover, all subjects said in
answer to questions concerning the family that their psrents urged them
to attend regularly. But, most of the Protestants, especially those on

the junior board, said that their parénts 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 some kind of conclusion

regarding it.

The other striking feature is that it was native, Protestant board
members, if anyone, who felt any kind of discrimination within the
church, whereas Eagles perceived discrimination through their 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 delinquent associations and/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 specific points of doctrine or church attendance. This
affirmation is clear in the majority acceptance of the ideal type person
desired by the church as well as in the fact that most subjects plan to
continue church membership, join it in the immediate or distant future,
remain Christians without necessarily attending church, or rear their

-

children in the Christian faith.
THE SOCIAL AGENCY

The BEast End agency, like all national branches sponsored by the
same or similar welfare organizations, emphasizes Christian and demo-
cratic values in all 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 these programs were educational as
well as social or recreational as was the one available to teenagers

at the time of the project. Apart from teaching democratic and Christian



2724

principles, the immediate aim of the pre-teen programs was to educate
the participants about given practical subjects such as forestry, ér‘ts
and crafts, and so on. The majority of subjects in both groups par-
ticipated in such programs before they "graduzted" to the teenage
program which consisted of a weekly sports night for each two year age
group under 18 and the Saturday night dance. Only two in each project
group participated exclusively in the teenage program and leo was the
only one who had not been a full fledged member of any program though

he did attend the dances occasicnally.

According to their responses to the major questionnaire section on
the subject, both groupsl were generally satisfied with whatever programs
in which they had participated. Although board members seemed more
appreciative of the educztional opportunities offered to them than the
other group, both universally appreciated the fact that they had some-
thing to do. Despite a few isolated personal arguments in both groups
with the director, only one in each group felt that he had a serious
problem concerning the teenage program. Mitch derived much satisfaction
from his capacity as president and enjoyed the sports night as well as
the dance but felt that all his efforts toward improving 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
against Mac and the denial of the special spbrts club. All those who

had problems were Protestant and of the five, three were immigrants.

1. '

leo, for reasons he kept to himself, said that the questions in
this section were "irrelevant” to him as he had never been a member
and he refused to answer any of them, ‘
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All subjects had always been well aware of the type person con-
sidered desirable by the agency - one who more or less abides by the
rules and does not cause trouble. Also all agreed in theory that such
behavior was necessary and several Eagles agreed with board members in
thinking that it was beneficial to the individual as well. Of the
board members only Rex and Andy had more or less obeyed the rules even
during their limited association with the big gang. The others had
tried their best to disbbey them wherever possible when they were
members of the big gang. At the time most of them thought the rules
were "stuffy" and unjust though in evaluating this response it mst be
remembered that the agency was then ruled authoritatively by ocutsiders
who, according to general legend, believed in enforcing all the rules

all the time,

Eagles, even at the height of their delinquency, agreed in theory
with the rules gnd their enforcement. F.J. was the only one who had
begun to think that they were generally childish or, as he put it, "kid
stuff"; ironically, he was the only one who obeyed them. All the
others boasted that they had broken them. Most of them mentioned drink-
ing and fighting as their most frequent offense as though such activity
was sufficient evidence of their prowess at breaking rules. Actually
it was interesting to observe which rules they broke and which ones
they did not. In general they abided by rules that were strictly
enforced or those which, if disobeyed, would be so obvious that it
would be almost impossible to break without being discovered. This
applies to dress, behavior on the dance floor, indiscreet use of
obscene language, drinking at the dance, and taking or distributing

any form of narcotic, which the Eagles persistently avoided after they
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had satisfied their curiosity. The rules they broke were usually those
which they thought they could break without being detected such as
drinking before the dance, playing crap in the cloakroom, or stealing
such momentarily ungusrded items as soft drinks, cigarettes, or clothes.
The only circumstances under which they broke rules indisc;‘eetly were
when they were too inebriated to restrain themselves or when they were
exceptionally angry; and even then their desire to contimie going to
the dance was usually strong enough to prevent them from doing anything
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 that he broke
them because everyone else did. While some rules, such as kissing on
the dance floor, 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 majority of their minor
ones. Occasionally, however, they would engage in a prank, such as
turning off the lights, sheerly out of mischief and/or boredom. And
sometimes when they were not drunk or angry they would breazk a rule

simply out of defiance but this did not happen often.

Perhaps the most salient feature of their behavior at the dance
was not how often ﬁhey broke the rules but how often they obeyed them.
The dance was to all teenagers the social event of the week and its
importance to the Eagles was intensified by the fact that they were

barred fram so many other public places. Their desire to attend the
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dances was usually stronger than their desire to do anything which would
prevent them from being admitted. Second, even though they disliked
some board members personally, 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 had
arrived. Third, they did accept the reasoming behind most of the rules
and thought that their enforcement was usually just. They knew which
rules were in fact enforced and the punishments involved in breaking
them. I1If they broke a rule and were caught, they were usually willing

to accept the consequences.

Time and again the same pattern was observed inside the agency as
well as outside of it. JImmediately after they were caught doing some-
thing they showed great anger and defiance and spoke of "injustice"
whether or not it was relevent. This reaction, it would seem, was more
a manifestation of 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 would
seem that the resentment was more the result of having to pay the
consequences than a real dislike for the rule or its enforcer. Resent-
ment rarely lasted very long and frequently it was a matter of hours

before they would admit that they deserved the reprimand.

The anger and resentment lasted much longer if they actually thought
some injustice had been perpetrated. According to Dodger, it was six
weeks before they "cooled down" their anger at Hudson for reporting

Shep to the police on suspicion of taking drugs. In the end they
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realized that the man had been acting on information which he had be-
lieved to be the truth and was simply doing his duty. Because they
felt that they had been singled out unfairly by the new staff member,

a few of them were still in the resentment stage during the final inter-

view,

When asked how they thought the agency staff viewed them, the
responses of the two groups were quite different. The junior board knew
that the agency had strongly disapproved of their association and activities
in the big gang, but felt that they had "proven themselves since then and
won respect. Three Eagles did not know what the agency thought of them.
Mac and Dodger knew very well the agency thought they "fooled arcund too
mach®, F.J., having obeyed the rules faithfully, felt that he was

generally liked by the staff,

What they expected the agency to do for them was varied. Of the
board members only two, Sport and Rex, expected nothing. Iitch wanted
the senior staff to show more gratitude for his efforts. Crew thought
the agency shéuld provide adequate sports and recreational programs.

Red felt the staff should listen to individual problems. And J.T. said
he expected "exactly what it is doing - everything". The only ome who
had even expected anything different was Sport, who had previously hoped
for a greater variety of programs. ~In contrast five Eagles expected
nothing - of Whom fwo felt this way "because they had never given any-
thing". Dodger expected simply to be accepted as a member and Mac
argued that the staff should have kept its promise regarding the special
sports club. None of them had ény change of expectations so far as they
could recall.
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Of those board members who had had definite expectations, three
(Red, Andy, and J.T.) had been satisfied by the agency and available
programs. Mitch and Crew, both Protestants - one native and the other
immigrant, felt that their expectations had not been fulfilled. Despite
these dissatisfactions, all board members stated flatly that there had
never been anything they thought the zgency or programs should have done
for them but did not. Of the Eagles who had had definite expectations,
Mac and Dodger, both Protestants - one native and the other immigrant,
perceived that the agency had acted unfairly regarding Mac's expulsion
and the denial of the club. It is significant that the majority of the
group, despite their disappointment over not having the club, felt that
there was nothing that the agency should have done for them but did not.
As was expected Mac and Dodger answered this question by referring again

to the fateful night when Mac was expelled.

A1l but two bozrd members, Rex and Crew, who only became an official
member at the end of the project, felt 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 his problems
given to him by the senior ‘sta.ff. On the whole all of them felt that
they had not been discriminated against by the senior staff, though Rex .
thought that once he had been unjustly blamed for breaking some windows
and Mitch resented'Huds.on's actions when he reported Mitch to the police
for what Mitch described as "borrowing" 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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who felt that they had been singled out unjustly 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 feelings Mac,l Dodger, and Shep planned to continue
their membership. The others had no particular plans with regard to
membership or attendance. All the board members plamned to stay a
member of the associ;tion, 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. Actually, further
correspondence revealed that Mitch and Andy resigned at the end of their
term in May of 1961 and Red became chairman. The fate of the agency

after that has already been descrited.

Observation of official board meetings and the dances not only 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 for the board members was evidenced in several ways. First they
accepted the authority of board members even from those whom they did
not like personal]y.v If a board member asked them, for example, to be
quiet they generally did so without resentment. Second,' they appreciated
the fact that the board did not enforce certain rules unless they had to;
they thought this discretion-was just. Eagles' relationship with the

board was most clearly revealed the night that Mac was expelled. They

1+ Mac could not attend the dances but he was still allowed to participate

in the Tuesday sports hight. This is not to be confused with the special
sports club which had been plammed exclusively for the Eagles.
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knew the board did not enforce the rule about drinking before the dance
unless the person(s) involved made it obvious that the rule had been
broken. Their first assumption after they were caught, it will be re-
called, was that someone other than a board member must have told Hudsone.
And they did not resent the fact that Andy had been drinking before the
dance or that he was not caught; what they objected to was being singled

out by the person who informed on them.

Board members had an earnest desire to help and reform the Eagles,
This desire only became active, however, in relationship to the agency.
That is, they recognized both formally and informally that the Eagles
were a problem to themselves and the community but they made little |
effort to do anything about it except through the agency. This, it
would seem, stems in part from their contempt for the Eagles' trouble-
making activities but also from an inability to see how anything could
be accomplished informally, outside agency programs and activities.
They never, for example, invited the Bagles to their homes and although
they would socialize with them in public places or at parties, they
rarely ever made any real attempt to become friends with them. What
they did try to do was to be as fair as they possibly could with regard
to any disciplinary action that had to be taken against the Eagles. If
one of the senior staff allotted a punishment which they thought was un-
fair, they expreséed their feelings and tried to alleviate the situation
as best they could. lNoreover, if they themselves had to take any

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
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meetings if any known delinguent had to be considered for admission or
committee membership, the whole group 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
assoclations and behavior in order to assess whether or not there had
been any substantial change. Then they discussed whether or not
admission or committee membership would help to reform the person.
Occasionally one or two of the board members would overemphasize the
delinquéncy 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 democratic procedure. In fact, Mitch always made a
special effort toward this end by constantly checking for formal
approval of official actions and by frequently encouraging the dis-

cussion of specific disapprovals.

The groups' relationship to Hudson in their formal meetings as well
as at the dances was very friendly. All of them liked him and respected
the principles he represented and his efforts to serve the commnity,
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 unless it had anything to do with a disciplinary action
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taken by the agency, they knew they could always discuss freely with
him any other problems they had. Apart from the few times that they
were angry with him, the relationship was a very .friendly, often jovial
one. On the whole they respected him and responded quickly to any re-
quests or aders he made. They knew that he wanted to change thém and
they accepted this general attitude without any resentment. In fact,
they never said so but it is quite probable that 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 and Bill Richards. Having been brought up in Bast
End, both men clearly understood the problems of the commnity and were
very sympathetic towards the problems of all the subjects. Although
they supported any official action ttaken by Hudson, they never dispensed
particular punishments; consequently their relationship with members of
both groups was somewhat closer than that of Hudson. The new staff
member, Malcolm, was an ocutsider and disliked by both groups who thought
that he was much too strict and authoritarian as well as prejudiced against

the Eagles,

In sum, theré were few differences between the two groups with
regard to participation in agency programs, satisfactions derived from
them, or problems with them. Both groups were well aware of the behavior
required by the agency and it is significant that all the subjects
accepted the validity of such requirements. Because theydefined them-
selves as troublemakers it was expected that the Eagles would break the
rules; it is very significant that in fact they broke very few rules,
obeying those which were strictly enforced or too difficult to break

without being obvious. This discretion does not appeé.r 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 those they broke, and generally they did not mind being punished.
It was also expected thaf 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 personality or behavioral characteristics
rather than background, educational, or ecbnomic chatracteristics.
Although the junior board felt they had won respecf since becoming members,
BEagles as well as board members at the time of their association with the
big gang perceived accurately‘disaﬁprOVal from the agency as a result of

their behavior and associations,.

Board members did expect more from the agency but this in itself
does not seem to be particularly important. Whatever expectations either
group had, they were considered in the main to have been fulfilled., It
is true that several Ezgles 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,
Ezgles generally respected and appreciated agency authorities and their
efforts; this included the junior board. Considering how reliable board
members were in performing their duties and how mich they improved the
teenage program, it was not surprising that the junior board felt that
they recelved special attention by virtue of their jobs. It was sur-
prising, however, that the Ezgles 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 had been discriminated against.
ECONOMIC POSITION AND STYLE OF LIFE

It was learned from the pilot study that the two groups were quite
similar in economic positi;n. About half in each group were skilled
workers and one in each group had an office job; the rest were unskilled
laborers. Although board members averaged about $10 a week more than
their delinquent counterparts, wages correlated with age and amount of
vocational training rather than group membership. And all board members
paid from $12 to $15 weekly rent to their families whereas only a few

Bagles contributed to household expenses.

Actually the most significant feature of the subjects' economic
position was their present income: board members averaged $3300 and
Eagles, $2800. They earned more in wages than did 87.9 per cent of
the employed, non-farm population of Canadian males under 19. Since
only 6.6 per cent of that statistical sector earned from $2500 -
$2999,1 subjects in both groups (but especially Ezgles) were in fact
quite highly paid. Whatever their social class, one could 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 hand, the size of their income does not alter the classification
of their social status as that of working class. By type of occupation,
degree of education, and style of 1life, they were all undoubtedly work-

ing class boys.

1. Caleulated by the author from Census Report Distribution of Non-farm
Incomes in Canada by Size (Dominion Bureau of Statistics; Catalogue 13-
517, 1959) Table 30, p. 42. .
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Perhaps the most outstanding difference in economic position was
board members' apparent capacity to retain their jobs for longer periods
than Bagles. The average number of jobs held by board members was four
while the average number held by Eagles was three but board members,
because of their greater age, had been working from one to two years longer
than Eagles.l Furthermore, nearly all of them had been employed at their
then current jobs for at least 2 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 facts. First, board members, when they were the same age as the
Bagles, had held about as many jobs as that group had. 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 number of times. Finally, there was very little difference in
general attitudes toward the various jobs the subjects had held; each
group felt positively about half the jobs they had held and negatively

toward the other half,

In their major interviews on economic position all subjects said
they had saved money on a number 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 time
of the project J.T. had been working off and on for some 10 years and had
been employed in a total of 9 jobs. This large figure is partly the re-
sult 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 jobse.
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the
purpose of saving money whereas/ Junior board usually saved because they

wanted something in particular. At the time of the project four were
saving specifically for a car and the others had saved money off and on
for an assortment of things such as a raciio. hi-fi set, bicycle, and so
on. All subjects paid for their own clothes, cigarettes, liquor, trans-
portation, and entertainmment. During the period when board members
associated with the big gang they 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 ébjects they wanted. Eagles, ever since
they had been earning money, had always spent more on liquor than any-

thing else.

When asked what they would have done with a lot more money had
they had it, four board members thought they would have spent it on
something in particular such as a car, boat, or house; two others would
have spent it on clothes, girls, aLnd drink and Mitch would have 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
houses Irish said he would have used such a sum of money to go back to
school as well as buy a house. Both groups gave much the same answers
when asked what they would have done with 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
different from that of youths in other classes. More important the
objects they desired could hardly be termed extravagant. In casual
conversation they spoke of secondhand cars advertised as economy models
or medium priced ones, and houses which they pointed out as acceptable

were modest by any standard. Only a very few ever dreamt of luwxury



286.

living. Given such modest tastes, then, it is entirely possible that
with thrift and instalment purchase, the things which they desired most
could be considered within their financial reach, certainly by the time

" most of them would be getting married.

This same modesty may be seen in the plans subjects had for the
earnings they hoped to attain., All board members merely wanted their
wives and children to live comfortably "without pinching pennies" -
in other words not much above the margin. Over half the Eagles, being
younger and thinking less of marriage in the immediate future, said
they would save some of it and spend the rest on such major items as
a car and a house. The others desired simply to get married (2) or

travel for a while before settling down(l).

Similarly, the amount they hoped to earn was not extravagant.
Subjects were asked to estimate the amount which they actuslly 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
idealistically to earn. Most of them hoped that they would earn around
a hundred dollars a week (though about two in each group desired sub-
stantially more - between $150 and $200). How does this compare with
their then present earnings? Board members averaged about $63 2 week
(or $3300 a year) and Eagles, about $53 a week (or $2800 yearly). Thus,
the junior board hoped to reach a peak two-~fifths more than their present
earnings while Ezgles hoped eventually to double theirs. Considering
the relative smallness of their present average wages, the desired in-
creases for each group are very close and do not appear to be un-

realistic; in other words, it seems 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 of his career. And if the subjects com-
pleted the educationzl and vocationzl programs that they were taking or
plamning to take, the chances of achieving their financial goals are

even greater.,

When asked to estimete what they believed to be "a really good
salary", most of the subjects gave figures just under $6000 - the same

figure most of them hoped actually to earn, About two in each group

even thought that $3000 - $5000 was a very good salary. Only one in
each group (Red and F.J.) gave relatively high 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-
ings and their concept of ideal earnings. This suggests strongly that
there was no discrepancy between monetary ends that they actually hoped
to achieve and those emphasized in their social system. Certainly their

economic ambitions were in keeping with those of their parents.

But how do subjects' financial goals compare with those of others?
Although there are no statistics on the finaneial desires of others, the
average yearly earnings per worker for all industries in 1960 was $4707

1 2
in the United States' and $3943 in Canada. Thus, there is little

1+ Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1963 (Washington D.C.:
U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1963) Series No. 460,

p. 343.

24
Calculated by the author from Canada Yearbook 1961 (Ottowa: Dominion
Bureau of Statisties, 1961) p. 740.
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difference between the subjects desired monetary status and the average
figures for the United States and Canada. One could argue, then, that
because the average income in these two countries is often ecuated with
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 family size, is not more than adequate
(even in the lesser developed areas) for such basic comforts as living
in one's own house and owning a car. In fact, Leon H. Keyserling,

former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors for President Truman,
has directed a reportl that considers a family income of $4000 or under
a year as "poverty" - and goes on to define the lesser ordeal of "depriva-
tion" as a family income of under $6000.2 In view of this, it would
seem that an income of $5000 - $6000 canmnot 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 status
but mist 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 both groups define as economic success.

A similar though less pronounced consistency may be seen with re-
gard to the subjects' actual 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 labor and minor

l'Conference on Economic Progress,’ PWertz and Deprivation in the United
Stateg (Washington, D. C., April 1962,)

24
Peter Jones, America's Wealth (New York: The MzcMillan Company, 1963)
p. 332.
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office jobs. And in most cases this corresponded closely with the
occupation of their fathers. Only 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 had always
had his heart set on being an engineer draftsman. Also F.J.'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 everyone that he was going to
be a racketeer when he was 25 and had made the necessary "contacts".
Actually, he was most content with his job as assistant accountant and
hoped soon to be promoted. He did insist, though, thé't if he did not
succeed in his legitimate career choice he would in fact become a

racketeer.

When asked what careers they would choose if they could have any
job they wanted, tﬁe two groups responded in almost exactly the same
way. Explanations of ideal job choice, where it was different from
their actual jobs or those for which they had been trained, correlated
similarly. Two in each group named their own occupations or those for
which they had been trained. Two in each group chose a specific position
of highranking govermmental or industrial importance. Red and leo
wanted to be government officlals because they wanted to help the people;
Red would "tell the Commnists where to go" and Leo would aid his
mayoralty by "bein! nice to the people - helpin' them and gettin' them
to respect me", Rex would_ be heéd of 2 large corporation and the less
ambitious Dodger would be head accountant in a fairly big concern for

the same reasons: according to them, the job was clean; the work was
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good; and the pay was high. One in each group, Sport and Mac, named
types of popular entertainers (singer and drummer respectively) because
of the exciting way of life it would entail. The remaining four choices
and explanations of them were varied. Board members Crew did not know
what he thought was an ideal job and Andy thought he wanted to be a
missionary because then he could "travel to distant countries and help
people - do something good for them", Finally, the two Eagles named
the highly technical jobs of electronics (Shep) and engineer draftsman
(Irish). Nearly all subjécts whose ideal job choice was different from
their own job felt that it 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 uncualified for
their current jobs. Rex was the only board member who did not feel
that he needed further education; and except for Red who wanted more
general education, ali the others desired greater technical training
or experienée. Board members began to‘feel their inadequacy almost as
soon as they started working and as pointed ocut previously, in the
section on Education, most of them were then in the process of doing
something about it by going to night school, taking correspondence
courses, and the like. In slight contrast, four of the seven Exgles
felt that ﬁhey 1ackedvthe necessary qualifications for their job goals -
Mac, Dodger, Irish, and Jocko. At the time of the project Jocko was
the only one:who was going to trade school though, as was learned from
later correspondence, Mac went to night school in the fall preceeding
the project, and the other two planhed to educate themselves further
in the near future. Shep and F.J. had already received substantial

training in their respective fields of carpentry and dental technician
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and Leo was then in the process of being trained as part of his
assistant accountantship. All subjects who felt a lack of qualifications

blamed themselves for missing "the education they threw away".

At this point it may be asked how do individual economic 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 ineach group
differed with regard to any given question from those within their own
group or in the other group. Of these minor differences, there were
only two questions where respondents whose answers aiffered from others
were Catholic or immigrants. The two whose job goal differed substantial-
ly from their present job or jobs of others were Sport and Irish; both
were Protestant immigrants. And the six whose ideal job choices
differed substantially from their present jobs, their job goals, or
the job choice of others were board members Red, Rex, and Sport and
Bagles leo, Dodger, ard Mac. One in each group (Rex and leo) was
Catholic. One in each group (Sport and 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 to the nature of some of the questions it was not possible to
confirm by observation all the answers to questions in this section of
the major interview., There was, h'ow‘evez;, nothing the subjects did or
sald in casual conversation to comtradict their formal statements. In
fact, from the general tenor of all the various remarks about money,
employment, and style of life made by subjects as well as rmumerous

adults - judging from all this one could say that East End was a typical
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example of a gemuine and sold working class commnity as described by

Richard Hoggart in The Uses of lLiteracy.

Apart from the remaining vestige of industrial managers, engineers,
and technicians, the English speaking population, it will be remembered,
was composed almost entirely of laborers (unskilled, semi-skilled, and
skilled), labor rﬁanagers (such as factory foremen and dock supervisors),
and a few white collar workers (including szlesmen and office staff) -
all of whom lived in a very small geogravhical area completely cut off
on three sides by bodies of water and huge industrial plant complexes.
Despite the various social problems of the community described previous-
1y, the working class element of the English speaking community - the
vast bulk - had all the appearances of being a cohesive, relatively
stable, and outgoing group with all the familiarity and casualness of
a small rural town. Because it was originally conceived as a garden
city all the houses, though quite close together, had lawns in the front
and 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 houses were
built at about the same time in similar styles with identical materials,
one could not distinguish houses owned by Protestant School Board
members from those owned by factory workers - a factor which mist have
tended to equalize all the inhabitants., Another equalizing factor was
the limited availability of products. A4lmost 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.
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The actual amount of social integration between the vestigial
middle class and the workers is not known but there was an unmistakable
sense of community. 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 obviously 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, usually to drink at local
taverns. One could aipproach 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.

Whatever social problems this town had, it is certain they were
shared by all the townfolk; if ever anything out of the ordinary happened,
the whole town 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 ﬁas turning into Sport's driveway and the
car rammed into the side of the house), not only did everyone at the
dance make some comment about it but all day neighbors came to com-
miserate with the mathers of Rob and Sport a=nd parents of other youths
talked about it for days. It was mich the same when boys got into
trouble with the police or couples were having marital difficulties; the
tovmn was simply too small and thethouses too close together for everyone
not to know most of the private affairs of others. On the whole, gossip
did not appear to be malicious but rather an expression of concern and
sympathy. Undoubtedly there was sbme malice; Sport's initial difficulties
are evidence of that; but for the most part if adults made condemning

remzrks, it was usually because they or their sense of rightfulness had
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been offended. And Eagle parents were equally disturbed as board
members' 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 cohesive as well as
having a genuine sense of community spirit and homogeneous style of

life.

No doubt agency staff would disagree with the picture presented
above. Highly committed to the eradication of juvenile delinguency amnd
other social problems, they would emphasize the existence of these
rroblems. 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 "any act
whereby the property or comfort .of an innocent person is thoughtlessly
of.'fem:led"l and although theft, property damage, and assault were given
as exainples, they tended to consider any "anti-social" act a problem.
HMoreover, they had to deal with mumerous 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 "peak" of the delinquency wave in

1958 suggests that the problem was hardly acute.2

1. ‘
"Agency Progress Report 1961", p. 20,

2e Regrettably comparison of the rumber of offenses with other cities
is not possible since the Canadian Census Report lists only those
offenses and individuals which required a court hearing. "Children
presenting a conduct problem who either were not brought to court 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 mumber of offenses
committed. See Census Report, Juvenile Delinquency (Dominion Bureau
of Statistics; Catalogue No. 85-202, 1961) p. 9



295

Similarly all agency reports stress the number of broken homes
yet according to census statistics, the total number of divorces and
separations for the entire population is under 10.1 When confronted
with these statistics Hudson said that many homes broken by divorce and
separation were not reported, especially among the French. He added
that the enlphésis 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 some cases to serious
problems within the family. But the fact remains that such behavior is
typical of fathers of non-delinquent;s as well as delinquents and most
of the youths in the commnity were not delinquent. However alien such
behavior is to staunch middle class standards, by itself it cannot be
defined sociologically as a social problem without defining the working
class way of life as a problem. For zbove all, it isan integrated part
of a way of 1life with a culture and stability of its own; it may be
different from that of the middle class but sociologically it is not
deviant, Moreover, it is probably not very different in effect from
the wealthy upper class habit of spemding evenings drinking at private

clubs and lavish cocktail parties.

Whatever the mo;;al attitude of the agency, it would surely attest
to the cohesiveness arnd homogeneity of the working class within the
community - homogeneity of occupat.i.on, income, style of life, and
presumably education. This great homogeneity goes a long way toward

explaining the very striking and significant similarity between the

1.
See Appendix E,
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two groups' type of occupation and present income; the job gozls and
earnings they actually hoped to achieve, the occupations and incomes
they considered ideal, their spending behavior and attitude toward
money, their feeling of inadequate techniczl qualifications and self
bléme - a1l these highly correlated responses cannot be overemphasized.
Equally significant is the fact that proposed earmings 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 wages - despite the size, but it is quite conceivable that
they could eventually afain what they viewed as a satisfactory incom_e -
without 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, :Lt 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 income of $6000 is not a middle class income
but an upper working ¢Iass one, then it can be said that virtually none
of the subjects actuaily desired or proposed to achieve middle class
financial status; they wanted to increase their present earnings and

rise financially 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 also they generally considered their
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own occupation as acceptable and respectable; at least, they chose their
present occupation or that for which they had been trained as their job
goal, Where job goals differed from ideal job choice, the reasons they
gave were not mainly financial or social ones. And although five out of
seven in each group chose as ideal jobs which differed substantially from
those of their fathers, choices were closely matched between the two
groups. Moreover, orly three in each group chose jobs for which they
were quite unqualified and only two in each group chose as ideal jobs

which, if realized, would take them out of their own financial classe.

The main difference between the two groups was job qualifications.
Board members were better qualified for the jobs they desired than
Eagles but the difference was not a great one and Eagles had slightly
more formal education than board members. In any case, both groups
felt that the vocational training and experience they had was inadequate

and both groups knew that this deficiency could be overcome,

From these facts it is argued that the subjects in both groups
were not truly frustrated about thelr economic position. All the subjects
were disturbed about thelr lack of job qualifications and all of them
wanted to earn more money - even though they were very highly paid. But
they were not frustrated in the sense that they were 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 could be
overcome with effort; and they were not frustrated about their economic
and occupztional goals because they believed they could eventually achieve
these within the bounds of their chosen occupations. In short, they

were not frustrated about anything in this sphere which they thought
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could not somehow be overcome legitimetely with effort and time; they
felt neither despairror powerlessness. Whatever frustrations they
experienced, they were committed to the goal of economic improvement

and the accepted means to achieve it. If there was an over-emphasis

in this commnity or from their parents on financial success without

a corresponding stress on acceptable means to attain it, the subjects
did not perceive it or succumb to it. If there were in fact insufficient
averues to achieve the goals subjects set for themselves, or job dis-

crimination ythey were not aware of it,



CHAPTER XI

THE SELF AND INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT
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SELF-CONCEPT

Many psychologists and sociologists argue that development of the
self 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 would
if he had great self-respect. But the fact that he has no respect for
himself is caused by his life's experiences. Thus, the self grows and
develops with experience but it does not directly or primarily determine
experience., That is the view taken here. Questions in this section were
designed to explore and confirm other facets of the subject's life as
mich as to understand the nature of his self-concept and the way in
which it developed. Responses to the very first question, for example,
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 members 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 themselvés; J.T. thought he lacked aims and Sport said,
without 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.l In contrast, most Eagles viewed them-

1. Actually, J.T. had belonged to two distinctly non-delinquent groups
before 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 he made a distinction between groups and gangs, groups being
very loosely structured, non-delinquent collectivities, and gangs
being more tightly structured, troublesome collectivities,
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1
selves in negative terms, Only two liked themselves, Dodger and Jocko.
These two and Mac were the only three out of the seven whose first group

choice was non-delinquent and only semi-delinquent respectively.

On the whole there had been no quaiitative 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 without fighting." This sort of answer was
typical among Eagle responses. Mac: I realize now I've made a mess of
things., Irish: I just begun to think that I'd be a different person
if I hod passed grade school. F.J.: I still have lots of problems
but I don't define myself 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
urderstanding. T.J. szid nothing. Rex and Sport named ability to handle
girls and talent for sports respectively. On the whole subjects in this
group maintained their attitudes. Eagle responses were quite different.
Three (leo, Shep, and Jocko) stated "nothing in particular". Three
(Mac, F.J., and Irish) thought they liked best in themselves their
ability to get on with others. Judging from their comments, this

ability was restricted to peers. Mac, for example, added, "but then I

L. leo replied that before 12 he had thought of himself as being "pretty
cool" or clever. While this would indicate that he had a positive self-
concept, there is too rmch evidence (described elsewhere) to the
contrary. He was therefore included in this category.
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tell them off". Asked why, he replied, "I feel I have the right; I like
blowing my top". Following that, he was asked what if others are hurt

by it? "Yes, 1 think about that later", he claimed, "but after I have a
few drinks, I don't care". Unlike Mac, Dodger liked best his capacity

for self-control - "watching myself in what I say, minding my own business,
and thinking before 1 do things". Of all the BEagles, only Irish had

changed his attitude toward himself: "Now, who the hell cares, nothing".

Responses to the question about things subjects disliked in them-
selves were quite varied and therefore difficult to summarize. The
three board members who referred to actual qualities within themselves
had experienced no change. Mitch had always been disappointed by his
"inability to see things as they really are - I loock too muich 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
qualities. Of three, two referred to activities in which they partici-
pated while they associated with the big gang. Rex héd hated telling
"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. Andy 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 joined the Navy Sport had not thought much
about qualities in himself that he disliked. Since he had joined, he
had begun to regret things he used to do; "Now I damn myself for not

gettin' a proper schoolin', fightin!, lettin' my parents down about
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radar school - I don't feel guilty for these things exactly but I do

regret them",

In contrast, most Ezagles named qualities. F.J. hated his lankiness
despite the fact that he was quite well-proportioned. More than anything
else Mac feared that his sarcasm and tendency to bully others had cost
him friends but he also thought he drank too much. Shep deplored his
stubbornmness 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 stayin'
and fightin' - but I'm startin' to realize things". ILeo'!s quick temper
amnoyed him the most especially with his girl friend for whom he cared
deeply but also with his father whom he could "kill" for wanting to take
him to a psychiatrist. Ever since he had immigrated, Irish had had
little respect for himself: "I'm a rat sometimes when I swipe a car or
swear at my old doll" (his mother). Dodger wished he had tried harder
in school. And Jocko said there never had been anything in particular

that he really disliked about himself,

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 with regard to themselves but when questioned again three of
the five named specific occupations. Whether this indicates a lack of
ambition to improve oneself or some kind of philosophical realism is
not known. Mitch's response was certainly simple enough; he wanted to
be a good husband and father with a job able to support his family and
have some left in the bank for emergencies. Rex had wanted "to get

ahead but not work for it - be as good as the next guy"; but since he
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left high school, "I don't really care if I measure up to others?
standards®. 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 from other-directedness to

inner-directedness.

Eagles defined their ideals more readily though Jocko said that he
had 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 friemdly. Mac said he had not thought mach about it
until recently but he wished "now, to be well-liked - able to fit in with
all different types of people - bums, middle class, upper class". Up
untﬁ.l a yeai‘ before the project Shep had wanted "just to be normal, get
along with other people". Since then he wanted to be an engineer and
"dreamt" of what he "could do right: I want to be something but I need
too much money and donft like to ask to be lent it", Similarly Irish,
within the year prior to the project, had also wished to '"be something'.
"I'm gettin' older, got a girl friend, started thinking of marriage and
responsibilities - I can't be a laborer all my life". ILeo insisted that
he would rather be a racketeer than a clerk though he added, "I don't
ninci being a clerk. I could get married and héve a normal life. But if
I don't meke it (his promotion)in the next few years I will be a racketeer",
When asked how long he had felt this way, he responded, "since I started
working about two years ago', but it must be pointed out that he had

been in reform school the year before he began worke.

Whatever class awareness, economic 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 delinquent
activities. One is tempted to generalize that lack 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 & was unacceptable to themselves and

quite useless as a career,

In evaluating the various roles they played board members generally
Jjudged themselves more or less good sons, dates or boy frienmds, gang or
group members, agency members (except during the period they associated
with the big gang), and studeﬂts (excep‘t during the latter yezrs of
formal education) though with respect to this last role three (Red,
Crew, and Mitch) said they should have worked harder a1l the way through.
Eagle responses were less positive, Four estimated that they had bee'n
good sons for helping around the house 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 entirély’ negative in this respect. Ieo was the
only one who felt he had not b‘een a good date or boy friend; he said he
got too jealous. Similarly, only one (Irish) figured that he had not
been a good gang member. All but F.J. admitted that they had not been
good agency members; F.J. had broken no rules and was quite justified
in his positive evaluation. F.J. was also the -only one who thought he
had been a fairly good student though Mac said he had been a good one

when he tried. Thus, Ezgles generally estimated that they had not been
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good sons, agency members, or students.

The next series of questions was designed to explore the nature of
the generalized other - who they thought of before they acted and what
they thought, whose opinion of them mattered the most. Again responses
of board members were more easily summarized than those of Eagles. On
the whole board members tried to think of others before they acted
especially if any harm might come to them. Mostly they thought of 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, all 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 "big", harmful, or serious.

If detected or fearing 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 tried not to do anything against the law (epart from drinking or
fighting) since he had been beaten by his father early in his childhood.
When asked if they had always thought or reacted in these ways, four
said yes, generally speaking. Mitch reflectéd that he thought more of
what girls would think of him in recent years and Red admitted that when
he associated with the big gang he had been more afraid of being detected
than what others thought of him. J.T. reminisced that during the war
when his country was occupied by the Germans one took what one could get

and did not think so mach 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. Ieo
said he did not "give a .... 2bout anyone", though as stated above, he
admitted that this was not true; there were a few people he cared about
and he often was goaded into doing things in order to "prove" himself,
Irish thought of others if the action was good; otherwise, "you think
only about yourself and whether you'll get caught'. Mzc 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. If 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, fhough 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 very hurt
by it. F.J. thought he would do it in any case. And Irish just quipped
that his parents did not care what happenled to him. If they were de-
tected or feared detection, they 'thcught only of what was going to
happen to them though two, Dodger and F.J., thought of their parents
after they knew what was going to happen. On ﬁhe whole there had been

no substantial change in their reactions.

When asked what they would change about their lives, if they could
change anything they wanted to, ironically neither board members nor
Eagles mentioned things that they had said they disliked about themselves

individually. Of the board members Red would have studied harder, and
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Rex would have drank less. Sport and Crew would have finished school,
done less fighting, and not associated with the big gang. 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 would
Shep who in addition would like to have been without all his family
troubles. Jocko wished he had not started drinking or smoking. Dodger
would travel. Leo would like to have been more husky and not have been
controlled so mich by his family. &nd F.J. wished he could relive all

his life so that he could have™1ll that fun over again”.

Actual changes or stages in their lives for board members were
largely defined on the basis of geng membership though three (Mitch,
J.T., and Sport) saw no distinct steges but rather changes too gradual
to define. Of those who gave a definition of stages Red defined his
thuss : Through grade school he stayed at home a lot to be with his
family, After that he associated with fhe big geng, stayed away from
home, 2nd took nothing seriously other than what (he) wanted to do.
Since he joined the Navy in the surmer of 158, he changed the way he
thought about himself and others, learned to accept himself for what
he was, and defeated his problems. This lead him to break awsy from
the big gang and take things more seriously especilally regerding

religion and school.

Working hard through school was Andy's first stage. Once out of
school he began work and his 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
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agency. According to Crew, he was more or less the same until a2 year
before the project. At that time he began "hangin' around with an

older group from work and calmed down",

Rex figured that the death of his father changed his life; though
he belonged to a wholesome camping group he was required to stay home
more often and take on more responsibilities. When he immigrated to
Canada he was lonely and homesick. At this point he became involved
with a group of French "hoodlums"., He felt so much like a "bum" as a
result of this association that he left it zfter a month. Through high
school, "everything was great; I dated a lot, played a2 lot of sports,
had my freedom, joined the agency and felt proud of myself". At 14
he met Roy and associated with the big gang even though he hated him-
self for "being so bad" - drinking, fighting, dating tramps. After he

met Jill, he started to plan for the future and "act more seriously".

Eagles defined stages in their lives largely on the basis of their
delinquency. JIrish felt that when he came to Canada he changed from
"eood to bad"., He was "in the process of another" - presumably from
all he said elsewhere, back to good. Before 14, Leo was "always hurt
inside; I did what I was told but was scared of everyone". After he
had run away successfully at 14, 15 was a big year. (Thet was the
year he was eventually sent to reform school.) "Now I don't care".
This was the point where he was asked if he reallyldid not care sbout

anyone and he admitted this was not true.

F.J. reckoned his delinquency started when he was seven; he heard
of some "big guys in the community and at school gettin' into trouble®

and this attracted him. From 10 - 13, "I used to be pretty bad, always
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thought of gettin' into trouble, made myself worse". At 14 he got
"really, really shy with girls; that was when I started changin!, meetin!
other guys not like us (non-delinquent) but the gang was still my buddies
and I couldn't leave right off"., "Now I'm not shy - willpower." Shep
did not define any stages when asked this question but spoke of his
father. "I've always hated my father's guts but in the last two months,
I've begun to feel sorry for him, wonderin' if I really gave him a
chance, if some of it wasn't my fault. Also I've started to realize

I'11 never get anywhere for drinkin'."

Mac'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" at
school. B;atween school and the start of the project he defined himself
as having "been around, seen how people acted". "Now I'm confused;
there are so many decisions to make and I could make a bad mistake,"
The other two, Dodger and Jocko, saw no definite stages or periods in

their lives,

All board members saw themselves married and settled down in ten
years' time as did most Eagles. Only F.J. was considering bachelorhood
at that age. And Leo wished he would be dead by 30 - in his view there

would be nothing else to live for after that.

In sum, those who thought of themselves in generally dissatisfactory
terms chose delinquent groups fof their first gang. Obversely, those who
were generally satisfied with themselves chose non-delinquent groups first;
when those in this latter category subsequently joined delinquent gangs

or associated with the big gang, they tended to become dissatisfied with
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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
outhok Eagles had toward themselves. Unlike board members Eagles
evaluated most of their roles in derogatory terms, and either they

found nothing to like in themselves or they fell 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, ghick-temperedness, and so on. This
suggests that Eagles had more cause for concern about themselves. But

it 21so shows a gemuine desire not to hurt others. And although board
members! lack of personal ideals (as opposed to their occupational ones)
prevents comparison between the twd groups, Eagles'! responses reflect a
growing awareness of the unpleasant realities and long term effects of
being a troublemaker as well as a desire to become constructive and

improve themselves.

One might ask how Eagles could be so self-centered in their de-
lingquent activities which obvidusly do hurt others yet at the same time
say they do not want to hurt anyone. Part of the answer, it 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 self-centered
because they are fighting with themselves and those who cause their
problems or those whom they think cause them. The situation becomes

even more complex when those who hurt them are the very ones they love
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the most., As tension mounts it is bound to seek release. The search

for adventure, thrills, excitement, and possibly stafus is a means of
combatting these problems; it is an attempt to block out or reduce the
pain caused by confusion and worry. Sometimes others are hurt deliberately
in revenge for some particular action. But most of the time if others

are hurt in the process of this search, it is incidental or unintentional
because, being so involved with their own problems, they are unable
temporarily to see their actions from another's point of view, they

cannot ft\ar the moment think through the implications or effects for

others of their actions, they act compulsively without thinking.

The fact that most of their ofi;enses. are committed under the in-
fluence of alcohol supports this interpretation. Essentially, Eagles
are not cruel, spiteful, 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 attempt to mamfacture th.z";'Llls in ways which they
would not do if sober., Plans are made hastily with excitement; or by
suggestion from one, the others become immediately caught up with the
idea. As the act is carried out, the blood rises, fear of being
caught distracts other fears and makes the whole body alive to the
moment, After it is over, detecied or not, there is a sense of release.
Then, 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 :bo themselves and others hoping that they will be be-
lieved, knowing secretly that they will not, that eventually 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 throughout this section but particularly in the definitions
they gave _oi‘ the major periods or changes in their lives. Althmgh
board members based theirdefinitions on group membership it 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
Bagles 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 material, it is now possible to
try and evaluate the significance of cutstanding events and relation-
ships. On the assumption that delinquency is a response to problems,
special attention has 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 that such
a problem was not overlocked 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
was determined by observing the v_emo‘hional intensity they exhibited in
discussing their problems inside and outside interviews as well as the
length of time devoted to discussing them and the mmber of times they

discussed them. By reviewing the emphasis which subjects placed on
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problems in these ways and by correlating the sequence of these problems
with delinquency or association with the big gang, it is hoped that the

significance of them may be understood,

Considering all observation and interviewing what problems did
subjects emphasize the most? As a group (during group meetings) the
topics discussed most inten’c',ly, most often, and the longest amount of
time amongst board members were the agency,v“ girls, religion, and their
associations in the big' gang - in that order. Problems related to the
agency were entirely concerned with the rumning of the program: ways
to improve it, evaluation of each individual's effectiveness in his
particular official capacity, allotment of new duties, and the control
over the program by the Protestaht School BOafd; Although some criti-
cisms were made of agency 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 had broken away from the
big gang. Problems zbout girls were constantly being discussed: how
to convince Sheila_.'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
steady, how to get Jill to stop nagging about getting married, what
should be done about Jean's seeing another boy behind her steady's back,
how to attract this girl or that, and so on. On the whole no one
except J.T. spoke of qualities within themselves which they considered
a serious hindrance to success with girls., Apart ‘i‘rom this one excep~
tion such problems were, it would appear, highly temporary and normal -
hardly capable, except under extraordinary circumstances, of being a

major factor in offensive activities,
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Except in interviews where subjects devoted nearly as much time to
discussing religion as to past family problems, religion was discussed
mich less frequently and perhaps least in amount of time but it was
always the one topic about which everyone became heated and intense.
What disturbed nearly all of them was their own inability to believe in
God. In most cases this disturbance began just before they joined the
big gang, though many of them did not stop going to church until after
they joined it. Board members! association in the big gang disturbed
them not gnly after they broke away 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 impersonal topics as popular msic and sports, it
was not until the last few weeks of the project that Eagles discussed
much of anything except their own delinquent activities, their relations
with the police, their families, and boredom. Of these, delinquent
activities were easily the most frequent subect of conversation and one
they could discuss end.lessly.r How much a problem it was 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 they were
actually proud of their offenses. To some extent this was true; they
were gemiinely pleased and amised with many of their stunts. But after
a time it was discovered that often they laughed and made jokes about
things which had in fact been quite painful to them or things for which
they were earnestly sorry. On one occasion, for example, they were
reminiscing about the slaughterhouse incident in which several pigs
were badly wounded; many of them were holding their sides they were

laughing so uproariously. Afterwards one of them said that the wounding
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of the animals had been an accident and that several of them had been so
horrified by the gory sight that they became ill., Other times they
vacillated between nervous laughter and anger as when Mac was reiterating
the tale about hitting his father. On such occasions laughtef was really
a facade hiding guilt, pain, and sorrow. Thus, even before they began
to question seriously toward the end the utility of being a troublemaker,
even before their guilt complexes, ambivalence, and worries about their
delinquency came out in the interviews, there was strong evidence that

being delinquent was in fact quite a problem to them.

Much less problematic were their relations with the police though
they talked about them incessantly in conjunction with discussing their
delinquent activities. Being detected by 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, fear of having a criminal record was becqndng a problem
to the older ones. But fearing detection was largely mamfactured and
superficial; mamfacturing fear is part of being delinquent - to explain

its production is to explain delinquency.

Until the end of the project family problem‘sr 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 particularly depressed
mood, more often than not it was the result of some recent quarrel with
his family. It was mach the same with boredom; they did not discuss it
at length but they were constantly leard to make such bitter remarks as,
"I wish to hell there was something to do around this goddarm place" or
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"Where the hell can we go - nowhere".

Toward the end of the project family problems were considered at
great length inside and outside interviews as was their lack of education;
how they needed more training for better jobs and which was the best way
to go about getting it - night school, the Navy, a trade course? Under-
lying all these problems there was always the nagging doubt about what
was going to heppen 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 "be scmebody", fo improve

themselves generally, to find meaning in life.

Correlation of individual development amongst board members is as

follows:

Mitch's biggest problem until heb was 15 was his brother Doug whom
he hated for his negative malicious attitude toward everyone. This
feeling towards his brother began at 1l. At 14, he failed the eighth
grade, through general lack of interest in subjects. Apart from these
two problems, Mitch was fairly satisified with life. He was not dis-
pleased with himself; he got on well with 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 Doug
told him "out of spite" that their mother had been divorced when Mitch
was too young to remember. Shortly after that he joined the big gang.
According to him the effect of this discovery lasted from 15 to 17; he
was in the gang only one year. The exact correlation of Mitch's 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 also
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that his failing the year before affected his self-concept negatively
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 had few problems. He loved his parents and
they loved him; he'got on with his sister and friends, and was doing
well in school. His father had been drinking heavily for some years
but it was not until he was 12 that it began to bother him; at that
time the man began to stay away from hbme at night. Despite his
worries, he spent a fair amount of time at home and got on with his
parents until he was 14 or, in his words, "through the eighth grade",
After that, "I figured he wasn't interested in my affairs, so I did
what I pleased". That summer Red joined the big gang and failed the
ninth grade. During his association he often "disobeyed his father
on purpose and deliberately got into 'tyr‘ouble with the police". This
period of assoclation was the only period that he had a negative self-
concept. Clearly this subject's violations against the law were purely
a reaction against a father for whom he had lost respect and from whom

he perceived a lack of love and interest.

JeTe's life was considerably more complicated. Iiving in Norway
throughout the war and its aftermath must have been a most disruptive
experience and he was more than glad to imﬂ.gratd/?g.%:. Because of the
war he had only attended school for four years and was somewhat 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 time
J.T. settled in BEast End he was 19 and had only passed the fifth grade.
Shortly after he arrived he began to date a certain girl which was the
first time he had ever actually dated; prior to that he had always gone
out with girls only in groups. Eventually they went steady but broke

up within five months; "I don't even know why", he explained, "but I
could have kicked myself for it". Immediately afterwards he joined the
"Inebriates® and within a year of his arrival at East End, had gained
over 50 pounds. With such a life story it was little wonder that he
was an atheist long before he reached adolescence; about the only happi-
ness he ever knew was through his family whom he had always loved and
respected. It would seem, then, that J.T.'s delinquency was unguestion-
ably the result of anomie arising from the constant disruption of social
relations and cﬁltural ties. Relations with his friends and extended
family as well as his school were disrupted by the war, immigration, and
the geographical mobility of his family. In addition immigration dis-
rupted his nationality and language. The breakup of his relationship

with that girl was the final blow.

Until the ninth grade Andy's two major problems were his sister with
whom he had always clashed and himself. Up to then, he had done well in
school. Moreover, he had no financial worrles, loved the rest of his
family, and although dissatisfied with points in his religious doctrine
as the result of differences in school and church training, he attended

church regularly and believed firmly in Christian values.

The key to understanding Andy lies in his answer to the question

about what he thought of himself before he joined his first gang. He
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had replied, "Averasge - I think I should live up to the standards of
my friends and elders. I don't think I'm any greater but I hope to
achieve a better position", Then he added,"l've always thought that
but when I was in school, I didn't realize it and life wasn't easy".
What he was referring to when he said "better‘position" was not a better
Jjob or income than his elders for he wanted to be the same thing as his
father, 2 spray painter (though he did méntion 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 always wanted to do some
kind of part-time welfare work and had even toyed with the idea of
being a missionary. This desire had apparently lost him many friends;
not only did he have a reputation for always thinking he knew what was
best for everyone but zlso many considered him a "goody-goody". In
this comnection it will be recalled that Andy did not Belong tb any
group until he was 14%. What had happened, it appears, was that Andy
did think he was somehow greater or superior in those days. 4&nd fail-
ing the ninth grade as a result of his clash with a certain teacher
was obviously a great blow to him, even after he returned from having
run away; it was shortly afterwards that he joined the big gang. This
sense of superiority which caused him to lose friemds including his
sister and feel particularly upset after his failure at school is the
only sign of disturbance or frustrztion found in this case throughout

observation and interviewing.

The first group that Sport ever joined was the Tigers, a semi-
delinquent fighting gang. He was aged eight at the time and had Just
immigrated the year before from Barbados. MNore important, before

leaving their native country, his father had re-married after having
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been divorced for three years when the boy was only four, old enough
to perceive maritsl difficulties and be profoundly upset by thexﬁ but
too young to understand. To complicate matters, the boy did not like
his new stepmother and his older brothers, according to him, received
more attention. These family matters, combined with the turmoil of
immigration, must have been deeply disturbing and could easily be
sufficient to warrant involvement with such a gang for three years until
he changed schools and found a group of boys who were decidedly non-
delinquent. This second group he enjoyed more than any other and was
particularly sorry when it broke up a year later through its members
moving away. The next four years he did not belong to any group. In
1956 he joined the Navy for two years. When he returned he discovered
that his father had been maltreating his mother and began to resent the

man. That year he joined the big gang.

How much racial discrimination had to do with joining either gang
is not knowm for certain. Sport never once spoke of it throughout the
entire project but Hudson had stated that the boy had had considerable
trouble in becoming accepted during the first four years of his residence
there. This means that the peak of prejudice correla{;es with membership
in that first semi-delinquent group. On the other hamd, Sport had said
in the interview section on the self that he had not been happy without
fighting until a year before the project. Presuming that such constant
fighting was 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. In other words, although the pesk of prejudice correlates with
membership in Tigers, racial consciousness was a constant factor and

involvement with delinquent groups was not; between membership in the



321.

Tigers and joining the big gang there were six years of fighting perhaps
but not delinquent activity. No other factor except family problems
correlates with membership in either group. Sport had no problems in
school or with the agency. His father was earning enough money to

help his ocldest son purchase a car of his own and Sport himself was earn-
ing $90 a week before he joined the big gang. And although he had 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 delinquent groups. The first,
however, can be more or less discounted as he was iny in it for a month
shortly after he arrived in Canada at the age of 12, He broke away as
soon as he realiized what kind of activities the group participated in.
After that he enjoyed membership in an agency group for nearly three
years. At 1L, he was deeply disturbed by his eldest sister's marriage
to a Negro. The following year he began assocliating with an older man
who introduced him to the big gang, and also failed the eighth grade.
Although retarded a few years in grade progression due to an initial
language difficulty, his grades had been average ever since he immigrated
and this failure was clearly the result of his association in the big
gang, which also caused him cohsiderable digsatisfaétion with his
religion. He could not reconcile his sexual, drinking, and fighting
activities with his beliefs; until that association he had considered

being a priest but discovered that he liked unpriestly behavior too mich.

Although Rex's activities in the big gang were limited to the above,
this association represented an enormous change. After his father died

the household responsibilities that he had to take on caused him to lead
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a quiet, serious life. His eldest brother's refusal to emigrate with
the rest of the family not only meant additional duties but deeply dis-
turbed Rex; he hated his brother ever since and became quite emotional
whilst speaking of him in the interview. Also there is some 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 recently that his mother had loved him more than his sister.

His sister's marriage, apart from his feelings about it, meant that he
had to tzke on even more responsibilities, this time financial; he

began working during the summer to compensate for the loss of income
from his sister. With his own and his other two sisters' as well as

his mother's income, there were no serious financial worries. But con-
sidering how close Rex was to his mothér, the fact that she was so
deeply upset by these three disruptive events - the death of her husband,
the unhappy parting with her eldest son, and the dreaded marriage of her
daughter - the pressure on Rex mﬁst have been fantastic and it is small
wonder that his reacticn. against 2ll these family problems was so re-

strained.

Crew's involvement with the big gang is difficult to understand. He
had done fairly well in school until the sixth grade which he failed due
to a broken leg and proceeded to make average grades until he left school
after the eighth grade so that he could go to trade school. The only
incident at school which disturbed him was the remark made by his
teacher during his final year about a1l the boys from East End standing
up so that he could see all the "bums". He was generally satisfied with
his religion and the feeling of disapproval he perceived from the con-

gregation arose as a result of his transgressions. He had always had a
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fairly good opinion of himself and been popular with girls though there
was that one "high class girl" who would not date him, which according
to him had not bothered him at the time. His family he loved and felt
they loved him equally as much as his 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 model, and
was a good teacher; he taught Crew as much about racing as he did about
cars. Unfortunately the man was a bit of a juvenile, being a member of
the big gang =t his age, drinking, and racing around with lots of women.
It was through his association with this man that he began frequenting
the same bars as the big gang, drinking heavily, and carocusing around
involving himself in fights 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 assoqiation with the big gang seems to have been exclusively the

result of differential identification.

The correlation of individual development amongst Bagles is as

follows:s-

Mac's family problems started at seven when his father lost his
business. At that time his i‘af;her started drinking and marital diffi-
culties developed. When Mac was 1l his parents were separated. At
twelve he dropped ocut of the Guards because they would not accept Rob,
joined the Eagles, and thréugh misconduct lOSf his scholarship for the
eighth grade; the next year he dropped out before exams. Until that
time he had had no substantial.problems with girls, the agency, his

schooling, his religion, or the church. And although he felt before
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he joined the Eagles that his father was wasting the money he earned,
he stressed that he had always been well provided for in terms of food,
clothes, and pocket money. The lack of qualifications for his own
occupational and financial plans, he did not feel until after he left
school in the ninth grade. When he began to be sarcastic and bully 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's joining the Eagles was
primarily a reaction against family problems, though his friendship
with Rob was undoubtedly a factor; apart from any appreclation for
Rob's prowess in delinquent feats, Rob had unquestionable charismatic

power and they both shared their family problems.,

Although Rob was not interviewed, he discussed at length his motives
for delinquency and all the evidence obtained in this connection supports
his own analysis. According to him, he had never had any problems re-
garding girls, money, the agency, or religion. His main problem was
his family. 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 him for what he was, he sought to establish

identity by being delinquent.

It was much the same with Mitch'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 was not old enough to know about it or feel any resentment but Doug
at five was. And when the family immigrated Mitch at five was not old

enough to have started school but Doug at eight had already begun school
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in Great Britain and had established roocts there.

Dodger, perhaps the least delinquent of the Eagles, had the least
amount of family‘ problems. Rather,most of his problems were related to
his education, Coming from Great Britain at about six, he had little
difficulty with regard to language or grade credits. It zall started
at 10 when he had a mastoid operation and was out of school for a year
and a hhlf. Because the school refused to admit him to the grade of
his age group, he was badly disappointed and did not want to return at
all btut his father "forced" him which ‘made him very angry. Perhaps he
would still have been able to finish that year if it had not been for
his difficulty with a certain subject and subsequent lack of help from
his teacher. At any rate he left before the year was out which undoubted-
ly worsened relations with his féther and iaossibly explains why the man
refused to give him a bicycle until he_ was 16. Again the boy was dis-
appointed. After he left échool and started work he began to feel that
he lacked education and qualifications. That same year he joined the

Eagles,

How much his family had to do with his joining the Eagles is
difficult to determine. When asked in the interview about family
problems, the only one he mentioned was his disappointment over the

blcycle for the promise was uhi‘ulfiiled and after he had saved money of
his own to buy a motorcycle, his father refused to sign the license

which caused Dodgdr to run away for a few days, just prior to the project.
He indicated that this was the main source for his feeling that his
father did not understand him but the bitterness in his response when

questioned about his parents! ideas regarding his school suggests that
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the clash arose initially over 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-delinguent 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. Also 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 Ezgles. It would also seem
that Dodger's delinquency was the most accidental or least socially

structured case of all.

Like Dodger, Shep'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 thet 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 campared to his older brother who was .
| studious and hardworking. Second, his father made enough to support
his family but he had a college education and felt that he was capable
of a mach better job than thé one he had as a salesman. Eventually,
the man began to drink an;'l gamble his money, consequently marital
difficulties arose. Throughout 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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and Shep became iﬁvolved in the activities of a group of older, confirmed
delinquents. 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 father forced him to disassociate
himself from the group, but in secret he joined another group of de-

linquents, and when it broke up, the Eagles.

Apart from Shep's dislike of school which may have been caused by
his father's comparison to his older brother, Shep's family problems
were about the only ones he had before he became delinquent. His
problem about certain girls not dating him definitely arose after his
association with the first delinquent 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 father's drink and gambling, and was therefore a family problem.

leo's confusion about his own problems made it clear that he was a
deeply disturbed person but impeded understanding. ioreover, there was
a lot that Leo did not disclose such as the fact that he had been in
reform school and the particular action on his father's part that he
resented more than any other. But in reviewing Leo's various question-
naire responses certain statements reappear several times. From these
statements and facts gleaned elsewhere his life story appears to run
more or less as follows. Up until the age of 11 he was a highly obedient,
studious, and herdworking 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 z2lways being scared of
his father and aglways hating himself because of his fears. Then, too,
there was that story about deliberately stabbing a boy when he was eight
and lying to everyone afterwards that it was an accident. While it 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 =2 few years. Finally,
there was Rob's statement to the effect that leo's father had demanded

too mmuch of him,

leo became involved with the Eagles the summer that he was 11
shortly after the group was formed. The first year or so of its
existence the group's activities 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 é ‘shack in the winter, they ﬁere not yet seriously
delincquent. During 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. Ieo knew his
father would disapprove strongly of these activities had he knowm about
them. And it is believed that participation in such activities to prove
himself to himself and his friends caused or aggravated a really deep-
seated fear of the man's disapproval, so much so that he became "scared

every time he saw him",

When Leo was 12 he had two problems that he had never had before.

In Bast End he had been quite happy in a very small class where he re-
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ceived mich individual attention from his teachers and made fairly high
grades. Graduation into a City high school meant not only that his age
group was suddenly shifted from being a senior group to the most junior
one but more important, the classes were quite large and he no longer
received such attention. Second, he had never belonged to a cohesive,
time demanding group before, Whether these two difficulties caused him
to do badly in his subjects and made him hate his teachers or whether
hatred for his teachers was purely the result of a perceived lack of
attention on their part is not known. In any case he failed that year
and subsecuently became fully involved wifh the Bagles and even began
to challenge Rob's title for being the most destructive delinquent of

the group.

On the surface it might appear that his problems in school were
the main factor in his leading the gang tb be a fﬁlly delinquent group.
However, it is believed thst his family's ambitions for him were the
determining factor for this leadership as well as the initial joining.

His parents were among the few of subjects in both groups who demanded
much from his school work and émphasized going to college. Secohd,

leo was the only subject to say that_ his parents wanted him "to be
somebody". Third, Leo was the .only su;bject who ever even considered
seriously crime as a profession. That the type criminal he chose as

ideal (a racketeer) was one who typically is well-known as a personality
with great power amongst the criminal world and who makes mach money is
most revealing. More revealing was his insistence that he would definitely
try to be one if he failed in his present occupation. Fourth, Leo was
among the few xwhose legitimate ideal job choice was totally out of

reach - that of mayor; "You're somebody in that position", he said.
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"But I'd be nice - I'd go talk to people and help them and get them to
respect me." Finally, he was the only one who did not want his failures
at delinquency known; not only did he "neglect" to report that he had
been in reform school but also there was the fact that he was always
trying to prove he was not a coward and exagegerating the extent of damage

done in any act of delinquency.

All of this suggests that Leo had some kind of deep-seated in-
feriority complex, resulting 1argeiy from a family situation - possibly
intense sibling jealousy which would account for his beating his sister,
but most likely gross ovérambitiousness on his father's part which would
‘account for why he never actually explained his hatred for the man; to
do so would have been to admit failure whereas sibling jealousy would
not necessarily indicate sgch failure. Moreover, sibling Jjealousy by
itself would hardly be sufficient to warrant such a deep-seated in-
feriority complex. For all these reasons it is argued that leo's de-
linquency was primarily the result of an over-emphasis: by his father
on success with a corresponding over-emphasis on obedience and law-
abiding behavior. Once leo made contact with the few boys who were
about to become the Eagles that summer after his graduation from the
seventh grade, this over-emphasis on success made him desire intensely
to be successful in that group. It just happened that success in this
particular group was based on daring. But once even slightly involved,
it was his first group and he had to be successful and prove himself,
temporarily 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 factor in his failure the next school year. As stated
previously that failure was the final blow, which caused him to react
so violently that he went on with Rob to lead the group into becoming

fully delinquent.

The case of Irish was more clear-cut. Although he had been
arrested once in Great Britain for stealing a bicycle, he was essentially
a non-delinquent. He thought of himself as good, had done very well in
school, and had no problems regarding money, girls, friends or religion.
About the only problem he had at that time was a family one; he was
always being compared unfavorably to his younger siblings who were more
studious and less adventurous than he. His feelings ﬁere so strong that
he often used to stay away from home to avoid his family. When he
immigrated at the age of 13, he himself was adversely affected by the
move and went on to do quite well in the ninth grade that first year.
But his father was disrupted occupationally by the move; he was only
able to find work at the time which neither he nor Irish believed had
justi.fiéad their emigration since they had moved in order to improve
their fﬁ.nancial status. No doubt Irish, too, had been promised things
which had not been fulfilled. Possibly because the man blamed himself,
or possﬁ.bly because he already resented the man, Irish blamed his father
and within a year of their immigrstion had joined a highly delinquent
group in which he remained until he was sent to reform school two years
later. This caused the family to move near East End where he met the

Ezgles after his release,

His difficulties in the tenth grade were a result of schedule mis-

manzagement, taking too many subjects, and possibly his membership in
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the delinquent gang. At any rate, these difficulties arose after he
had joined the gang. _Similarly, his own desire not to be a "laborer
all (his) life" seemed to have been a product of dé]inquency. Although
he did resent his father's job as a steel worker before he Jjoined the
gang, he resented it because it represented an occupationzl failure

and he hated his father's weakness for accepting a position which the
man himself did not desire as a permanent occupation. Moreover, Irish
had not had any vocational training as had most of the other subjects
and this combined with his stay in reform school prevented him from
obtaining employment other tha'n unskilled labor. For these reasons it
is believed that his resentment of his parehts particularly his father
was the primary factory in his delinquency and that the resentment over
his father's occupational difficulties, combined with having been a
delinquent, dropped ocut of school, and been unable to f£ind employment
other than unskj_.lledl laBor then caused him to desire a better economic

life for himself.

§'_,§_.'s delinquency began when he was seven so it is doubtful that
problems with girls, religion, education, his father's occupation, or
money had anything to do with it. He explains that he deliberately
became involved with a delinguent group because he wanted to make
trouble and was attracted to the excitement of such a life. His only
problem at that time was his family. He had 2lways been compared un-
favorably to an older brother whose delinquency was much worse than his
own but was entirely unknown to their parents until later years. The
-group of delinquents he joined 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 emlate
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his brother.

Finally, there is Jocko's case. He and his brother each failed two
grades during grammar school and both of them hated school the entire
time they went. This suggests that both of them were what teachers often
call "problem children" at a very early age. If they were problem
| children in terms of education, it was not because of their class for
as has been stated previously virtually all children in the area were
from thé same class. If their almost complete lack of ambition and
dimnmess of mind observed throughout the project are any indicationm,
their difficulties in school wefe more likely the result of these
qualities. Further evidence for this complacency may be found in Jocko's
response to questions concerning the self; not only did he lack personal
ideals but also he never found any quality in himself that he disliked.
Although Ben dropped out of the project before the last interviewing,
neither of them seemed to have any other problems with respect to girls,
money, the agency, or their future careers. What precipitated Jocko!s
joining a delinquent group came out in the major interview. At least
- his father's drinking and Jocko's disrespect of the man correlated

exactly with the start of his delinquency.
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In Part I the theories of Sutherland, Merton, Cohen, and 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 these questions were described in Part II.

Part III contains all the empirical data and its analysis., Although a
complete understanding of the commnity and the subjects was obwviously
impossible, it is felt that the material presented in Part III 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 "delinquency" was deliberately avoided because it
was felt that if the subjects had any idea that the study was concerned
specifically with delinquency, it would have biased their behavior and
responses. Consequently, the exact frequency and extent of subjects!
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
camnot be made. Second, the use of the word "class" was also avoided
for similar reasons. Had subjects guessed that the investigation began
as an inquiry into the relationship between their activities and class,
it would have affected their behavior. But more important, even a
single use of the word might have induced an awareness not previously
there. Therefore questions about class were asked indirectly. Third,
there are some gaps in individual histories. Occasionally a subject
gave a date or answer which after analysis was discovered to be incorrect.
Sometimes their memories failedbthem and they were a bit vague. One or

two, notably, Shep and leo, were deeply confused so that their answers
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were obscure or contradictory on several points. Then, too, many of
the subjects were in the process of changing so that some statements
made early in the project conflicted with others. And last, there‘

were some instances where a fallow-=up should have been made but was not,.
This was mainly because the need was not realized until analysis was
made after the project, but also because a follow-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-analysis and correlation
or by informatién obtained elsewhere. Wherever this has been necessary,
it has been noted in the presentation. The remaining gaps are regret-
table but it i‘:s felt that they have not béen sufficiently large to
impede understanding. It is azlso believed that indirect 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 intimately, namely Budson and Sanders.

THE NATURE OF DELINQUENCY

From all the obseﬁation and interviewing it was disccvered’ that
board members had been involved with delinquent gangs. In four o'rut of
the seven cases, this involvement was so temporary and superficial that
it could be better described as wild and mischievous behavior rather than
delingquent or even really offensive; in all four of these cases (Mitch,
Rex, Crew, and Andy) their involvement 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 fighting; and
the third (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 offenders and
the offense after it had been committed, not guilt in the commission
of the offense. Assuming that few healthy, adventurous, and curious
youths are wholly law-abiding citizens, it was deci&ed that the members
of this group had at the worst, transgressed and violated the law but
in such a limited way that sociologically é.s well as legally, they
could be considered non-delinquents. In order to add perspective to
the study, however, careful attention was paid to factors which led

to their association with delinquent and semi-delinquent groups.

Analysis of Bagles' adventurous activities and police contact re-
vealed that they were unquestionably delinquent. But their delinquency
was a very special kind; they were troublemakers.  To them, this was
not the same thing as being delingquent. They wanted to nxéke enough
trouble to create attention and excitement but not so much that might
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 uninvolved with the big gang as it was "too bad". They
hoped others would think of them as troublemakers not delinquents, and
they developed certain qualities, such as toughness in order to give
this impression but discouraged others 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 when they reached adult status. Thus, troublemaking was a
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highly limited form of delinquency; limited in concept, in attitude,
and in behavior. In fact, its activities were so limited that in contrast
to other types of delinquency, it did not need the support of a criminal

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 Matza, and others?
Were the vactivities of Eagles typically characterized by maliciousriess,
negativism, non-utilitarianism, versatility, group autonomy, and short-
run hedonism as Cohen argues? Superfically, troublemakers were maliclious
in that they delighed in the 'defiance of taboos and sometimes enjoyed
the discomfort of others, but beneath that facade of laughter and boast-
ing, they usually felt sorry and guilty; in‘fact, the worse the offense,
the harder they tried to shield their innermost feelings by appearing
not to care. If Bagles wére negative, defining their delinquent norms
by "turning upside down" the norms of the larger society, it was in a
limited way. Not only did they limit the scope of legitimate norms
they offended but also whatever norms Eagles mamaged to offend, it was
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 objects they stole, they were essentially non-utilitarian in that
they did not steal for profit or gain. However, there was more to their
stealing and vandalism than doing it sheerly "for the hell of it", to
use Cohen'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., IFurthermore, the effort they made to limit their

activities suggests a decidedly utilitarian orientation.

Eagles were versatile but their behavior could not really be de-
scribed as autonomous or "g;ggixbintolerant of any outside effort to
regulate their activities". To be delinquent is to defy regulation by
definition but Eagles' acceptance and obedience without opposition of
certain family requests, police: demands, and most agency rules shows
that they they were quite willing to be regulated when they felt like
it. Similarly Bagles were quite hedonistic in fhat they were self-
centred but they were more than capable of long-term planning. Thus,
only one of Cohen's six characteristics (versatility) could be applied
without qualification to the activities of the Eagles; the other five
could be applied but purely in a superficial Way;‘ Cohen appears to
have looked only at the statements of delinquents; even more delinquent

1
groups than the Bagles must have had such immer feelings,

Miller's analysis is more applicable. Most of the values or focal
concerns that he maintains are typical of working class, delinqnent
gangs could be applied to the Bagles. They did believe in fate or luck.
Many of them viewed their own delinquency as a gamble with the attitude:
If I get caught, bad luck; if not, I was lucky. The extent they sought
excitement and trouble has already been discussed above., Also they did
want to be tough and smart or cumning. And they did want to be autonomous

in the sense that Miller suggests - independent, thinking and acting on

1. Cohen admits to the existence of these feelings but not with regard
to these six characteristics; he discusses them as though they were
straightforward facts. '
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their own judgment. Although Eagles did have such values or concerns
as Miller argues, his theory that these values 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 BEagles in
several‘ important ways. In contrast to the authors! thesis that de-
linquents wish only to show the symbolic evidences of manhood, Eagles
did take on or desire the actual responsibilities of manhood, such a.s
getting a job and hoping eventually for marriage. On the other hand,
they did act quite irresponsibly in other ways (d:'rimang. gambling,
etc.) and they did take on the values of soldiers (bravery in the face
of danger, refusal to divulge incriminating information at great ex-
pense to themselve;s, and so on). More significant, Eagles' style of
life Acoul&l be described accurately as a "culture developed spontane-
ously to £fill the gap between childhood and adult status®, although
for difi‘erent reasons than those submitted by Bloch and Niederhoffer.
One of the most important features of their style of life was the fact
that they actually did view troublemaking as a temporary aqtivity and
not a stage in a delinquent career. In this instance, then, the view
of Bloch and Niederhoffer, based on the tradition of Thrasher and Miller,
is accepted in place .of the idea that delinquency is typically a pre-
liminary stage to a criminal career held by Shaw, Sutherland, Cloward,
and Chlin., Eagles deliberately avoided contact and identification
with criminal elements, and thought Leo confused for considering being
a racketeer. Why they viewed their involvement as a temporary one is

discussed in the final'secf.ion.
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Another notable feature of the Eagles was the fact that they did
not disdain work and they were not contimually looking for ways to
make a "big score" as suggested by Sykes and Matza. They sought to
make a "big bang" perhaps, by some ingenious delinquent feat but not
by acquiring quickly large sums of money. By such a commotion they
could mamfacture excitement and release their aggressions. In this
respect the description of Sykes and Matzaz does apply. But perhaps
the most outstanding feature of all was the extent of Eagles' commit-

ment to legitimate cultural goals and values.

In terms of the individual Eagles (apart from their trouble-
making activities) were as committed to legitimate social values as
board members. Eagles as well as board members accepted equally the
value of family life and respected marriage as an institution. That
is, like many youths in North America, they had participated in pre-
marital sexual relations but they maintained a double standard of
morality; genersally neither group participated in such relations with
girls whom they respected and cared for. And if any group was more
moral in this way, it was the Bagles. Also they all saw themselves
as being married within 10 years and wanted to make good husbands and

fathers.

With regard to other cultu:fal goals both groups accepted the value
of education as an end in itself and the only means, barring vocational
experience, of improving themselves oécupationa]ly and financially.
This acceptance was shown in the Eagles' behavior especially. Most
board members left school in order to begin work and took trade courses

after they had begun work whereas most Ezgles went directly into trade
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schools. Although this action was temporary in most instances most of
them were hoping at the time of the project fo 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 largely Protestant junior board, who
accepted the theory of their doctrine. Both groups accepted agency
rules, board members more so than Eagles it is true; but because of
their desire to attend the dances Eagles broke only a few of the rules.
In fact, the noteworthy feature of their behavior at the agenéy was not
the amount of rules they broké but the number they obeyed. Both groups

accepted equally the idea of economic improvement by legitimate methods,

Host important, members of ‘both groups were well aware of the
meaning of right and wrong at an early age. A1l subjects acceptgd the
theory behind the law; and with the exception of drinking and fighting,
they accepted the judgments on their actions made by the law and the
larger society. When they committed an offense other than drinking or
fighting, they ultimately judged themselves by legal and majority
standards. This respect for official and social judgments was observed
in the way they gccepted punishment. Unless they felt the penalty was
grossly unfair, they usually admitted the rightfulness of it after the

initial shouting and grumbling about being unjust and mean.

In view of this commitment to legitimate cultural goals and values,
Bagles seemed to be neither rebels nor innovators as defined by Merton.
They certainly did not wish to change the social order and they did not

reject institutionalized means, at least not in the sense that Merton
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meant; all except one had every intention of achieving their economic
and occupational goals by legitimate methods. They were, however,
innovators in another sense, All of them had problems for which they
sought a solution. It is argued that they experimented in delinquency
as a means of solving their problems and in this sense rejected in-
stitutionalized means. To assess those problems is to understand their

delinguency.

THE ORIGINS OF DELINQUENCY

From the data presented throughout Part III, the various emphases
placed on certain topics in interviewing and observation, and the final
correlation of individual development, the conclusions are clear.

Family problems overwhehrﬁ:ngly outweigh any others in both groups. Like
the delinquents in the investigation of Healy and Bronner (New light on
Delinquency) involvement in delinquency was primarily a reaction to
frustrated relationships within the home. Board members' period of
association with the big gang and other delinduent groups not only
correlated almost exactly with family problems in the cases of Mitch,
Red, Rex, and Sport but also in three out of those four it was virtually
the only problem they had; Sport's race, it is presumed, was also a
major problem to him., Moreover, Sport who had the most intense and
longest family prbbiem, associated with delingquent groups the longest
and Red whose family problem began later in life but was perhaps equally
intense, was the most seriously delinquent of the group and associated
with the big gang longer than anyone else except Sport. The other three
had entirely different problems: Andy's most mild and temporary associa-

tion with the big gang was a reaction against having failed in school
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which so affected him because he had had a well-ingrained sense of
superiority. Crewis almost ‘equa.lly mild and temporary association with
the big gang was primarily the result of an attraction to an older member
though there is some possibility that his brother'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 whole
series of disrupted relationships and activities starting with the war

and ending in a break-up with a girl.

A1l the Eagles as well as Rob and Doug were beset by family problems
far more than any others. The climax of family problems correlated
exactly with joining delinquent groups in gll cases and in all but four
of the total nine cases, family problems weré the only major ones prior
to delinquency. School problems were additionally impértant in four
cases: Dodger and Leo had outstanding and specific problems; Shep and

Jocko had general, nagging ones.

These family problems it must be noted, were not diverse. In
almost every case they were of one or two types. All of them were the
result of differential love and treatment from theif 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 oi" two of his siblings
as well as the death of his father. The othei‘ three suffered from one or
both type problem. Mitch was shocked by the discovery that his father

was in fact his stepfather; Red deplored his father's drinking; and
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Sport had perceived both differential treatment and serious defects in

his father, namely cruelty to his mother.

It was the same with the delinquents Rob, Doug, Shep, Irish, and
F.J. All perceived gross differential love and treatment from their
fathers; all had suffered constant unfavorable comparisons to’ their
siblings - in three cases an older brothey, in one case a younger
brother, and in one case a younger brother and sister. ILike Jocko, Mac
and Shep hated their fathers'! drinking as a thing in itself; 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. Ieo, it is believed, was reacting
against an weren:phasis on success with a corresponding overemphasis on
obedience. And Dodger, having clashed with his father over his school
and been disappointed by the man for other reasons, felt deeply that his
-father did not understand him. Thus, in seven out of nine cases they
suffered a perception of differential treatment bby their fathers and/ or

serious inadequacies in them.

Problems in school"were definitely secondai‘y or minor compared to
family problems in two of the four cases where educational difficulties
were a factor. Shep ar;d Jocko hated school, it was true, but Shep it is
believed, hated it mainly becauée he was always being compared to his
brother and Jocko was not at all perturbed by his failures in grammar
school; he had no ambitions in séhooi and was genuinely quite eager to
attend trade school. Although leo's failure in the eighth grade was a

major factor in his full involvement with the Eagles, he would not have
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been so affected by it had he not had family problems. Dodger, was the
only case where school problems, arising from physical ones (his operation),

could be said to be a major factor on its own, apart from family problems.

Since so many subjects were Catholic or immigrants in a predominantly
Protestant and largely non-immigrant community, what effect did these
two factors have on them? If either factor was a causative one, it was
only in a very minor and }general way, except in two cases: J.T., whose
inmnigration retarded his education as well as disrupted his life and
Irish, where immigration disrupted his father's occupation, and there-
_ ‘i‘ore affected him negatively 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 marginal figure did not
seem to have ’arv effect on him or the others. With regard to religion,
it was diséovered that Protestants, not Catholics, were disturbed by
their religion; the universality of Catholicism presumably compensated

for marginality within the commnity.

Similarly, class consciousness or conflict and 'overemphasis on
success without a corresponding emphas_is on the rlegitimate means to
achieve it were negligible. All subjects were undoubtedly aware of
class differences but on the whole this awarenes$ did not seem to affect

them prior to delinguency. They always judged others on the basis of

their actions, associations, and personality and generally they perceived
themselves judged by others in the same way.. Perception of acceptance in
church, agency, and non-delinquent groups before nxémbership in delinquent
groups attests to that. There was some bitterness in Mac, Crew, leo,

and Shep about allegedly "high class" girls not dating them, but in
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nearly all these cases not only was the concept of class a very impure
one but such feelings arose long after memberéhip-in delinquent groups.
There was also some element of class conflict with regard to the
Protestant School Board. Subjects did feel rightly that the Board was

a conflicting body and resented its control over the agency, therefore
theméelves. But this affected junior board members more than Bagles;
most of the Eagles were not eligible for membership in the agency's
program for teenagers - the one the School Board was concerned about -
until after they became delinquent. Hbredver, the body, as a representa-
tion of its class, was so small and ineffective or irrelevant in their
school iife,_that it hardly constituted a problem in this sphere of their
lives. In fact, the man who was prinecipal during the time that most of
them were in school left because his policy conflicted with that of the
Board which believed that he sympathized too much with student problems

and was too lax in his disciplinary measures.

Regarding overemphasis on socio-economic success, it was found that
while most subjects wanted to improve their economic status, they did
not desire to change substantially their class position. Any frustra-
tions they felt in the attempt to achieve their economic and occupational
plans arose in nearly all cases after membership in delinquent groups.
The general respect for and emphasis on law-abiding behavior from
subjects' parents and within the comminity generally was apparent through-
out the project. In no case did parents encourage their children to be
delinquent 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 case where a delinquent and criminal career was
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seriously being considered as a means of achieving economic or occupa-
tional success. It is most probable that such considerations did not
arise through any lack of emphasis on law-abiding behavior; quite the
contrary, in this case there was an over-emphasis on obedience and
abiding by the law. It would seem, then, that neither the theories of

Merton or Cohen are applicable in this project.

There was no guestion of differential access to illegitimate
opportunity structures as Cloward and Ohlin would suggest. The adult
commnity, apart from the predominantly French police and cne or two
groups of racketeers, was generally a law-abiding one. To be sure
the big gang's delinquent ringleaders had contacts who would 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.

Finally, there was no ques_tion of differential association as
Sﬁtherland defined it, though there were several cases (Crew, F.J.,
and Rex) where identification with a particular person or group of
persons strongly influenced assoclation or membership in delinquent
groups. The big gang's activities were unquestionably attractive to
board members but association with it occurred in every case only
after crises in the home and elsewhere and it is most doubtful that
board members would have been attracted had it not been for those
crises. The big gaﬁg obviouély set a béd example for Bagles but their
lack of amalgamation with it was hardly caused by a refusal on the part

of the big gang; Bagles did not want to be associated with it.
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EVOIUTION AND PERSISTENCE

The Eagles were a gang and style of life developed spontaneously
as a means of combatting life's blows, "a means of finding the recogni-
tion, status, and secw.tr:‘v.'l:y“:L that they failed to receive within their
families. In the beginning they probably did blame their families for
the suffering caused by differential treatment and inadequacies on
their fathers' part. Sharing these problems and having similar resent-
ments against their families was unquestionably the greatest single
common denominator of the group and no doubt accounts for why the solu-
tion ﬁas a.co]_'l.ective one rather than an individual one. In this sense,
the analysis of‘ Cloward and Ohlin applies. But ultimately théy blaxﬁed
themselves for their failures or problems in other spheres of their
lives - education, girls, the agency, religion, the church, the police,
their jobs, and theﬁ own delinquency. Also, they did not sclve the
problem of guilt in advance as the authors sugg.est by withdrawing
sentiments supporting specific 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
families, and others. They did attempt on the surface to minimize the
impact of such judgments by using various techniques of neutralization
as defined by‘Sykes and Matza. But these were successful only tempo-
rarily; invariably, 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),
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police practices and a moral code of their own. Nearly all of their
offenses were within the boundary of activities generally tolerated

by the police. And in view of the fact that policemen sold much of the
liquor which they drank prior to committing an offense, one could érgue
that there was a symbiotic relationship between them and the police.
Apart from fear of serious legal consequences, Eagles' range offense
was limited by their own sense of right and wrong; to them it was all
right to cause trouble but the habitual commissioh of such serious
offenses as car theft or drug addiction was not only wrong in itself
but a sign of sickness. Eagles did not offend people, property, or
institutions that they respected. Essentially they were not cruel or

sadistic people.

Their involvement in delingquency was an experiment. They were
confused, insecure boys who suffered from acute family pr§blems.
Because they suffered from family problems specifically, they knew that
they could escape them eventually by legitimate means when they became
men and were financially able to support themselves. Mearwhile they
were still dependents and had to live within the situation which caused
them so much pain. In their impatience to escape this suffering, they
dropped out of 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 moral
commitments would allow them. And when they discovered that those
commitments were too strong, that they were only hurting themselves
and adding to their own problems, fbhey 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 soclety their experiment was failing.

It is believed that other writers 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 immigrants, unemployed, and poverty stricken people
are concentrated in racially mixed areas; where social, physical, and
economic problems are varied and acute; where well-developed contra-
cultures exist alongside conventional ones. Moreover, most researchers
have chosen for statistical purposes relatively large groups sometimes
rumbering in the thousands and therefore could not afford to be historical,
comprehensive, and comparative., The commnity in this project was a
small, well-defined one within a suburban 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! characteristics, values,
thoughts, and behavior as well as the background which produced them,

and to delve beyond the surface statements and appearances given by them,

To what exl:ent can the results of this project be applied elsewhere?
Certainly it has no statistical weight. But it would seem that neither ‘
the community, the problems of adjustment to which delinquency was a
response, nor the nature and evolution of that response are peculiar.
Whatever the particular setting, class, or culture, the problems Eagles
suffered are herdly unique and their response to those problems is

urderstandable.



APPENDIX A
Preliminary Questionnaire Schedule*

(For interviews with Community Leaders)

* 411 the questiomnaire 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,
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I General Background of respondent

A. Demographic information

l. Name and address

2. Sex and date of birth

3. Marital status

Ly, Ethnic origin

Be Education

l. DNumber of years

2. Diplomas and degrees

C. Occupation

D, Information about East End .

1. Date of arrival and number of years there

2. Reasons for choosing East End

3. Where relevant, reasons for leaving it

II, Background of institution which respondent represented or was

representing

A, History

l. Development of physical facilities for institutional use

as

bs

vhat facilities were available when respondent
arrived

what facilities had been added since his arrival

2. Development of institution's role in the commnity

as

as representative of an institution, what does
the respondent consider to be his role in the
commnity

what goals did the respondent strive for and
what steps did he take to realize these goals

what does he think he has contributed to the
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social welfare of the commnity in terms of
programs, advice, money, and other aid

B. Relationship of respondent's institution to other English
speaking institutions within the commnity

1. 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

I1I, Respondent's view of the commnity
Ae As 2 place to live
1. What does it offer

2¢ What are its drawbacks

B In terms of its social problems
l. What are they
2+ Why they exist

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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General background

Al

B.

C.

D.

F.

Name, age, address, and telephone number

Years in the area and previous addresses (reasons for change
where relevant)

Education
l. Number of years
2. Level of grades passed successfully and year(s) of
failure where relevant
3. Subject grades in general
L4, Reason for leaving
Religion
1. Denomination
2. General acceptance
3. Extent of practise
Family
1. DNumber living in house
2. Breakdown into parents, spouses, and foster children
3. Ages of family members
L, Marital status of parents
5+ In cases of divorce, separation, or death
a: date of occurrence
b: date of any subsequent change of status
c: extent of contact with original parent
6. Origin and occupation of parents

Occupational history of subject

1.

2o

Name and location of firm

Type of work
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3« Date of employment
L, Pay '
5Se Reasonyfor leaving

6. General attitude toward job

II. In-group relationships

A.

Be

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 cuality which was saccéptable, or one which was not
important at all.

1. Intelligence 8. leadership

2. HResponsibility 9. Loyalty

3. Sense of humor 10. Good looks

e Generosity 1l. MNMoney

5. Courage (of heart) 12, Experience with girls
6. Physical nerve (or "Guts") 13. Dependability

7. Personality 14. Friendliness

Rank order of members. Qualitlies which received the highest
rank were chosen to form a list by which the respondent

should name the persons he thought most and least possessed
that quality. With regard to the high ranking quality of
intelligence, for example, the respondent was asked to name
that member of his group which he thought was most intelligent
and the one he thought was least intelligent,

Tests for closeness. Each respondent was asked
1. Whom he would most and least rather be with
2. Whom he trusted the most and the least

3. Whom he considered the most and least loyal to him

4. Whom he considered to be his closest and least close friend

I1I. Out-group relationships

A,

B.

Estimate of time spent with the other subject group as well
as the big gang

Listing of activities engeged in with the other subject
group and the big gang



C. Attitude toward each of the other groups
D. The individual's view of the other group's view of him as
an individuel and of his group

Regular activities (nature and estimate of frequency) and social
interaction., Each respondent was asked to estimate how much
time he devoted to the following activities and to name (when
~ 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 specific
nature of his participation, ’
A. Occupation

1. Time devoted

2. Amount of social interaction with work associates
B. School, homework, and/or vocational training (time devoted)
C. Entertainment

1. Nature (description of types)

2. Frequency and time devoted

3. Social interaction
D. Sports

l. Nature (team and individual types)

2. Time devoted

3« Social interaction
E. Family activities

1. DNature (description of types)

2. TFrequency of participation ahd time devoted
F. Hobbies

1. Nature (description of special interests)

2. Frequency of pursuance and time devoted

3« Social interaction

G. Reading

1. Nature (description of rezding selection)



V.

Vil.
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2. Frequency and time devoted

Irregular, "Adventurous" Activities. To avoid direct use of the

‘word "delinquent" or "deviant" 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 "kicks". In contrast to other parts of
the interview, techniques used in this section were open-end,
non-directive, and supportive.

Attitudes toward the study. Each respondent was asked to describe
how he felt about the project and his participation in it.

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)
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History of group membership
A. Regarding present membership for each individual
l. Name and age joined
2. Year joined
3. Means of introduction
Be. Regarding past members who dropped out
1. Names and ages joined
2. Year joined
3¢ Means of introduction
L, Reasons for leaving or expulsion

C. Regarding prospective members who failed to achieve full
membership

l. Names and ages
2., Year membership was attempted
3. DMeans of introduction

L4, Reasons for failure

History of group

A. Significant structural events - any 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
which substantially altered the attitudes or behavior of
the group
1. Nature of event (description)

2. Date of occurrence and explanation

3. OSignificance and result.
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GANG MEMBERSHIP - for every gang
Ae. Actual relationship
1. When did you join the gang?
2. How many were in the gang?‘ .
3. What types of activities were there?
4, How did the individual become a member?
5. Were there any problems shared among the members?

6. What other gangs were around the area at the time
that you did not join and why?

7. Reason for the change?
B. Conceptions |

1. Did the gang have any ideas about the kind of person
you should be?

2. Did the gang have any informal rules about
a: the kind of things you should do?
b: the way you should act? A
3. What do you think they thought of you?
C. Expectations ‘
l. What did you expect to get out of being a gang member?
2. Did the gang live up to these expectations? ‘

3. Is there anything you think the gang should have done
for you and did:not?

L, Is there anythiﬁg about the gang or your relationship
to it that you would like to have changed?

5. If so, why didn't you?

D, PFuture - what are your future plans with respect to gang
membership?
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A. Actual Relati cnship

Be

1.

24

3.

Yo
5.

6.
7o

When was the first time that you came into contact
with the police?

What for?

Approximately how many times have you been chased
and not caught by the police?

What for in general?

Approximately how many times have you been caught
by the police?

a: when?
b: what for:
What happened when you were caught?
“hat effect did it have on you?
How many times have you done things against the law

and gotten away with it without being chased or:
caught and what for?

9. What do you think of the police?
10, Why? |
11. Have you always thought this?
a: if not, when?
b: what?
c: why the change?
Conception | '
l. At what age were you aware of what was against the law?
2. What did you think about it at the time?
3. Have your thoughts on the subject changéd?

a: 1if so, when?
b: in what way?
c: whyt? '



C.

D.

Te
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What do you think the police think of you?
Does that matter to you? ‘
Have they always thoughﬁ that?
at if not, when?
b: in what way? '
c: why? '
Do you think that their judgment was fair?
a: if not, when? |

b: why?

Expectations

1.

24

3.

5
e

How much of the law do you actually expect to be
enforced?

Did; youtever think differently?
Why?

Were your expectations of what will be enforced any
different?

a: when?
b: in what way?
¢c: why?
What kind of >person do you think a policeman should be?

Do the Bast End police live up to this?

Differential access

1.

2,

Do you ever think that they picked on you unfairly?
a: if so, when?
b: in what way?
c: why?

Have you ever felt differently? That is, did you at
some later date change your feelings?

a: if so, when?

b: in what way‘f



APPENDIX D
Questionnaire Schedule 3 - Mé.,j or

(For interviews with all subjects)



FAMILY

A.

c: why?t

Actual relationship

1.

2e

3-

b,

5e
6.

7e
8.

9.
10.

12.

13.

361.

Have you ever had any problem concerning your family?

a: when?

b: what?

How mach time did you spend with your family?

Has this ever changed?
a: when? '

b: how?
c: Why'f

How often did you discuss problems with them?

What were they?

Has this ever changed?
a: when? |
b: how?
c: whyf

What sort of activities did you have with your family?

Has this ever changed?

a: when? '

b: how?

c: why?
What sort of 'things were you rewarded fort
What kind of rewards were they? |
What sort of things were you ptinished for?

What kind of punishments were they?

Did you think these rewards and punishments fair at the

time?
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14, What do you think of them now and why?
15. What kinds of rewards and punishments do you receive now?
16« “hat do you think of them and why?
Sentiments |
l. Did you love both your parents ecually?
2. If not, why? '
3. Did you respect both your parents equally?
b, If not, why? |
5, Did you get along with both parents equally?
6. If not, why? |
7. Did you think that they were Jjust and fair?
8. Has any of this changed?
a: when? |
b: how?
c: why?
Conception
l. What ideas did your parents have with respect to your
a: school?
b: church and religion?
c: friends?
d: Jjob?
2. To what extent did they get you to conform to these ideas?
3. What did you think of these ideas? |
L, Were your thoughts ever any different?

a: when?
b: in what way?

c: why?
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Did you feel that your parents! ideas were different
from others in the commnity?
a: 1if so, in what way? Y
b: did it make any difference to you that they were?

What did you think your parents thought of yout

Expectations

1.

2.

3.

What did you expect from your parents?
Have these expectations ever changed?
a: when?
b: in what way?
¢: why?
Do you think that they lived up to your expectations?

Is there anything you thinkyyour parents should have '
done for you and didn't?

a: what?

b: why? |

Differential access

1.
2.

3.

5e

6

Did you feel that your parents love you?
Equal to other members of the family?
If not, why? ‘

a: what effect did this have on you?

b: do you feel that they were justified?

Did you feel that they tried to urderstand and support
you when you had problems?

If not,

a: when?

b: in what way?

c: why? '

d: did 'you reglly give them a chance?
Were any of these things any different?
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a: when?
b: in what way?
c: why? '

F, Briefly, how would you describe your parents?

GIRLS

A.

B.

Actual relationship

1.
2.

3.

b

5e
6o

o

8.

When did you first start going out with girls?
What kind of girls do you usually go out with?
Have you ever gone steady? |

a: 1if so, when?

b: for how long?

¢: why the break?
When was the first t:.me you had sexual intercourse?
Why?

When you have sexual relationships with girls, how often
is it because you care for her?

How often because of sex al_one'i

Do you classify girls in any wéy?

Conception

1.

2e

3.
4,

What ideas have your family had on the subject of girls
as to

a: how to treat them?

b: sex?

‘c:.‘ what kind of girl you should care for?
What did you think of your family's ideas? |
Why?

What do you think girls think of you?
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5« Have you ever thought differently?
a: when? |
b: in what way?
c: why? .
C. Expectations

1. What do you expect to get out of your relationship
with girls?

2. Have you ever expected anything more or less?

a: when? |
; b: in what way?

¢: why?

3. Have they lived up to your expectations?
a: if not, in what way?
b: why (placement of blame)?

D:; Differential access

1. Was there ever any type of girl who you would not
go out with?

a: whét 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. What did you think of school before you left?
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3« What were things about school that satisfied you,
that you liked?

4. What were things about school that you disliked,
that you considered a problem?

Conception

1. What did you think was the purpose of school while
you were there?

2. Have you changéd your mind about it?
a: if so, when? 4
b: in what Way?
¢c: why?
3. What do you think your teachers thought of you?
L, Do you feel that they were correct in their judgment?
Expectations ’
l. What did you expect to get cut of school at the {ime?
2., Has this expectation changed since you left? '
a: when?
b:  why? |

3. Is there anything you think the school should have
done for you and didn't? :

4, Is there anything you think you could have gotten
out of school and didnft?

5. Where do you place the blame?
Differential access |

1l. Did you ever receive any kind of special attention

in school?
a: when?
b: how?

2. Do you think 'ycur teachers or the school ever dis-
crimnated against you?

a: when?
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A.
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b: why?

c: was it Justified?

Future - Do you have any future plans concerning school?

Actual relationship

1.
24
3.
4,
Se
6.
7.
8.4

How often did you go to church and/or Sunday School?
Who did you go with?

Why did you go?

Did you ever séy your prayers?

Why?

Whaf social programs were available for your age group?
How often did you use them and why?

When did you stop going and why?

Thoughts

1.

24

3.

5.
6.

Te

Whet did you think of the church during the time that
you went?

Did you think about religion mich at that time? If so,
what?

What satisfactions did you get out of church for this
period?

Out of rreligion?
What problems did you have about the church at that time?
Religion?
Have ycu:r" 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 kind of person the
church wanted you to be?

2. Have they changed?
a: when?
b: in what way?
c¢: how?
3. Why do you think it wanted you to be like that?

L, What was supposed to happen to you if you were not
like that?

5. Did you agree with all that?

6. Why? '

7. Have your ideas on the subject always been like that?
a: if not, when? |
b: in what way?
¢: why?

8. To what extent did you try to live up to this?

9. What sort of person did you think the church ﬁhought
of you then? :

10. Was this a. fair judgment?

11, Do you think this view has changed?
a: 1if so, whent ‘
b: how?
c: Why?'

D. Expectations
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l. 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 fulfilled?

L, Is there anything you think you should have gotten
out of religion and didn't?

a: what?
bs why or blame?
B. Differential access

l. Did you ever feel that the church was giving you any
special attention?

a: 1if so, when?
b: in what way?

2. Did you ever feel that the church members were in
any way discouraging you from atterding church?

a: in what way?
b: when?

¢c: reasont

d: effect on you?

F. Future - What future plans do you have with respect to
religion and church attendance?
THE SOCIAL AGENCY AND OTHER SOCIAL GROUPS
A. Actual relationship (apart from the agency)
1. Wha‘b‘ programs have you participated in?
2. What satisfactions did you get out of the program?

3+ What problems did you have with the program?
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Conceptions

1.

370.
Have there been any changes in your satisfactions
or problems with respect to these programs?
a: if so, when?

b: how?

What kind of person do you think the people who ran
those programs wanted you to be?

2+ What did you think of those ideas then?
3« Do you still think that now? ‘
a: if not, when was the change?
b: inwhat way? v
c: why?
L, Did you accept these rules by keeping to them?
5. If not, why not?
6. Have you always accepted them (or not accepted them)?
a3 if not, when? »
b: | in what way?
c: why?
7. What do you think they thought of you?
a: was this fair? l
b: what did it mean to you?
8. Have you always thought that?
a: if not , when did yoﬁ think differently?
b: in what wa&? '
¢: why?
Expectations |
1. What did you expect these programs to do for you?
24 |

Have you ever had any different expectations?
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when?

what?

3+ Do you feel that there is anything that these programs
should have done for you and didn't?

4, Whose fault was this?

5. Do you feei that in general these programs lived up to
your expectations?

D. Differential access

1. Did they ever single you out for any special attention?

as

b:

when?

what for?

2. Did you ever feel that any of these groups picked on
you unfairly?

as

b:

when?

what for?

E. PFuture plans?

ECONOMIC POSITION

A. Money

l. Have you ever saved money?

as

b

if so, when?

for what?

2. What do you sperd 'you'r money on?

3. Was it ever any different?

as

b:

c:

when?
in what way?

why?

k. If you had a lot more now what would you do with it?
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5. If you had had more money from the begimnning, what
would you have done with it?

Goals

l. How much do you eventually hope to make?

2. What do you plan to do with it?

3. What do you consider a really good salary?

L, What 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
can't you change?

Differential access

l. Have you ever felt that you lacked the qualifications
for the kind of job you want?

a:

b

what?

when did you begin to feel this?
what can you do about it? |
what are you doing about it?

who do you blame for this situation?

Self-conception

1l. What did you think of yourself before you joined the
first gang?

2. Has your sélf-conception changed any since then?

a:

c:

if so, when?
how?

why?

3. Were there certain things that you particularly liked
in yourself?
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L, Have you always thought that?
a: 1if not, when did you change?
b: in what way? 7
c: why?

5+ Were there ever certain things in yourself that you
disliked?

6. Was this vever any different?

a: if so, when?

b: how?
c: why‘f
7. Did you think about what kind of person you wanted to

be?

8. Have you ever wanted to be anything else?
as if so, what? ‘
b: when?
c: why?v
d: what could you have done to change things?

9. Do you think you have been -
a: a good son? in what way? a bad son - in what way?

b: a good date or boy friend - in what way? a bad
date - in vwhat way? :

¢: 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 schoolboy - in what way? a bad schoolboy
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 life over sgain what would you
change?

12, If you had to define your life in stages how would you
do it and why, or what major changes do you see in
yourself?

Role-taldng

l. If you have to make a2 big decision do you th:mk of
other people before doing it?

2. MWho 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 that you know youf
parents won't like but the gang wants you to do, what
do you do?

60 Why? ‘

7. If you get caught, or if you fear getting caught, what
do you think about?

8. Have you always thought in the above ways?

a: if not, when?
b: in what way?
¢: why?

Mature - how do jou see yourself in 10 years from now?
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Te
8.

10.
1l.

- APPENDIX E

Census Data

Population by age and sex

Population by marital status and sex

Households by mumber of persons

Families by number of children 24 years
and under at home

Population by specified religious
denominations

Population by official language and mother
tongue

Population by birthplace

Population by specified ethnic groups, 1941

Population by specified ethnic groups, 1961

Population by occupation, 1951

Population by occupation, 1961.
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1. Population by age (0-34) and sex
Age Group  O-4 59  Jo-Ib 15-19 20-2h  25-3
Total 6 U7 799 541 hZy 770"
Male 383 387 1 285 223 307
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
3 Total S e Married Wido#ed Divc.
Clas_s 1 Total Under 15 15 & over
Total | 588% |3301 | 2332 969 22k 156 3
Male 2993 1736 1181 555 1210 L6 1
Female | 2891 1565 | 1151 Lk 1214 110 2

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-544;

Bulletin l.2-3; Table 32.

3. Households by number of persons

Households by number of persons

AVel'age runver
of persons per

Totaly 1 | 2 314 5 6 7 8 9 [ 10+
1330 | 66 |194 |21 |26k | 220|153} 71 | 56 |36

Volume 2,Part "1;‘ Catalogue 93-5153; Bulletin 2.1-5; Table 4.

L, Families by number of children 24 years and
under at home .
S ~ T I'Hildren [verage No.
Families by number of children i in bf chfldren
Total Q‘L 1 2 3 b4 5 |6"8 H  Families |per family
1258 |222 [253 1272 l218 [131 |én 4_ 88 |10 | 2966 2.

Volume 2, Part 1; Catalogue 93-516; Bulletin 21-7; Table 51.
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Population by specified religious denominations

Anglican Greek Luther-} Pente- {Presby- {Roman |United

Total {Church of | Baptist | Ortho- | Jewish | an costal {terian | Catho- |[Church of {Others
Canada dox lic Canada

588k | 365 7 3 1 10 12 Ly 5091 345 3

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-546; Bulletin 1.2-6; Table kb,

6. Population by official language and mother tongue
— Ofificial Langupge Mother Tongue
Total | English |French [Eneld | Neither English
only only French nor French - [English French | Other
5884 839 2964 2053 28 1183 L5558 143

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-549; Bulletin 1.2~9; Table 70, p. 2.

7. Population by birthplace

- Total
5884

Born in Canada

Shok

Born outside Canada

390

Volume 1, Part 2; Catalogue 92-547; Bulletin 1.2-7; Table 55, p. le

*9LE



8. Population by specified ethnic groups, 1941

British |French {German (Italian iJewish |Scan- Nether- ]Polish | Russian
Total} Isiles din- lands
avian
2355 387 1898 3 26 - L 3 L -
Ukrain-jOther Asiatic Others
ian Euro-
Deans
12 8 - -
Volume II; Part 2; Table 32.
9. Population by specified ethnic groups, 1961
British |French |German Jtalian {Jewish {Scan- | Nether- jPolish | Russian
Total | Isles din- lands
avian
5884 1080 L5529 12 140 1 23 13 12 1
Ukrain-§ Other Asiatic | Others
ian Euro-
9 Lo 9 6

Volume I; Part 2; Catalogue 92-545; Bulletin 1l.2-5; Table 39.

*LLE



10. Population by occupation, 14 years
of age and over, 1951.

Total |Male |[Female
All occupations 1525 1236 | 289
Proprietory & Administration 62 56 6
Professional - 81 57 [ 24
Clerical 213 123 20
Agricultural 5. 5 -
Manufacturing L92 Lo8 8k
Construction 113 113 -
Transportation, Commnica-
tion 200 06 | 9k
Commercial & Financial 58 35 | 23
Service 137 | 105 | 32
Laborers 1746} 165 | 9

Volume VIV Labor Force "Occupations and Industries';
Table 90

1l. Population by occupation, 14 years
of age and over, 1961.

Total Yale |Fetale
All occupations 1848 1463 | 385
Managerial 96 88 | 8
Professional & Technical 134 91 | 43
Clerical 243 124 | 119
Sales 6 | 45 | 19
Service & Recreation 212 | 5 | 67
Transport & Commnication 45 | 34 | 11
Farmers & Farmworkers 5 j 5 -
Miners, quarrymen amd i ?
related workers 6 | 6 -
Craftsmen, production process ; ;
and related workers 707 | 633 7Y
Laborers 207 | 171 36
Not stated 29 | 21 8

Volume 3, Part 1; Catalogue 94-508; Bulletin 3.1-8.
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