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ABSTRACT 

The area of investigation was to determine if 

minority youth perceived themselves to be labeled more 

frequently than non-minority youth causing an increase in 

minority overrepresentation in detention facilities . 

Primary and secondary labeling was evaluated by observing 

the adolescents' community environment, and criminal 

justice experiences. 

This was a pilot study that consisted of 30 juvenile 

delinquents from various ethnic backgrounds. The 

juveniles had been previously detained by Sedgwick County 

Juvenile Court. The juveniles participated in a one-time 

interview that lasted approximately 20 minutes. The 

interviewer used semantic differential techniques during 

the interview session. 

The findings suggest that minority youth perceive 

themselves to be labeled more often than non-minority 

youth. However, race did not appear to be a factor 

contributing to minority labeling . The writer recommends 

that the study be repeated using a larger sample. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Recently in Hutchinson, Kansas, a young black man 

was convicted for selling crack cocaine. The judge gave 

him eleven years in prison for one count of selling 

cocaine and three counts of laundering money. The judge 

ignored the Kansas sentencing guidelines by doubling this 

young man's prison stay and making the sentence run 

consecutively. This young man had no prior felony 

charge, had never used a gun, and had never been found 

with drugs in his system . Yet he had been l abeled by the 

police department of this town as the major drug 

trafficker, who was smart and powerful enough to escape 

the hands of the law. It was because of this label, 

"major drug trafficker," that the young black man 

received an extended prison stay. 

The young black man denied the charges against him. 

He contended that there was no way one man could possibly 

control all the illegal drug transactions in Hutchinson. 

Furthermore, he believed that the justice system came 

down this hard on him because he was poor and black. 

1 
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The police, courts, and many members of the 

community felt this young man got what he deserved. To 

them it was a case of great triumph for the criminal 

justice system. As a result of his tough sentence, they 

believed that others looking to take his place as the 

alleged "major drug trafficker, 11 might begin to think 

twice. However, others believed, and still believe, 

this to be just another case of institutionalized racism. 

They contend there is another set of laws for people of 

color. They further believe that the decisions of 

judges, police officers, and district attorneys are just 

as influenced by who a person is as they are about what 

that person does. 

The awareness of minority overrepresentation in 

detention facilities has raised the consciousness of 

minority communities throughout the country. Minority 

communities are beginning to question why so many of 

their sons and daughters are being institutionalized. 

Many feel that they are treated unfairly by the criminal 
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justice system. In a poll on their perception of the 

treatment of minorities in the criminal justice system, 

61% of blacks interviewed believed the system was racist. 

Only 40% of whites interviewed believed minorities were 

treated unjustly, and 15% were uncertain (Mann 4). In 

her book entitled Unequal Justice, Mann states : 

Race prejudice is rooted in the belief the 
one's own race warrants a positive attitude 
and that other races should be viewed 
negatively. When institutional power is added 
to prejudice, the result is racism. Within 
such a perspective, if the social, political, 
economic, religious, and educational 
structures or the major institutions in a 
society benefit a race. . the practice is 
identified as institutional racism (Mann 21). 

America is an example of a social system that has 

been dominated by one race. The power European-Americans 

have inherited allows them to set the norms and values 

for all other cultures represented in society. As a 

result, the identity of many minority Americans has been 

stripped away. The essence of who many minority groups 

perceive themselves to be, as well as what they believe 

to be of value and worth, is disregarded. This study 
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will focus on the perceptions of labeling and how 

perceived labeling may contribute to minority 

delinquency. In order to get an understanding of how 

labels effect the socialization of minority groups, the 

process of social labeling will be discussed briefly. 

Labeling minority groups with total disregard of 

their own cultural background has distorted the identity 

of minority Americans . Lampe in his study on the naming 

of minority groups states that "name calling" involves 

"the use of a particular word or phrase to place an 

object referred into a category which elicits a desired 

attitude or behavior" (Mann 4, Lampe 547 ) . 

According to this research, what a person choosesto 

call another person is indicative of his attitude towards 

that person and their behavior. At this point 

stereotypes may develop which bring about poor self-

perception in these persons so labeled. To avoid the 

formation of stereotypes, it is of great importance to 

encourage all cultures represented to define their o wn 
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identity. Johari Amini suggests that the identities of 

minority groups would be more accurate if each group were 

allowed to formulate its identity based on cultural 

heritage (Mann 4) 

In Lampe's study, Lampe concluded t hat Mex ican

Americans and White-Americans in southern Texas preferred 

the term 11 Negro 11 as better suited for African-Americans. 

However, African- Americans preferred the name 11 Black 11 

because to them it was a symbol of pride (Mann 4) In 

comparison, Mexican-Americans considered the term 

"Chicano" degrading, with negative connotations (Mann 4). 

When minority identity hinges upon the labels given 

by the larger society, it is not surprising that many 

minorities become discouraged, without hope, and angered. 

Cultural identity is an important part of all human 

existence. It is through our cultures that we are 

taught, inspired, and develop beliefs. When people are 

denied the right to fully participate in the larger 

culture, poor self-perception, lack of motivation, and 
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hopelessness may result. Moreover, people so denied may 

accept, or even adopt, a label that does not accurately 

depict the essence of their cultural heritage. 

Sowell, in his book Race and Culture states that: 

People who have in fact lost contact with 
their cultural roots, and who have shared 
little or none of the social experiences of 
their group, may not only identify with their 
group, but even do so in a highly vocal and 
exaggerated form. It has, in fact, been a 
common social phenomenon around the world that 
those who have lost a culture have been its 
most strident apostles (Sowell 28). 

African-Americans are a good example of a people 

who have been denied much of their culture. Slavery 

denied African-Americans the languages, religions, and 

tribal communities that are so much a part of the African 

culture . As a result, African- Americans have formulated 

a culture largely based on their American experiences. 

However, it is important to note that although African-

Americans are Western educated, many of their values 

emanate from those parts of their culture they have 

retained. Radical groups like the Black Muslims and the 
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Black Panthers have been instrumental in developing 

African-American ethnicity, which combines ancestral 

pride with the struggles of slavery and oppression. Even 

today, "African-American" is not fully established as a 

positive and progressive term in American society . 

Despite such efforts, however, negative labels still 

heavily impact African-American communities, and have 

their most powerfui effect on African-American children. 

A misconception of who they are and how they fit 

into the American social system has affected the personal 

development of many minority children. The negative 

labels that have been associated with so many minority 

groups have lowered the self - esteem of minority youth. 

This may help to explain why gangs and other violent 

groups have developed. 

Gangs, for example, are generally composed of 

members from the same ethnic and racial background. In 

the 1970s, four-fifths of all gang members were African-

American or Mexican - American. Today, Asian-American 
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gangs are appearing across America (OJJDP 1). Gangs are 

hierarchically structured from specific areas of a town 

or city. Such a structure gives many gang members the 

feeling of being a part of a country where they are 

respected. Besides being of the same race, the members 

are usually impoverished, poorly educated, and violent. 

These types of "exaggerated identity" groups are 

not only in major American cities, but also in small 

towns (30). Sowell states that those individuals who 

have "exaggerated identity" cont r ibute to many of the 

problems occurring between cultures, like conflicts 

between ethnic gangs. "The long-run cost of exaggerated 

identity," says Sowell, 

can be especially high to groups lagging behind 
their contemporaries in education, income, and all 
the social consequences that flow from these 
(Sowell 30) . 

These gangs seek the American dream through violence and 

crime. Only through these means do they believe they 

will receive respect from society. They also believe that 

crime will provide them with the monetary rewards they 
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have been denied. However, such violence more often than 

not only leads to jails, detention facilities, and 

prisons . 

Gang crime is just one example of crime among 

minority groups. Overall, the statistics suggest that 

minority Americans are responsible for almost 50% of 

crime in America. As a result, they are arrested in 

numbers disproportionate to their representation in 

society. 

Minority youth, in particular, are represented 

disproportionately at every stage of the juvenile justice 

system. Perhaps as a result, the stereotypical labels 

that categorize minority youth as violent habitual 

offenders are becoming social norms. Dilulio reported 

that, 

of the hundreds of post-1969 studies of 
minorities in the justice system, very few reported 
overall patterns of racial discrimination. 
However, in 1993 research published by the U.S. 
Off ice of Juvenile Delinquency found that racial 
discrimination existed in the juvenile justice 
system (8). 
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It could be stated that the juvenile justice system 

reflects the value system of our society when arresting 

and sentencing juvenile offenders. Although, society 

ultimately determines what is right and wrong, the 

justice system enforces the laws set forth by society. 

Individuals who are arrested and processed through the 

court system are then judged and labeled according to 

society's laws. 

When young people are adjudicated as delinquent, the 

delinquent label attached may follow them into adulthood . 

Janice Joseph states that there are t wo different 

definitions of delinquency, the legal definition and the 

nonlegal or behavioral definition (15) . The nonlegal 

delinquent label is attached to a juvenile within his or 

her social setting. This would include the naming of 

different minority groups by larger society. 

The legal definition, however, specifically pertains 

to criminal justice processing. This definition states 

that "delinquents are youth who have been labeled as such 



by the juvenile justice system" 
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(Joseph 15) . Status 

offenses such as disobedience, incorrigibility, and 

disrespect, as well as criminal offenses such as robbery 

and aggravated assault, are included in this definition 

( 15) . In this respect, it is important to explain how 

race has played a part in the decision-making process of 

police officers, judges, and other juvenile justice 

workers. 

Police off ice rs have greater flexibility when 

arresting juveniles than when arresting adults. They are 

not subject to the same warrant stipulations or probable 

cause doctrines as with adults. For this reason, they 

have broad discretionary power when arresting juveniles. 

Moreover, they are able to decide who receives a court 

hearing and who does not. 

Minority encounters with police have proven to occur 

more frequently than non-minority encounters. Many 

minority citizens feel that this is because police 

officers single them out as criminal types . A 1992 study 
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indicated that 60% of African-American juveniles reported 

that they had been "harassed" by police officers . The 

harassment included being stopped without cause, 

questioned, and frisked (Joseph 76). 

Wordes and Bynum also found African-Americans were 

arrested and processed disproportionately (47-65) The 

minority residents who were unfortunate enough to be 

detained were also more likely to be processed and 

sentenced . Wordes and Bynum noted that their research was 

focused in jurisdictions heavily populated by minorities. 

For this reason, they believed police officers had a 

greater chance of arresting minority residents. However, 

another source observed that even in those areas where 

minorities did not make up the greatest number of 

residents, they were still more likely than non- minority 

residents to be arrested and detained (Joseph 77). 

Although it is the job of police officers to 

apprehend criminal suspects, it is not their job to 

arrest members of certain groups based on stereotypes 
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(Joseph 77). Police officers are trained in the area of 

probable cause. This does not include arresting 

individuals who do not dress or talk as others do. It is 

imperative that officers receive training on different 

cultural attitudes, values, and beliefs. Perhaps in this 

way, suspicions against minority groups that have been 

formulated by society and embedded in the minds of police 

officers may be erased. 

The adjudication of minority youth has also been on 

the increase. Adjudication is the stage during which the 

juvenile has to appear in court . Data found on this stage 

of juvenile processing suggest that minority youth are 

adjudicated more often than non-minority youth (Wordes 

149-165). 

A recent study conducted by Bishop and Frazier 

focused on the judicial processing of minority youth. 

They found minority juveniles were discriminated against 

at various points in the criminal justice system (16-46 ). 

Moreover, they found that the further minority youth 
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progressed through the system, the greater their chances 

of receiving long-term incarceration (16-46). 

In 1992, 49% of white youth were referred to 

juvenile court in comparison to 73% of African-Americans 

in the state of New Jersey. National statistics revealed 

that 58% of whites and 57% of African-Americans were 

"adjudicated as delinquent" (Joseph 97) . Feld, in his 

study on the effects of race in urban juvenile courts, 

also found racial disparities in the sentencing of 

minority youth (66-97 ) . 

It is questionable as to why so many minority youth 

are processed through the system. Could race be the 

only factor leading to minority overrepresentation in the 

justice system, or are there other factors that go along 

with being a minority citizen? For example, some 

researchers have theorized that judges process minority 

members more frequently because they feel they lack the 

opportunities to improve themselves . These judges 

further believe that poverty, poor education, and 
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unemployment are symptoms attributed mostly to minority 

populations (Bridge 345-356) As a result of these 

conditions, minori ty citizens are assumed to be destined 

to a life of crime. 

It has also been suggested that minority criminals 

are more dangerous than non-minority criminals. Judges 

believe releasing these offenders puts society at greater 

risk. Sphon, in his study on the decision-making process 

of African-American and White-American judges found that 

the above assumptions might have been taken into 

consideration when they were sentencing black offenders 

(Sphon 1013 ) . His study found very little differences in 

sentencing practices of African-American and White

American judges. Overall, however, both White-American 

and African-American judges gave harsher sentences to 

minority offenders (Sphon 1011 ) . African-American judges 

sentenced 72.9% of minority offenders to prison, while 

White-American judges sentenced 74.2% of all minority 

offenders to prison (Sphon 1011). 
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Several assumptions could drawn from the Spohn 

study. First, one might assume both White-American and 

African-American judges use the same reasoning when 

sentencing offenders . Second, the aggravating and 

mitigating factor of each case could play a significant 

part in sentencing practices. It could also be noted that 

African-American judges may feel a sense of obligation 

towards minority communities, or that they could be 

increasing their chance of being victimized since black

on-black crime is more common (Sphon 1011). 

When judges in urban areas were compared to judges 

in rural areas, Bridges discovered different rates of 

incarceration for African-American citizens. One of his 

sources suggested that political influences had an effect 

on the way urban judges sentenced offenders (345-356). 

In rural areas, the race and social status of defendants 

was taken into consideration. The study further found 

that racial differences were evaluated in urban areas 

only if that was normally a part of court procedure; for 



17 

example, applying standards of bail setting, or 

assigning counsel to indigent defendants (Bridges 347) . 

In rural areas, however, minorities were more likely to 

be sentenced, to prison because of their social 

conditions as well as because of the types of crimes 

committed . One source Bridge sites further concluded 

that in areas where there are fewer legal procedures, 

judges may be more likely to be influenced by "arbitrary 

and prejudicial influences" (410 ) . 

Although crimes are mostly intraracial, members of 

minority groups are more likel y to commit crimes against 

White victims than are members of non-minority groups . 

The Wilbanks study indicated that minorities chose white 

victims 50% more often than white offenders chose 

minority victims (Sphon 19 ) . Judges seemed to impose 

slightly harsher sentences on minority offenders who 

victimized whites . These sentencing trends were observed 

among White - American j udges rather than among the 

African- American judges in this study. 
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There are some judges who have acknowledged the 

racism that goes on within the juvenile justice system. 

These judges have taken an active stand against the 

11 Anglo American criminal law tradition" (Dilulio 8) . In 

1993, for example, a federal district judge gave a young 

African-American man one-fourth of the required federal 

prison sentence stating that: 

the defendant was victimized by 
institutional racism within the justice system 
and that a white defendant in the same case 
would have received a more favorable plea 
bargain from prosecutor than the black 
defendant in this case did (Dilulio 8). 

Research suggests that racial disparities exist at 

several points of juvenile processing. For this reason 

persons involved in the disposition of juveniles, and 

especially minority juveniles, need to be more sensitive 

towards their needs and conditions. Moreover, the 

criminal justice system as a whole should make extra 

effort to understand the various cultural backgrounds 

that are present in our society. By understanding and 

accepting one another, we may be able to ensure justice 
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for all Americans who come in contact with the criminal 

justice system. Joseph states that: 

Attempts should be made to eliminate 
racial bias in courts because a 
racially biased juvenile justice 
system is not only indefensible, it 
is potentially self-defeating in 
every function the juvenile justice 
system is designed to perform. 
Moreover, such a system undermines 
the legitimacy of the system" 
(Joseph 98). 

In summary, labeling may be a significant factor in 

the development of delinquency among minority youth. How 

society perceives certain persons and, often, what they 

become, may be influenced by society's perceptions of 

their behavior. The intent of the present research was 

to evaluate the labeling theory as a correlational factor 

in delinquent behavior. Labels were defined as delinquent 

labels communicated verbally or non-verbally to the child 

being labeled by persons in their community and within 

the criminal justice system. At tempts were made to 

identify specific labels associated with each minority 

group represented in this study. However, no such labels 
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existed. The juveniles interviewed agreed that the names 

African-American, Mexican-American, Asian-American, and 

White-American were the best terms to identify each 

group. 

The literature review will be presented in f our 

parts. First, research on racial disparities in the 

criminal justice system will be evaluated, since before 

a problem can be assessed, it must be established that 

one does in fact ex ist. Second, previous studies on the 

labeling theory and delinquent behavior will be 

evaluated. Third, the l abel ing theory will be defined, 

as well as the way labels function to produce 

delinquency. The final section of the literature rev iew 

wil l present the social conditions of minority youth as 

they relate to labeling. 

The primary aim of this research is to evaluate the 

effects of labeling on minority juveniles in comparison 

to non-minority juveniles. An empirical test will be 

conducted on the hypotheses linked to the labeling theory 
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predicting that juveniles from minority group s wil l be 

labeled as deviant because of the stereotypes that are 

attributed to minority behavior . 

Primary labe l ing wil l be the first part of the 

evaluation of the hypotheses . This will help determine 

at what point (s ) the juvenile was labeled and by whom . 

It was presupposed that certain people in an adolescent's 

community would be t he pri mary labelers. Those persons 

were identified as parents, teachers, and peer groups . 

Second, the secondary label i ng process will a l so be 

evaluated by identifyi ng the point( s ) and persons within 

the criminal justice system that may have contributed to 

the rei nforcement of the delinquent label s . The labelers 

chosen for the evaluat i o n o f secondary deviance were 

police officers, j udges, detention facility staff 

members, social workers o r probation officers . 

The t wo operat ional models used to study the 

label ing vari able wil l prov i de empirical evidence of the 

validity of the label i ng t heo ry. Prev ious research has 
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focused primarily on the function of secondary deviance 

and how it reinforces delinquent behavior. This 

research, however, will evaluate both the primary and 

secondary functions of the labeling process . 
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Thesis 

The overrepresentation of minority youth in detention 

facilities may be because minority youth perceive 

themselves to be labeled more often than non-minority 

youth. 

Hypotheses 

1. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being labeled . 

2. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being labeled as 

delinquent by their parents. 

3. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being labeled as 

delinquent by their teachers. 

4. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being associated with 

negative peer groups. 

5. Minority delinquents are more likely to report the 

rejection of conventional values than non-minority 

delinquents. 

6. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents t o report being labeled as 
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delinquents by police officers. 

7. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being labeled by 

judges as delinquents. 

8. Minority delinquents are more likely than non

minority delinquents to report being labeled as 

delinquents by the staff of detention facilities. 

9. Minority delinquents are more likely than non-

minority delinquents to report being labeled as 

delinquents by probation officers or social workers 

10. Minority delinquents are more likely than non-

minority delinquents to report being stereotyped as 

typical delinquents by members of the community and 

criminal justice system. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The number of minority juveniles institutionalized 

has become a major concern, primarily because minority 

youth are being arrested and incarcerated in numbers 

disproportionate to their representation in society. 

Recent studies have shown that minorities make up only 

12% of the general population but 27% of all juvenile 

arrests (Joseph 11). Moreover, African-Americans, Asian-

Americans, Mexican- Americans, and Native -Americans are 

being arrested and detained at three to four times the 

rate of White - Americans (Welsh 76-97). 

Research on this topic suggests various reasons for 

this growing problem. Wordes and colleagues conducted a 

study on five counties across America. The criteria for 

selection were the presence of a detention facility, the 

presence of one or more minority groups within the 

facility, and the geographi c size of the institution. 

25 
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The study concluded that minority juveniles were the 

victim of racism at various points in the criminal 

justice system (149-165). 

Bishop and Frazier had similar findings in their 

study of the Florida juvenile justice system. They found 

that "blacks are more likely to be recommended for formal 

processing, referred to court, adjudicated as 

delinquents, and given harsher sentences when compared to 

white offenders" (Bishop & Frazier 242 - 258) . Other 

research indicates that minority youth are seen as a 

threat in counties where there are larger populations of 

ghettos and slums (Bridges 345-356). For this reason 

police and courts in certain jurisdictions are more 

likely to arrest and sentence minority youth than non

minority youth (Bridges 345-356). 

Wordes & Bynum (47-6 5 ) studied the decisions of 

police officers when referring juveniles to court. Their 

study was conducted in a jurisdiction where minority 

citizens made up the greatest population. They found 
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that minority youth were arrested and referred to 

juvenile court more often than non-minority youth. 

However, other studies have found that race is not 

a significant factor in determining whether a youthful 

offender will be inst itutionalized. These studies 

conclude that minority youth are institutionalized at 

higher rates because they engage in more delinquent acts 

than non - minority youth (Bishop & Frazier 242-259). 

This study, however, took on a subjective 

perspective of minority delinquency. Its main purpose 

was to evaluate how minority j uveniles perceive 

society's reaction to their behavior, and their views 

on how those reactions infl uence their behavior. The 

labeling theory suggests that delinquency may be the 

result of labels attached to adolescents in the 

community as well as through formal social sanctions. 

Studies on the labeling effect of juvenile delinquency 

vary. Most social theorists believe the labeling theory 

is a good way to understand how social interactions 
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affect delinquency (Wellford & Triplett 1-22). However, 

other researchers question the validity of the theory. 

They suggest that there is a need for secondary deviance 

to be more detailed in its operation to reinforce 

delinquent behavior (Prus & Robert 108-147, Colvin 513-

51, Gove 16-21). In comparison, Curra also believed 

that the labeling theory has significant credibility in 

its explanation of juvenile delinquency. However, he also 

suggested greater evaluation of the secondary deviance 

and how it functions in reinforcing delinquency (Curra 

19-41). 

The prior research on this topic also discussed at 

length the relationship between race and sex, and 

delinquent labels . Some studies found labels had a more 

adverse effect on males than females (Paternoster 23-38). 

Simons and colleagues, however, found females to be 

labeled at the same rate as males if they were provided 

with the same opportunity to commit delinquent acts. 

Furthermore, f ernales who were subjected to the same 
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negative reactions to their behavior by their parents 

were just as likely as males to become delinquents. This 

study also concluded that the labeling theory is 

effective in explaining both male and female rates of 

delinquency {Simons 42-53 ) . 

Race, however, was not proven to be a significant 

factor in the labeling of minority adolescents (Cohen et 

al. 25-39, Hepburn 54 - 73 ) . Smith and Black 

evaluated case disposition. They wanted to determine if 

minority youth were arrested and processed on the basis 

of race. It was found that race was not a consistent 

factor in police decision-making. They found that a 

juvenile's prior record was the factor most commonly used 

to determine whether a juvenile was to be detained {Smith 

& Edwin 156 - 296). 

Paternoster, in his study on police apprehension, 

found minority youth to be unaffected by encounters with 

police officers . He stated that this was most likely due 

to the fact that most minority youth did not have the 
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same conventional beliefs as white youth. Nevertheless, 

he found that police apprehension had the greatest effect 

on the re-occurrence of delinquency (23-3 8 ) 

The Hepburn study focused on the use of the conflict 

theory as well as the labeling theory . This perspective 

provided a theoretical base for determining if minorities 

are more l ikely than whites to be arrested without 

sufficient evidence. It was found that minorities had 

the greatest number of arrests not upheld without a 

proper warrant (Hepburn 54-73). 

Lawrence & Rodney conducted a similar study with 

both the labeling and conflict theory. They chose these 

two theories because the labeling theory borrows from the 

conflict theory when determining who is more likely to be 

labeled. Their study also found that race was unrelated 

to release or prosecution (25-39). 

Al though the studies conducted on the labeling 

theory showed no consistent correlation between race and 

labels, this does not mean that minority groups are not 
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affected by labels. It could be that the minorities in 

this study had gone through the secondary deviance 

process where the person has totally accepted the deviant 

label. According to the labeling theory, at the point of 

secondary deviance, the delinquent may reject all social 

values. The delinquent may also agree that the label is 

correct in that it identifies with his social class in 

society. 

Determining whether the justice system actually 

contributes to secondary deviance was also discussed in 

these findings. Smith & Paternoster examined case 

referrals to determine if deviance was reinforced by 

court appearances. He reported that youth who were 

processed did not appear to be as stigmatized by this 

process as the labeling theory suggests. He concluded 

that no such relationship existed (Smith & Paternoster 

1109-1132). 

Mahoney also conducted an evaluation of the 

production of secondary deviance in the criminal justice 
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Although he too found that youthful offenders 

did not feel deeply stigmatized after being processed 

through the system, he did state that the delinquent's 

race became a factor within the community. Some 

community members tended to discriminate against those 

who had been processed through the courts. Moreover, 

acquittal of all criminal charges did not seem to deter 

community perceptions (56-112) . 

Delinquent offenses were also examined. Kelly found 

that status offenders who had a formal court appearance 

at the time of their first status offense were more 

likely to be charged with more offensive acts at the 

second court appearance (365-380) . 

To avoid the effects of labeling, community based 

programs have been suggested for youthful offenders. As 

a result, many researchers have observed community based 

programs to determine if juveniles who were diverted had 

lower recidivism rates. They found recidivism rates to 

be equal among processed and diverted youth. Diverted 
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youth had also been found to have the same recidivism 

rates as youth who had been processed through the system 

(Pogrebin, et al. 304-324, Koch 97-110, 

Cochran 157-176 ) . 

Frazier & 

Lynch and colleagues conducted a study on community 

responsibility in preventing delinquency. They felt that 

by overlooking the role of the community in development 

of delinquency, communities were at risk of excessive 

labeling and increased delinquent behavior. The study 

suggests that more research should be done on the role of 

communities in producing primary deviance (Lynch 20-98). 

Edith Zober evaluated the socialization of 

adolescents . She believed the labeling theory to be an 

ideal way of "looking at the phenomenon of adolescent 

delinquency" (321-330 ) . Furthermore, she believed that 

labeling explained the socialization into delinquency 

(321 - 330) 

Finally, some studies on this subject indicate that 

labeling effects are complex and diffi cul t to determine. 
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Chassen found in his study that although labels seemed to 

appear in some institutionalized adolescents, labels 

could not conclusively explain the behavior of most 

institutionalized adolescents (Chassin 178-190). 

Labeling Theory 

The labeling theory takes on a sociological 

perspective. It states deviance is not intrinsic 

behavior but rather is defined by society's reaction to 

certain persons and behavior. The most unique 

characteristic of this theory is that often those who 

commit a crime may or may not be labeled. Societies 

reaction to the offender, as well as to the crime itself, 

ultimately determines if a person is labeled deviant. 

However, the development and attachment of a label to an 

individual is very complex . The whole labeling process 

consists of various stages and mechanisms. 

First, people who are labeled must acknowledge 

society's norms and evaluate themselves according to 
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Often, the people who are labeled do not 

fee l the labels are justified . They may reject the 

label, contending certain behavior is acceptable withi n 

their community. Furthermore, those who are labeled may 

view those who label them as "outsiders" who do not 

understand the conditions of the world in which they live 

(William & Mcshane 145). 

Labeling may also be produced through stereotypes 

( Chass in 143) . Subcultures in society that do not 

subscribe to the norms of the "host society" may become 

the victims of stereotypes. Conflict between cultures 

may ensue, whereby criminals and law-abiding citizens are 

distinguishable. The law-abiding citizens are those who 

make and enforce the laws, and the criminals are those 

who are not included in the law-making process 

(Wadsworth & Gerhardt 85-101 ) 

Once the individual being labeled acknowledges 

society's reaction to the behavior, deviant actions 

increase and are later reinforced through social 
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sanctions. The first step towards deviance, called 

primary deviance, begins in the community (Williams & 

Mcshane 145). Such social settings as family, school, or 

peer groups may be related to delinquent labeling. 

The second step to deviance is called secondary 

deviance. This occurs after a deviant act has been 

committed and formal social sanctions are used to deter 

behavior (Chassin 143 ) . Formal sanctions can be 

identified as police interaction or arrest, court 

appearances, or institutionalization. 

Primary and Secondary Deviance 

Adolescents may be negatively labeled at any stage 

of adolescent self - development . Previous research on the 

development of deviance found that "deviance can be seen 

as a devel opmental process which is both quantitative and 

qualitative" (Brinson 90) . That simply means that 

primary deviance leads t o future deviance and possibly 

secondary deviance. 
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For the purpose of this study, however, only three 

aspects of adolescent development will be evaluated. 

These aspects have to do with family structure, 

educational development, and peer group association. In 

the family structure stage the subjects family beliefs, 

and family relations will be evaluated. Educational 

development refers to how the juveniles believe teachers 

perceive their behavior. Peer group associations will be 

assessed to determine how the delinquents see themselves 

within adolescent settings, as well as society's 

perception of that particular group's behavior. 

Although there are many factors contributing to 

delinquent behavior, the research states that these three 

groups seem to influence the behavior of adolescents 

during their developmental stage most heavily (OJJDP 3). 

Moreover, the research that has been conducted on the 

l abeling theory states that primary labeling is most 

likely to occur at these levels of adolescent development 

(Matsueda 1577-1611 , Gray & Ray 67-84, Dembo 1419 - 1442, 
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Aultman & Wellford 110-118 ) . 

Secondary deviance is the reinforcer of primary 

deviance . This process begins when a delinquent has been 

processed through any stage of the juvenile just ice 

system. Recen t studies have shown that minority juvenile 

are processed through the system at greater rates than 

non-minority youth (Wordes 149-165 ) . Some believe this 

to be true because minority c ommunities are socially and 

economically interdependent on the system. Others 

contend that racism is the cause for such high minority 

representation in the juvenile justice system. To 

evaluate the effects of secondary deviance, the subjects 

will be asked to relate the i r experiences at various 

points of the juvenile justice system. 

Social Conditions of Minority Youth 

There have been several studies indicating that the 

social and economic disadvantages that are associated 

with minority populations influence the socialization of 
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minority youth (Franklin 104-110, Blake & Darling 402-

413) . Poverty, drug abuse, and violence have created 

hopelessness in many minority children. Dilulio found 

that "adolescents in high risk settings" are without the 

proper guidance necessary to improve their condition and 

are destined to a life of crime. Moreover, they are more 

likely to believe that crime is an acceptable way of life 

( 27) 

In 

The people whose lives seem to be continuously 
entangled with crime and the justice system, 
who find themselves at its formal processing 
end, whose entire ex istence is walled in by a 
never-ending c ycle of visits and summons to 
the welfare off ice, eviction hearings, and 
state prison, are in other words, the 
powerless (Headley 15). 

Today, most minority Americans live in inner-cities. 

fact, over 69% of African-Americans live in 

metropolitan areas, and 59% live in inner-cities (Joseph 

7). Over 50% of Mexican-Americans live in inner-cities, 

and 39% live in metropolitan areas. Only 24% of White -

Americans live in inner-cities, and the other 50% live in 

metropolitan areas (OJJDP 7-8 ) . Overall, Mexican-
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Americans and African-Americans make up the greatest 

population of impoverished city dwellers. 

Because of a long history of white racism, 
American's poor and powerless are found in 
disproportionate numbers among society's non-white 
populations: Namely, Native, African, and Mexican
Americans (Headley 15). 

Social institutions, such as public schools, that 

were established to help defeat the hopelessness that is 

increasingly rising in inner-city America , have failed . 

Calabrese and Underwood conducted a study on racism in 

public schools. They found that "racist policies 

protect advantaged students, and that a threat toward an 

advantaged student is an attack on the school's value 

system" (Calabrese 271) Moreover, these racist policies 

teach minority children an "important social lesson," 

that power is an important part of our society, and can 

only be protected when it is used against people of color 

(Calabrese & Underwood 271 ) . 

American public schools have become the source of 

negative self-development for many minority youth. 
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Minority students are often "mislabeled" throughout 

elementary and secondary education. Studies have shown 

that African-America and Mexican - American students are 

"disproportionately represented in remedial classes" 

(Davis 556-566). Of those minority students who 

graduate, 44% are functional illiterates (Blake & Darling 

405). Mexican-American students have the highest rate of 

drop-outs in the nation. In 1992, 29% of Mexican-American 

students dropped out of high school in comparison to 14% 

of African-American students and 8% of White-American 

students (OJJDP 14-15). 

A recent study found that Mexican-American children 

formulate gangs in order to resist assimilation and 

retain their culture. When this occurs, public schools 

label Mexican children as antisocial and ban the presence 

of all gang activity in the schools (Calabrese 226 - 235). 

However, most minority students drop-out of school 

because they cannot get along with teachers or other 

student (OJJDP 14-15). 
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Although Asian-Americans do not experience the same 

academic difficulties as do other minority groups, many 

Asian-American students feel isolated, rejected and 

misunderstood (Lorenzo 197-212). Moreover, the primary 

reason for good academic achievement among Asian students 

is due to their strong family and cultural background 

(Kao 121-159, Fejgin 18-30 ) . However, Roberts and 

colleagues found that Asian students had the highest rate 

of alcohol and drug use among all ethnic groups . The 

students who participated in this study stated the reason 

for this was that schools lack proper drug education 

(112-127) 

Delinquency is also closely related to the 

adolescent ' s family environment . In 1990, 80% of all 

African-American children and 43% of all Mexican-American 

children, at some point in their lives, lived in a 

single parent home (OJJDP 10-11) Of those minority 

children who lived in a single parent home, 80% of all 

African-American children, and 48% of all Mexican-



American children lived in poverty. 

43 

All other ethnic 

groups constituted 58% of impoverished children. 

However, of all other races represented in our society, 

African-American children and Mexican-American children 

are more likely to be born poor (OJJDP 11-17) 

Research shows that most children who come from 

single parent homes have parents who have abused drugs or 

alcohol. The research also found that children who come 

from families where drug abuse is common are more likely 

to get involved with drugs. Moreover, juveniles of all 

ages, gender, and all ethnic groups who were heavily into 

drugs were also more likely to become involved in 

delinquency. Poor family relations tended to be a 

primary factor contributing to an adolescent's drug use 

( OJ JD P 6 8 - 7 7 ) . 

Incarcerated parents were also a factor in 

determining early delinquency among adolescents . Dilulio 

found that over one-half of those juveni les who are in 

detention facilities have parents who have also been 
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In 1991, over 825, 000 

children were born to women under the age of 18 who had 

been incarcerated. 

In summary, because of these social conditions, it 

would seem reasonable to assume that primary labeling 

would occur at greater frequency for minority youth. The 

research shows extremely high correlations between 

juvenile delinquency and children who grow up in 

impoverished, violent, and abusive conditions without 

proper parental guidance. Although previous research has 

stated that race is not linked to high arrest and 

incarceration, how minority youth view society's 

perception of their behavior may increase minority 

delinquency. 

Several studies have shown the labeling theory to be 

accurate in evaluating social interactions and deviance. 

Madeline and Charles determined that the labeling theory 

was effective in explaining parent, teacher, and peer 

variables in relation to delinquency. Matsuedua, in his 
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study on the appraisal patterns of parenting and the 

labeling theory, indicated that "reflected appraisals of 

self were significantly affected by parental appraisals" 

and the development of delinquency (Matsueda 1577-1611). 

When evaluating the process of labeling, it has been 

suggested that future research examine "relationships 

among social interactions, parental rejection, deviant 

self-labeling, and delinquency" (Gray & Ray 67-84). This 

research seeks to evaluate such variables. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the 

research design, sampling techniques, instrumentation, 

and data col l ection process. The chapter will also 

include a description of the scoring procedures, a list 

of the areas assessed in this study, operational 

definitions, and a description of the type of detention 

facilities in which the delinquents were held. 

Research Design 

The causal comparative research design was used to 

evaluate the different cultures represented in this 

study. This research design requires the researcher to 

examine the existing conditions of the area being 

studied. The researcher may than attempt to trace back 

to determine what may have predicted the outcome (Hagan 

61) . Pre-evaluation of the subject area is done by 

46 



47 

examining the background of the area studied. Such 

variables of examination may include race, gender, age. 

In this particular study, the 30 juveniles being 

interviewed had been adjudicated and sentenced to the 

Juvenile Detention Facility, Juvenile Residential 

Facility, and Intensive Horne Base Supervision in Wichita, 

Kansas. The causal comparative model enabled the 

researcher to evaluate the environment of the 

respondents, so that later it could be determined if the 

effects of labeling were contingent on their 

institutionalization. 

First, respondents were divided into groups 

according to race. This variable, race, was chosen for 

the purpose of determining whether labels were reported 

being attached to minority youth more frequently than to 

non-minority youth. However, because cultures differ 

significantly in terms of social status, economics, 

belief, etc., there is no quantitative, nor qualitative, 

way of comparing them. Therefore, a between groups 
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description was given to determine if the different races 

represented in this study exhibited different outcomes. 

The causal comparative design is formulated specifically 

for this type of study. 

Population 

The population of this study consisted of 30 

adjudicated juveniles held in the Juvenile Detention 

Facility, Juvenile Residential Facility, and Intensive 

Home Base Supervision in Wichita, Kansas between June 17-

30, 1996 . Because each participant involved was a minor, 

a permission slip signed by a parent or guardian was 

required (Appendix B). After the permission slips were 

signed and dated properly, they were filed in the 

residents' folders for confidential purposes . 

Approval of human subjects was given by the research 

department at Wichita State University (Appendix A) . 

Although they stated that there was some psychological 

risk involved for the youth who participated in this 
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study, they concluded that the benefits of this research 

outweighed the minimal risk factor. 

Sampling 

After the population was identified, it became 

important to obtain a sample size sufficiently large 

enough to be representative of the population being 

studied. Because this was a pilot study, only a small 

portion of the population was selected. There were no 

attempt's made to generalize these findings to larger 

populations. The disproportionate stratified sample was 

chosen to make proper use of this population. This 

sample allows the researcher to oversample so a large 

enough number of certain groups will be sufficient for 

comparison. 

There were three selection criteria. First, the 

juvenile being charged had to be institutionalized in 

either the Juvenile Detention Facility, Juvenile 

Residential Facility, or Intensive Home Base Supervision, 

the Sedgwick County operated juvenile detention programs 
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ideally there would to be 

approximately equal numbers of the ethnic group 

represented in these two facilities. Those groups were 

Asian-American, African-American, Mexican-American, and 

White-American youth. The gender of the respondent was 

of no importance to this study because it is believed 

that the effects of label ing are equal among males and 

females (Simons 42-53 ) . Additionally, the economic 

background of the respondents was not considered prior to 

selection. It is believed that all children can be 

labeled if they are subj ected to negative interactions 

within society. However, it was the intention of this 

study to determine if race increased labeling among 

minority delinquents. Third, the residents had to have 

proper permission at time of selection. Ultimately, this 

sample consisted of 13 White - Americans, eight African-

Americans, seven Mexican-Americans, and two Asians-

Americans, an unequal but unavoidable distinction of 

minority representatives. 
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The selection process for this study was difficult 

because of the characteristics of these facilities. 

First, the turnover rate of these detention facilities 

and the Intensive Supervision program was very high, 

therefore giving this study very high levels of 

experimental mortality. Many times residents who had 

been selected would be released before their interview 

session. For this reason, the selection process had to 

be repeated t wice . 

This , however, led to another problem. Many of the 

residents who were selected had just been sentenced to 

the facility, or were just waiting for a transfer. As a 

result, their answers to several items in the interview 

may have reflected their open hostilities towards their 

recent institutionalization that may not have been 

present after a week or two in the facility . Another 

problem was with the racial make-up of these facilities. 

There were fewer Asians-Americans and Mex ican-Americans 

than other groups in each facility. As a result the 
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comparisons between groups was limited. Finally, those 

who were not selected or could not participate in the 

interview session may have had different experiences than 

those who were interviewed. 

Instrument 

The juvenile delinquent respondents in this 

evaluation participated in a subjective self-report 

interview as to how they perceived others' to respond to 

their behavior. Semantic differential techniques were 

used to determine the connotative meaning of each 

concept. 

The interview was conducted in three parts. First, 

the respondents were asked a series of questions about 

their community settings. Identified labelers and the 

point at which the label may have been attached were key 

factors in the first session of the interview. The 

second part of the interview session focused on the 

development of secondary deviance, in which the 

individual being labeled continues the deviant behavior 
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and later adopts the label. At this point, the juveniles 

were asked questions about their first and second 

experiences with police officers, judges, detention staff 

members, social workers, or probation officers. 

The semantic differential technique was chosen 

because it provided precise close-ended responses . 

Researchers have found that the meanings of words elicit 

immediate responses. For example, if the word UP was 

spoken, the immediate response would be DOWN (Staats & 

Staats 15 ) . In terms of classical conditioning, when a 

word is spoken, part of the immediate response may be 

solely due to the connotative meaning of the word. 

Osgood and colleagues conducted a validity study of 

semantic differential techniques. They not only found 

this technique to be valid in its operations, but they 

also concluded that the intensity of meaning had 

significant effects. They stated that "meaningful words 

would elicit many extreme ratings on the semantic scale 

whereas words with less meaning would elicit fewer 
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responses on a scale" (Staats & Staats 16). 

The context validity of this instrument relied on 

the meaning of each concept. However, it was even more 

important that the adjectives chosen represented the 

meaning of each concept. After consulting Judge Jennifer 

Jones (Juvenile Judge in this district), Darnell Hamilton 

(Senior Independent Living Therapist for the detention 

facility), and Dr. Delores Craig-Moreland (Administration 

of Justice Professor), the concepts and adjectives chosen 

for this study were found to exhibit the most meaning for 

the respondents. As stated above, the development of 

delinquency is most closely related to parental 

interactions, positive educational experiences, and/or 

peer group association (OJJDP 54). 

The categories of label ers chosen for the evaluation 

of secondary labeling were significant because police 

officers, judges, probation officers , detention staff, 

and social workers are very influential in determining 

whether a juvenile will be formally labeled as a 



55 

delinquent. In order to ensure the reliability of this 

instrument, a split-half test of each category was given. 

This test was given during the interviewer's first 

encounter with a respondent . The interviewer gave 

identical questions to the respondent, however, they were 

formulated differently (Appendix C). 

The reference points at which each respondent was 

asked to respond were ages 7, 9, 12, and their present 

age. These times were chosen because 1995 OJJDP report 

on juvenile prevention found that the 11 transaction from 

elementary school to middle school could influence 

delinquency for youth between the ages of 7 and 12 11 

(OJJDP 16) . 

Table 1 shows the areas assessed along with the 

concepts chosen to evaluate the source of labels attached 

to delinquent behavior. 



Table 1 

The Five Categories of Concepts in this Study 

categories 

1. Self-perception 

2. Community's perception of 
juvenile 

3. Attitude about crime 

4. Criminal justice perceptions of 
juvenile 

5. Stereotypes 

Labelers 

Myself 

Parents 
Teachers 
Friends 

Myself 
Parents 
Friends 

Police 
Judge 
Detention 
Social Worker 
Probation Off. 

Myself 
Mother 
Teachers 
Judges 
Police 
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Each subject was given an answer sheet with the 

number of appropriate sheets in order of the questions 

being asked. The respondents were told to answer with an 
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11 x 11 on the line that best expressed their on response to 

the question being asked. 

method for this technique. 

Table 2 shows the scoring 

0 1 2 

Good 

Table 2 

Myself 

3 4 5 

A mark in space O would indicate neutral, 

6 

Bad 

1 extremely 

good, 2 good, 3 not so good, 4 bad, 5 extremely bad, 6 

adoption of bad label (Dembo 239). 
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Data Collection Procedure 

Each respondent in this study was personally 

interviewed for approximately 30 minutes. A list was 

compiled of all those selected to be interviewed. Each 

respondent was given a number that was called just as the 

researcher was ready to interview. 

procedures were followed: 

The following 

1. Each juvenile was invited into the room and asked to 

be seated. 

2. Each was told that the interview session was 

confidential and that he could stop at any time . 

3. Each was then shown how to mark the answer sheet 

appropriately by a chart that provided a clear 

example of the scoring process. 
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4 . Because some of the respondents (particularly those 

of Asian and Mexican descent) were unable to read 

well , the adjectives were read aloud, and each 

interviewee was asked if he understood the meaning 

of each adjective. 

was explained. 

If he was unsure, the meaning 

5. After the interview session was completed the each 

respondent was then asked to complete a demographic 

sheet. This was done privately because of the 

sensitivity of some of the questions. However, each 

respondent was told to ask if he had any questions 

regarding this part of the interview session. 

Independent Variables 

The independent variable in this study is race. The 

social interactions that minority youth encounter affect 

their behavior significantly . It was hypothesized that 

because of the race of certain individuals society would 
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The 

differences are often generalized according to race, in 

that society assumes members of certain cultures will 

behave in a certain manner. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variables evaluated in this study 

include social characteristics, police encounters, court 

appearances, numbers of times detained, and counseling of 

the offender by social workers or probation officers. 

Operational Definitions 

Self-Perceptions- A primary labeling scale 

consisting of four questions 

on how the respondents have 

seen themselves from 7-12 

(each ranging from 0-good 

self-perception to 6-negative 

self-perception) 



Community perceptions-

Perceptions of crime -
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A primary labeling scale 

made up of eight questions 

from on how the respondents 

have seen themselves from age 

7-12(scores begins at 

0-good community perceptions 

to 6 - negative community 

perceptions) . 

A test that evaluates t he 

respondent's adherence to 

conventional values (0-good 

values to 6-poor values ) . 



CJ Perception-

Criminal Stereotypes-
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A secondary labeling scale 

made up of eight questions on 

the first and second 

encounters with 

processing (0-good 

justice 

negative 

perceptions 

Criminal 

percept ions) . 

juvenile 

Criminal 

to 6-

justice 

A criminal classification scale 

made up of five questions on 

typical c riminal types (0-no 

social stereotype to 6-social 

stereotypes ) . 
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Description of Detention Facilities 

JDF was the juvenile jail. The juveniles in this 

facility were on 24 hour lock down . The typical 

delinquent offender was a 15 1/2 year old White-American 

male convicted of a second-class felony ( i.e. robbery, 

burglary, aggravated assault). However, this was the 

facility with the most diverse population . African-

American delinquents make up the second largest 

population in this facility. 

JRD was a holding facility for delinquents who were 

more than likely to be returned to their homes, or placed 

in some form of alternative care. The de l inquents in 

this facility were on less restriction . They go to 

public schools and are free to move about the facility 

without restraints. They are locked in to protect them 

from others, not to protect others from them. Each child 

that was placed in JRD was first held in JDF . After 

court evaluation, each delinquent was then referred to 

JDR. Most of the delinquents in this facility were 
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charged with status offenses and third- class felonies 

(i.e. vandalism, destruction of property). 

Intensive Home Base Supervision (IHBS) was also 

used to gather respondents for this study . This program 

was created to reduce overcrowding in de tent ion 

facilities. The juveniles in this program were also held 

in JDF after arrest . The judge decided whether or not 

these individuals would be placed on IHBS. Most of the 

juveniles in this detention program had been charged with 

third-class felonies. 

There were two types of Intensive Home Base 

Supervision Programs. Both programs required the 

juveniles to report in at certain times. Regular visits 

to the juveniles' home were also made by a case manager. 

However, the most strict IHBS program required the 

juvenile to wear a detection device, as well as be 

monitored by a case manager . If the child went over 100 

yards from the house, a private security system would 

report the juvenile to the case manager. Often 
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these children had to participate in programs that 

focused on anger management, or drug use. Others may 

have had to complete a certain amount of community 

service hours, as well as attend these programs. 

The court evaluated these cases on a regular basis to 

determine if the juvenile needed to be detained in a 

detention facility or could be released. 

Although IHBS consists of more of a diversion then a 

detention, the juveniles in this study had also been 

processed and formally detained at one time. The affects 

of labeling should stil l be apparent among these 

respondents (Appendix E) . 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the 

results of the statistical analysis of the ten hypotheses 

presented in Chapter I. The analysis of each hypothesis 

included the following: (a) the statistical results of 

each analysis; (b) the statistical procedure; and (c) a 

summary of the hypothesis. The level of significance was 

set at .05, which is used in most research studies. 

Test of Hypotheses 

The statistical procedure analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was used to test the hypotheses. ANOVA is used 

when comparing the means of three or more groups (Hagan 

1993:350) . The basic function of ANOVA is to determine 

the variation between groups. There should be greater 
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variation between groups than within groups. The F ratio 

is used to evaluate the significance of ANOVA. The 

probability of this score determines whether a hypothesis 

will be accepted or rejected. 

The independent variable for this study was race. 

There were four different ethnic backgrounds represented. 

Group 1 was Mexican-Ameri cans, Group 2 was Asian

Americans, Group 3 was White-Americans, and Group 4 was 

African- Americans. 

Hypothesis 1. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled. 

The self-perception of the respondents was evaluated to 

test this hypothesis. The respondents were asked to rate 

their self-perception from age 7 to their present age. 

The variance within Group 1 (Mexican- Americans and 

Group 2 (Asian-Americans ) was zero. This reflects the 

fact that the respondents in Group 1 and Group 2 had 

identical responses within each group when responding to 
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self-labeling. 

self - labeling. 

However, both groups reported very low 

The variance within group three was 

highest, indicating much response variation among whites. 

Group 4 also showed high levels of variance in the 

African-American group. 

levels of self-labeling. 

These groups reported higher 

Table 3 depicts the means, 

variation, F value, and level of significance for the 

self-perception of the juvenile respondents. 

Table 4 shows the Tukey/Kramer procedure. This test 

gives a clear picture o f each group when comparing the 

self-perceptions between groups. Table 4 shows that the 

group differences were of greatest size between Groups 1 

and 2, and 3 and 4. In other words, there was little 

difference between members of Group 1 and 2, or 3 and 4, 

but large differences between 1 and 3 or 4, and 2 with 3 

or 4. 

Nevertheless, the variance among groups was to high 

to predict significant differences between groups. The 

differences found were most probabl y due to the small 



69 

sample of Asian and Mexican subjects being studied. 

Hypothesis one was therefore re j ected. 

Sourc 

Table 3 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable = SP 

Group Code Variable= Race 

Race Means 

1 Mexican Am. N = 5 10 

2 Asian Am. N = 2 10 

3 White Am . N = 13 1 8.47 

4 African Am . N = 1 0 20 

ANOVA Summary Table 

Sum SQ df Mean sq 

St.Dev 

0 

0 

64.10 

44.44 

E- Ratio Prob 

Between Grps 46 0 .76923 3 153.58974 3.41535 .03 

Within Grps 1169.23077 26 

Total 1630 29 
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Table 4 

Tukey/Kramer procedure 

1 2 3 4 
grp 1 grp 2 grp 3 grp 4 

grp 1 0 0 5.74927 7.41228 

grp 2 0 0 2.75965 3.70614 
grp 3 5 . 74927 2.75965 0 .29748 

grp 4 7.41228 3 . 70614 .29748 0 

Hypothesis 2. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled by 

their teachers. This hypotheses was chosen to identify 

labels that may have been attached by the respondents 

teachers. Group 1 had a variance of zero. However, this 

group reported the lowest level of teacher labeling. 

Groups 2, 3, and 4 had a high within group variance. 

This did not allow adequate comparison between groups. 

These groups reported being labeled by their teachers, 

but the labeling was not extensive. Because of the high 

variation within each group, Hypothesis 3 must be 
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rejected. Table 5 shows the variance, means, F value, and 

leve l of significance for this hypothesis. The . 06 

probability scale shows that there was no diff ere nee 

between groups, although it suggests differences which 

might be significant with a larger sample. 

Table 5 

sample Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable= TP 
Group Code Var i able = Race 

Race Mean 

1 Mexican Am. N = 5 10 

2 Asian Am. N = 2 20 

3 White Am . N = 13 17.69 

4 African Am. N = 10 21 

ANOVA Summary Table 

source Sum SQ df Mean SQ 

Between Grps 415 . 89744 3 138.63248 

St.Dev 

0 

20 

52.56 

54 . 44 

F-Ratio 

2.72905 

Wi thin Grps 1320.76923 26 50. 79882 

Total 1736.66667 29 

Prob 

.0644 
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Hypothesis 3. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled by 

their parents. This hypothesis suggested that minority 

juveniles would be labeled negatively by their parents 

more often than non-minority juveniles . The respondents 

were asked to evaluate how they felt their parents 

perceived them from age 7 to their present age. The 

variance between groups was significantly greater than 

the variance within groups. However, the within group 

variance was still too high to determine if the 

differences between groups was significant. 

Group 1 reported the least amount of parental 

labeling between groups. Group 6 reported the highest 

level of parental labeling. However, the levels of 

parental labeling were significantly lower than expected 

wi thin each group. For these reasons hypothesis 3 was 

rejected. Table 6 shows the variations, means, F value, 

and level of significance for each group. 



Table 6 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable= PP 
Group Code Variable = Race 

Race Mean St.Dev. 

1 Mexican Am. N = 5 12 20 

2 Asian Am. N = 2 15 50 

3 Wh i te Arn. N = 13 20 116.66 

4 African Am. N = 10 21 76.66 

ANOVA summary Table 

source sum S<J df Mean S<J F-Ratio 

Between Grps 326.66667 3 108.88889 1.27528 

Within Grps 2220 26 85.38462 

Total 2546.66667 29 
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Prob 

.3035 

Hypothesis 4. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority del i nquents to report being associated 

with negative peer groups that result in labeling . 

The respondents were asked t o identi fy labels attached to 

them through group assoc i ation. The responses within 

each group varied and therefore did not allow adequate 
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comparison between groups. The probability of no 

differences between groups was also very high. For these 

reasons, Hypothesis 4 was rejected. 

The variance for Group 2 was zero. This group also 

had the highest report of peer group labeling between all 

the groups represented. Group 7 had the highest 

variation among a l l the groups. However, those in this 

group reported the second highest parental labeling. 

Group 1 reported the least amount of parental labeling. 

Table 7 depicts the variat i ons between groups, means, F 

value, and level of significance. 

Table 7 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Dependent Variable = peer 
Group code Variable= Race 

Race Mean 

Mexican Arn. N = 5 12 

Asian Arn. N = 2 20 

White Arn. N = 13 13.07 

African Arn. N = 1 0 16 

St.Dev 

20 

0 

23.07 

26.66 



ANOVA Summary Table 

Source Sum s<J df Mean s<J 

Between Grps 19.23077 3 6 . 41026 

Within Grps 

Total 

810.76923 26 31.18343 

830 29 
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E-Ratio Prob 

.20557 .8916 

Hypothesis 5. Minority delinquents are more likely 

to report the rejection of conventional values than non-

minority delinquents. This hypotheses measured the 

respondents' adherence to conventional values. The 

within group variance was too high to determine if there 

were differences between groups. However, overall, the 

juveniles appeared to adhere to middle class values 

regarding crime. Group 2 reported the highest rejection 

of middle class values. Although the findings were 

significant, Hypothesis 5 was also rejected due to the 

high variance within groups. Table 8 depicts the variance 

between and within groups, means, F value, and level of 

significance. 
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Table 8 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable= CV 
Group Code Variable= Race 

Race Mean 

1 Mexican Arn. N = 5 14 

2 Asian Arn. N = 2 15 

3 White Arn. N = 13 12.30 

4 African Arn. N = 10 13 

ANOVA summary Table 

source Sum SQ df Mean SQ 

Between Grps 19 .23077 3 6.41026 

Within Grps 810 . 76923 26 31.18343 

Total 830 29 

St.Dev 

80 

50 

19.23 

23.33 

F-Ratio Prob 

.20557 .8916 

Hypothesis 6. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled by 

police officers. The juvenile respondents were asked to 

examine the perceptions of the police officers that 

arrested them. This was the first test conducted on 

secondary deviance. Group 1 had zero variance within the 
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group: however, respondents' reported being labeled the 

least in comparison to Groups 2, 3, and 4. 

Group 2 and Group 4 had about the same variance 

within groups, but Group 4 again reported the greatest 

labeling effects by police officers . Overall, the 

variance within groups was very high, therefore the 

Hypothesis 6 was rejected. However , it was important to 

note that the effect may approach significance with a 

larger sample. Table 9 depicts the variance between and 

within groups, the means of each group, F value, and the 

significance level . 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Table 9 

sample Descriptive Statistic 

Dependent Variable= Police 
Group Code Variable = Race 

Race Mean 

Mexican Am. N = 5 10 

Asian Am. N = 2 15 

White Am. N = 13 20 

African Am. N = 10 21 

st.Dev 

0 

50 

83.33 

54.44 



ANOVA Summary Table 

source Sum sq df 

Between Grps 476.66667 3 

26 Within Grps 

Total 

1540 

2016.66667 29 

Mean sg: 

158.88889 

59.230077 
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F-Ratio Prob 

2.68254 .0675 

Hypothesis 7. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled by 

judges as delinquent. This hypotheses tests the effects 

of judicial perceptions on increased delinquent behavior. 

The variation within these groups were again too high to 

determine if the negative perceptions of judges 

reinforced delinquent behavior among groups. However, 

Group 4 reported the highest level of label attachment 

between all the groups. Group 3 reported the second 

highest level of judicial labeling. However, the high 

within group variance did not allow substantial 

comparison between groups. Race, therefore, was not a 

significant factor in judicial labeling, causing the 

rejection of Hypothesis 7. 
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Table 10 depicts the variance within and between groups, 

the means, F value, and significance levels of each 

group. 

Table 10 

sample Descriptive statistics 

Dependent Variable = Judge 
Group Code Variable = Race 

Race Mean St . Dev 

1 Mexican Am. N = 5 10 0 

2 Asian Am. N = 2 15 50 

3 White Am. N = 13 17 35 

4 African Am . N = 10 16 26 

ANOVA Summary Table 

source Sum sg df Mean sg F-Ratio Prob 

Between Grps 215.89744 3 71 . 96581 2.59599 .0739 

Within Grps 720. 76923 26 27.72189 

Total 936.66667 29 
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Hypothesis 8. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being labeled 

delinquent by social workers or probation officers. 

The respondents were asked to identify whether they had 

been labeled by their probation officers or social 

workers. The variance within groups 3 and 4 was high. 

However, Groups 1 and 2 had zero variance within each 

group. Group 1 reported the lowest level of labeling, in 

comparison to Group 2 which reported the highest level of 

labeling . The probability score was too high to 

determine if any differences existed between races. 

Hypothesis 8 was also rejected . Table 11 depicts the 

variance between and within groups, means, F value, and 

level of significance. 



Table 11 

sample Descriptive statistics 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Dependent Var i able= SW/PO 
Group Code Variable= Race 

Race Mean 

Mexican Am. N = 5 

Asian Am. N = 2 

White Am. N = 13 

African Am. N = 10 

10 

20 

14.61 

16 

ANOVA Summary Table 

St.Dev 

0 

0 

26.92 

48.8 

source Sum sg df Mean sg F- Ratio Prob 

Between Grps 183.58974 3 61.19658 2.08513 .1266 

Within Grps 763.07692 26 29.34911 

Total 946 . 66667 29 
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Hypothesis 9. Minority delinquents are more like l y 

to report being labeled as delinquent by the staf f of 

detention facilities than non-minority delinquents. The 

r espondents were asked to evaluate the perceptions of 

JDF, JDR and Home Base Intensive Supervision staff 

members. The between group variance was significantly 
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lower than the within group variance, suggesting again 

that the differences within each group varied so 

significantly that no comparison could be made between 

groups. 

Group 4 however, reported having been labeled more 

often than Groups 1, 2, and 3. Nevertheless, the effects 

of labeling in this hypothesis were very low. The 

probability of difference between these group was .5299, 

suggesting that there was no significant difference 

between groups. Hypothesis 9 was rejected as a result of 

these findings. 

Table 12 depicts the variance between and within group, 

means, F value, and the level of significance. 



Table 12 

Sample Descriptive Statistics 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Dependent Variable= Detention 
Group Code Variable = Race 

Race Mean 

Mexican Am . N 5 12 

Asian Am. N = 2 15 

White Am . N = 13 13.84 

African Am. N 10 16 

ANQVA summar:t: Table 

St.Dev 

20 

50 

25.64 

26.66 

source sum SQ df Mean sQ F-Ratio Prob 

Between Grps 58.97436 3 

Within Grps 

Total 

677.69231 26 

736.66667 29 

19.65812 .75419 .5299 

26.06509 
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Hypothesis 10. Minority delinquents are more likely 

than non-minority delinquents to report being stereotyped 

as typical delinquents by members of the community and 

the criminal justice system. Stereotypes were measured to 

determine who the j uvenile perceived others to view as 

the typical criminal type. Although the responses varied 

significantly within each group, this hypothesis reported 

the highest attachment of stereotypical labels to 

minority groups. Group 2 and Group 3 reported a mean of 

35 out of 40 possibl e points, and Group 1 and 4 reported 

a mean of 34 out of 4 0 possible points. The probability 

of difference was .9437 between groups. Al though the 

respondents reported high levels of labeling, there were 

no differences between groups. As a result, Hypothesis 

10 was also rejec ted . Table 13 depicts the variance 

between and within groups, means, F value, and level of 

significance. 



Table 13 

Sample Descriptive statistics 

Dependent Variable= Stereo 
Group Code Variable= Race 

Race Mean 

1 Mexican Am. N 5 34 

2 Asian Arn. N = 2 35 

3 White Arn. N = 13 35 . 38 

4 African Arn. N 10 34 

ANOVA Summary Table 

Source sum sQ df Mean sQ 

Between Grps 13 .58 974 3 4.52991 

Within Grps 933.07692 26 35 . 88757 

Total 946.66667 29 

St.Dev 

30 

50 

26.92 

48.88 

F-Ratio 

. 12623 
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Prob 

.9437 

A split-half test was given after the interview 

session. Th is test was used to determine the rel iabili ty 

of each answer. The responses were scored on a scale 

from zero to the number of responses available. These 

scores were then added to the scores retrieved from the 

interview session. Although the answers to this test 
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did not show reliability within each area assessed, all 

the African American males interviewed reported that they 

perceived themselves to be typical criminal types. This 

finding further substantiates the high level of minority 

labeling reported by each group in Hypothesis 10. 

Nevertheless, this finding did not appear to be based on 

the race of the delinquent. 

In conclusion, the variance within groups was too 

high to determine if race was a significant factor in the 

affects of primary and secondary labeling. Moreover, 

these results further suggest that although labeling may 

occur, it may be a significant factor in conjunction with 

other factors contributing to delinquency (Appendix D). 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

summary 

This study was conducted in order to determine 

whether or not the overrepresentation of minority youth 

in detention facilities is related to minority youths 

perceptions of themselves to be labeled more often than 

non-minority youth. Specifically, an attempt was made to 

determine if minority youth perceived themselves to be 

labeled based the ways they perceived society to view 

their behavior. A c omparison between various ethnic 

groups was made. In order to evaluate the hypotheses, 

certain persons and times were observed to determine if 

minority youth were l abeled more frequently than non-

minority youth. The variables examined focused on the 

two functions identified in the labeling theory that lead 
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to delinquency; 

labeling. 
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(a) primary labeling, and (b) secondary 

A pilot study was conducted on a sample of thirty 

delinquents detained by the Sedgwick County juvenile 

court system in Wichita, Kansas. The juvenile 

delinquents were asked to answer questions during an 

interview session. The interviewer used semantic 

differential techniques so as to ensure precise close-

ended responses. Data used to formulate the interview 

questions were compiled after reviewing research on 

labeling theory and literature on juvenile delinquency, 

and interviewing selected members of the Wichita juvenile 

justice system. 

Discussion 

The four first four variables discussed will focused 

on the primary labeling process. It was especially 

important to evaluate this process because it is during 

this process that labeling begins . Overall, the 
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independent variable race did not prove to be a 

determinate factor for minority labeling . Although 

minority youth appeared to be labeled within their 

community settings more so than non-minority youth, the 

ethnic background of the subject could not conclusively 

be identified as the correlational factor contributing to 

minority labeling. 

Hypothesis 1 tested the self-perception variable. 

This variable was used to determine if the respondents 

saw themselves as delinquent. This variable yielded 

significant information . Of the four ethnic groups 

studied, the Asian and Mexican groups responded 

identically when asked to identify self-labeling . A 

between group comparison was made based on these 

findings . 

The responses from the African-American respondents 

and the White-American respondents varied too 

dramatically to make a comparison between the two groups. 

However, the Asian-American and Mexican-American 
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respondents did not report being labeled as did the 

African-American and White-American respondents. The high 

variance between groups suggests that race was not a 

significant factor in self-labeling. 

Determining whether a juvenile perceives himself to 

be delinquent is a key factor in establishing the 

attachment of labels. By establishing that a label 

exist, it may then become possible to determine the 

origin of the label. However, the testing of Hypothesis 

1 may have been better conducted on youth who had no 

negative experiences with the criminal justice system. 

By doing this, it might have been possible to determine 

if a larger population of minority youth see themselves 

as the typical criminal type . 

Those juveniles who were interviewed did not appear 

to be as stigmatized by self-labeling as the theory 

suggests. This may have been because they were detained, 

and isolated from society. If this assumption was taken 



91 

into consideration, the self inflicted label may have 

been neutralized by the presence o f other delinquents. 

Hypothesis 2 tested the teacher variable. This 

variable was used to determine if the respondents were 

labeled by their teachers. Several studies have 

concluded that delinquency is linked to poor school 

involvement. The teacher variable was chosen because it 

is believed that teachers play a significant role in the 

success or failure of their students (Starks 80) . 

However, the findings do not conclusively support this 

hypothesis. The respondents did not individually report 

that teachers had labeled their behavior as delinquent. 

However, they did positively report that they felt 

teachers saw minority students as typical troublemakers. 

However, the within group variance clearly shows 

that the respondents' race could not have been a 

significant factor in teacher labeling. 

should be taken in to consideration. 

Other factors 

For example, it 

could be that minority students engaged in delinquent 
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behavior more frequently than non-minority student s. This 

may have caused teachers to be more aware of minority 

behavior, therefore causing them to react more harshly 

when minority students got into trouble. 

Another factor that could have influenced these 

findings was school enrollment. Over half of the 

respondents of this study were drop-outs. Moreover, a 

significant number o f the respondents had not been in 

school for over a year. This may have made it diff icult 

for the delinquents to evaluate their teachers ' 

perceptions . 

The parental variable was evalua ted in Hypothesis 3 . 

This variable was used to determine if the respondents ' 

parents had labeled them as delinquent. The literature 

stated that parental bonds were closely linked to 

adolescent delinquency. The literature suggested that if 

the bond between parent and child were weak, the chances 

for del inquency woul d increase. Although parental 

labeling was reported by the respondents of this study, 
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did not appear to be extreme. 

Furthermore, race did not appear to be the most pervasive 

factor. 

The respondents of this study were mainly from 

single parent homes, or extended families . Many of them 

stated being neglected or abused by their parents. It 

was expected that the respondents would report higher 

levels of parental labe l ing because of these conditions . 

However, this was not t he case. 

It could be suggested that the labeling effects were 

neutralized by the respondents' detention . This study 

was primarily centered on t hose respondents whose parents 

visited on a regular basis, therefore giving them time to 

re-establish positive communication with their parents. 

As a result, many of the respondents may have had a more 

posi t ive views of the i r parents during their detention 

than they did before they were detained. 

Peer group association was the variable examined in 

Hypothes i s 4. This variable was used to determine if 
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delinquent labels were attached to peer groups. Juvenile 

delinquency most commonly occurs within adolescent 

groups. Although the respondents reported that the 

friends they chose to 'hang around' with caused them to 

get in to trouble, they did not report that people 

labeled them because of their friends . 

Concerning peer group labeling, it could be that 

those respondents who associate with negative peer groups 

did so because of the negative labels that had already 

been attached. Therefore, the peer groups the 

respondents chose to associate with were chosen because 

they were also delinquents. 

Conventional values were examined in Hypothesis 

5. Past research on the labeling theory has suggested 

that minority youth are less affected by labels because 

they do not adhere to middle class values. In order to 

adequately test the affects of labeling, the respondents' 

view of crime was evaluated. 
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The answers varied within groups. As a result, race 

was not found to be a significant factor between groups. 

Most of the respondents understood the difference between 

lawful and unlawful acts. However, of all the groups 

studied, the Asian group reported being least affected by 

labels, These respondents also scored low on the 

conventional va lues test. 

There are three reasons why such findings could have 

been retrieved . First, these individuals may in fact be 

most adversely affected by the labeling process . As the 

labeling theory suggests, those who are labeled may feel 

that delinquency is expected behavior and that the laws 

of society do not pertain to them. Secondly, their 

cultural ties may have neutralized them from any negative 

societial perceptions of their behavior. Finally, the 

sample may have been too small to identify any unique 

characteristics within this group. 

The variable examined in Hypothesis 6 was police 

perceptions. This was the first variable to examine 
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secondary deviance . The s ubjects were asked to respond 

to their first and second police encounters . This 

variable has been tested in other studies conducted on 

the labeling theory . They found that police encounters 

had stigmatized non - minor i ty groups more than minority 

groups. Although the answers within each ethnic group 

varied too significant l y to compare. African-Americans 

reported the highest rate of police labeling. 

Interestingl y, however, many of the respondents felt more 

stigmatized by officers who were not of their cultural 

background . 

Judges 1 perceptions were examined in Hypothesis 7. 

This variable did not reveal any differences between 

races, indicating t hat race was not a significant factor 

in judicial label i ng. However, the make-up of this 

particular juvenile court system may have inf l uenced the 

answers of many of the respondents. Many of the 

respondents fe l t that the race or gender of the judge 

played a role in how harshly they were sentenced . 
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Several of the minority respondents felt that the 

minority judges gave them lighter sentences in comparison 

with the non-minority judges. The female respondents 

felt that women judges were more lenient than male 

judges. 

Another factor that may have been significant in the 

decision-making of juvenile judges was the criminal act 

committed by juvenile. Several studies have concluded 

that race is not a factor in sentencing minority youth 

They conclude that the judge is more concerned with the 

offense and the offender's prior record. However, the 

majority of the respondents in this study positively 

reported that judges typically view minority youth as 

typical offenders. 

The detention variable was evaluated in this 

Hypothesis 8. This hypothesis was used to determine 

if detention staff members reinforced delinquent labels 

among minority delinquents more often than non-minority 

delinquents. The differences within groups were too 
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heterogeneous to compare, therefore suggesting that race 

was not the primary factor in the reinforcement of 

secondary dev i ance . 

These f i ndings may result from the fact that the 

juveniles were detained. Many of them may have seen their 

behavior as accepted within t h e facility. The majority 

of offenders in JDF were minority youth. This facility 

is considered the maximum facility for juvenile 

offenders . Because of the overrepresentation of African

American de l inquents, t h i s group in particular may have 

felt that their behav i or was typical of their culture. 

When the African - American respondents were asked if they 

viewed themselves as a typical of fenders, ten of the 

thirteen respondents said 11 yes 11 • The three who 

negatively responded to this question were African -

American gir l s. Perhaps gender coupled with race 

increased the effects of delinquent labeling. 

Probation of fi cers and social workers were the 

var i ables eva l uated i n Hypothesis 9 . The responses in 
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For this 

reason, adequate comparison between groups could not be 

made. Those who did report being labeled by one or both 

of these persons, reported a label that appeared to 

extreme. Others did not report being labeled at all. 

Moreover, many of the respondents stated that they did 

not have a social worker, and that they very rarely spoke 

with their probation officer. 

The attachment of stereotypes was evaluated in 

Hypothesis 10. This involved a split-half test of what 

had already been evaluated. The within group variance 

was again too high to determine if different ethnic 

groups felt they were l abeled because of their race. 

However, the respondents from all four groups reported 

that minority youth were more likely than non-minority 

youth to be labeled as typical juvenile offenders. 

In conclusion, secondary labeling was very difficult 

to evaluate . However, the respondents seemed to be 

better able to identify labels that had been attached by 
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persons in the juvenile justice system than persons in 

the community. Police officers and judges were named as 

the prominent labelers. By contrast, self-labeling was 

the highest source of labeling within the community . 

Police officers and judges may have been identified 

as primary labelers for two reasons. First, judges and 

police officers have the most power when deciding the 

fate of juvenile offenders. Knowing this, the respondents 

may have had the greatest animosity towards these 

labelers. Second, the traumatizing effects of being 

institutionalized may have still been in the minds of 

many of the respondents. Because these facilities have 

a very high turn-over rate, many of the respondents had 

been detained only two to three days before they were 

interviewed. 

Self - labeling may have been the result of parental 

labeling, teacher labeling, or the labeling of others 

that may have not been identified. Children, however, 

are not as good at self-evaluation as adults are . They 
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may have been aware of how they felt, but totally unaware 

of why they felt as they did. Moreover, the effects of 

self-labeling could be more stigmatizing than labels 

attached by others . Although it was apparent that being 

labeled by others affected the behavior of many of the 

respondents, it was not clear whether the label was 

constantly influencing their behavior, or was instigated 

into action by certain labelers. 
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conclusion 

The problem of minority overrepresentation in 

detention facilities is growing. Researchers are 

constantly re-evaluating theories that may explain this 

phenomenon. This study re-evaluated the labeling theory 

to determine if race and perceived labeling influenced 

minority delinquency. The findings do not conclusively 

support the thesis. However, several factors could have 

negated the possibility of significant findings. 

First, the instrument chosen for this study may not 

have been appropriate for the respondents. The Asian

American and Mexican-American respondents were of a very 

low educational level, and did not speak English 

fluently. Semantic differential techniques are 

specifically designed to evaluate the meaning of words 

using an intensity scale. Although the meaning of each 

word was explained to the respondents who did not 

understand their meanings, explanation of the words 

could have affected the respondents' answers. 
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Asian -American and Mexican-American delinquents had 

the most difficulty understanding the meaning of the 

words . These groups also reported the lowest rate of 

primary and secondary labeling. This could have been 

because they had difficulty identifying with the 

instrument. Or it could also have been that these groups 

were less affected by labels . 

The Asian-American and Mexican-American groups 

appeared to have very strong cultural ties. These ties 

could have lessened the effects of labeling by society as 

well as the effects of criminal justice labeling . The 

African-American and White-American delinquents however, 

were more connected with American values, making them 

more susceptible to primary and secondary labeling . 

Another factor that could have influenced the 

findings was the measurement of frequency. It is 

extremely difficult to formulate an instrument that will 

adequately measure the frequency of label attachment. 

Often the respondents would express that they were 
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extremely affected by a labeler; however, they would fail 

to mark the response as such on the intensity scale . By 

looking at the findings, however, it was clear that 

African-American delinquents stated being labeled more 

frequently, al though race did not appear to be the 

primary factor in labeling . 

Primary and secondary deviance should also be more 

thoroughly researched . These functions are the very 

essence of the labeling theory. However, they are very 

difficult to operationalize. The labeling theory has deep 

significance when researc hers try to study crime and 

delinquency. Moreover, much of what is unknown about 

juvenile delinquency can be identified with this theory. 

In sum, although the study did not prove that 

frequent minority labe l ing is associated with minority 

overrepresentation, valuable information was gained from 

this study. First, the high variation within groups 

suggests that there may be just as many differences 

within races as there are between races . Race may indeed 
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be a factor in the labeling of minority groups by the 

larger society; however, it appears that the label may be 

attached under various conditions which may not be so 

abruptly associated with the race of an individual. 

Secondly, because labeling did appear to be high~r among 

the minority groups, the theory may be fundamental for 

gaining a better understanding of minority delinquency. 

We are indeed a heterogeneous society comprised of 

various cultures, beliefs, and values. Future research 

should not be afraid to address minority issues. 

Specializing research so that it specifically suits the 

needs of our diverse culture is essential. By doing this 

we may be able to understand and accept the differences 

between us. Identifying, then accepting the differences 

between various ethnic groups may be a major key to 

reducing crime. 
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Recommendations 

This investigator recommends additional research 

that will lead to a greater understanding of minority 

delinquency, and explore ways society can more 

effectively treat its minority delinquents, as well as 

prevent future delinquency. Specifically, she 

recommends: 

1 . More case studies on minority delinquency. Minority 

populations perceive themselves to be thoroughly 

misunderstood in our society. Attempts should be 

made to better understand minority cultures and 

values. One of the most effective ways of achieving 

this may be done by close evaluation of delinquency 

within various ethnic groups. 
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2. Further studies on the process of primary and 

secondary deviance. Studies show labeling does 

occur; however, determining individuals who have 

been labeled, and what labelers have the greatest 

influence on their behavior is difficult. Both 

those who assign labels, and those who are labeled, 

can benefit from knowledge of the effects . 

4. Studies on social stereotypes. It is clear that they 

exist; however, some stereotypes are covert and do 

not appear as hostile as they did in past years . It 

is the presence of institutionalized racism that has 

the most detrimental effects on minority 

communities. 

5. Further studies on how socioeconomic status 

contributes to delinquency. 
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6. Studies on the attitudes of teachers towards 

minority youth. 

7. Studies conducted on the attitudes of police 

officers and j udges towards minority youth . 

8. Research on counselling minority juveniles in 

detention facilit i es need more one-on- one 

counseling . Many are incapable of understanding the 

ramifications of their behavior, and studies to test 

counselling strategies could contribute to more 

effective pro grams to counsel delinquents and 

prevent delinquency. 
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on-going projects are subject to annual review by the 
IRB. 
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Semantic differential techniques were used to determine the 
connotative meaning of each area assessed. The areas assessed 
and labellers are as follows: 

The areas assessed in this study 

Areas assessed 

1. Self-Perception 

2. Communities perception 

4. Criminal Justice perception of crime 

5. Stereotypes 

Conventional Value Test 

Area Assessed 

1. Crime 

Labellers 

Myself 

Parents 
Teachers 

Police 
Judge 
Detention Staff 
Social Workers 
Probation Officer 

Myself 
Teachers 
Friends 
Parent 
Judge 
Police 

Labellers 

Myself 
Friends 
Parent 

W.th semantic differential techniques the connotative meaning 
of iach labeller will be evaluated. The adjectives were paired 
with polar meanings. The respondents ~~re to indicate their 
opinion by marking a space on the sc~l >. An example of the 
scale is given below: 

Myself 

Good Bad 

A mark in space 1 will indicate zero, 2 extremely good, 3 good, 
4 not so good, 5 not so bad, 6 bad, 7 extremely bad. 



Questions: 

At 7 I saw myself as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

At 9 I saw myself as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

At 12 I saw myself as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
valuable-worthless 

Now I see myself as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

126 

Interviewer asked how their parents saw them at ages 7, 9, 12, 
and their present age. 

At 7 my parents saw me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The respondents were then asked to use the same adjectives to 
describe their teachers perceptions . Ages 7, 9, 12, and their 
present age was evaluated. 
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The interviewer them asked several questions on ho~ their friends 
were perceived. 

My friends see me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

My parents see my friends as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

My teachers see my friends as : 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthl ess 

I see my friends as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 

The interviewer then asked questions pertaining to the 
respondents attitude of crime and the respondents family and 
associates' attitude toward crime. 

I think crime is: 
good-bad 
necessary-unnecessary 
rare-common 
weak-strong 

My parent or guardian may think crime is: 
good- bad 
necessary-unnecessary 
rare- common 
weak-strong 

My friends my think crime is: 
good-bad 
necessary-unnecessary 
rare-common 
weak-strong 
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Respondents were then asked to express how they felt persons 
in the criminal justice system may have perceived their behavior 
at their first and second encounters. 

At my first encounter with a police officer, he may have seen 
me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

At my second encounter he may have seen me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

At my first encounter with a judge, he may have seen me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

At my second encounter with a judge, he may have seen me as: 
normal - abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The first time I was detained, the staff may have seen me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The second time I was detained, the staff may have seen me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 



129 

The first time I was detained, my social worker may have seen 
me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The second time I was detained, my social worker may have seen 
me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The first time I was detained, my probation officer may have 
seen me as: 
normal-abnormal 
trustworthy-untrustworthy 
accepted-rejected 
under control-beyond control 
valuable-worthless 

The respondents were then as questions pertaining to stereotypes. 

I see the typical criminal as a: 
non-minority-minority 
non-gang member-gang member 
student-drop out 
respectful-disrespectful 

My mother might say a typical criminal is: 
non-minority-mi nority 
non-gang member-gang member 
student-drop-out 
respectful-disrespectful 

My teachers might say a typical criminal is: 
non-minority-minority 
non-gang member-gang member 
student-drop-out 
respectful-disrespectful 

The police might say a typical criminal is: 
non-minority-minority 
non-gang member-gang member 
student-drop-out 
respectful-disrespectful 



The judge might say a typical criminal is : 
non-minority-minority 
non- gang member-gang member 
student-drop-ou t 
respectful- disrespectful 
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Normal 

Trustworthy 

Accepted 

Under control 

Valuable 

Normal 

Trustworthy 

Accepted 

Under control 

Valuable 

Normal 

Trustworthy 

Accepted 

Under control 

Valuable 

Normal 

Trustworthy 

Accepted 

Under contr ol 

Valuable 

Answer Sheet 
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Abnormal 

Untrustworthy 

Rejected 

Beyond control 

Worthless 

Abnormal 

Untrustworthy 

Rejected 

Beyond control 

Worthless 

Abnormal 

Untrustworthy 

Rejected 

Beyond control 

Worthless 

Abnormal 

Untrustworthy 

Rejected 

Beyond control 

Worthless 



Non-minority 

Non-gang member 

Student 

Respectful 

Non-minority 

Non-gang member 

Student 

Respectful 

Non-minority 

Non-gang member 

Student 

Respectful 

Non-minority 

Non-gang member 

Student 

Respectful 

Non-Minority 

Non-gang member 

Student 

Respectful 

Answer Sheet 
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Minority 

Gang member 

Drop-out 

Disrespectful 

Minority 

Gang member 

Drop-out 

Disrespectful 

Minority 

Gang member 

Drop-out 

Disrespectful 

Minority 

Gang member 

Drop-out 

Disrespectful 

Minority 

Gang member 

Drop-out 

Disrespectful 
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An s wer Sheet 

Good Bad 

Necessary Unnecessary 

Rare Common 

Weak Strong 

Good Bad 

Necessary Unnecessary 

Rare Common 

Weak Strong 

Good Bad 

Necessary Unnecessary 

Rare Common 

Weak Strong 
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Table 14. 

s1ats.dat 12 x 30 

RACE SP TP pp Peer CV Judae Pl,lice [)etentian 
4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 
4.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 
4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 
4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 
4.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 
4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 
4.00 30.00 40.00 40.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 
4.00 30.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 
3.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 
3.00 30.00 20.00 40.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 

3.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 
3.00 20.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 30.00 20.00 
3.00 20.00 30.00 30.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 
3.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 
3.00 30.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 
3.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 30.00 30.00 10.00 
3.00 1 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 
3.00 30.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 
3.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 
3.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 
3.00 20.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 
1.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 
1.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 
2.00 10.00 30.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 
2.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 
1.00 10.00 1 10.00 1 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 1 10.00 
1.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 
1.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 
4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 
4.00 20.00 . 20.00, 20.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 
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COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS CLIENTS 
P0PUU. T10N REVIEW 

z 1994 - 1995 
g 1000r----------- - - --- --------------, 

i ~ 
800 

~ 
c3 700 

---- - - --~----- --
w 
C, 600 
~ 

~ 
MONTH 

C AIMI• • ..,_.__,. GMA,....._. 

TYPICAL JUVENILE OFFENDER 
PROFILE of a youth entering a court
odercd program in Sedgwick County: 

◊ Caucasian 

◊ 15 years old 

◊ Single parent borne 

◊ Low income 
◊ Current adjudication - Theft 

or Probation Violation 

◊ Priors: 1 - shoplifting 
I - criminal damage 

to property 

0 2-3 years below grade level in 
reading, math and language skills 

0 History of abuse (physical and/or 
sexual) 

TYPICAL ADULT CLIENT PROFILE 
in the Sedgwick County Department of 
Corrections are those offenders whose 
crimes are burglary, possession of cocaine. 
forgery and/or theft. 

Approximately 75 % of our clientcle are 
male of which 58% are caucasian. The 
majority of clients are single with an average 
age in the mid-20s. Clients usually have 
committed prior offenses and approximately 
half of our offenders have a ~igh school 
education. 

Offenders arc normally received as a result 
of a revocation hearing from Adult 
Probation or during sentencing for a new 
crime. 

JUVENILE DETENTION 

_-....,.,..,, .. "' .... """""""'"I ,,,.....,. ... ..,. , .. 
or _ _.._.._...., .,...,. 

- - -

POPULATION R!Vl!W 

1994 - 1995 

MONTH 
...... M1 ..... ,.. 



COMMUNITY FINANCIAL BENEFITS 

In FY95. Sedgwick County Ocparanent of 
Corrections clients: 

0 Earned $2,220,310 in wages. 

0 Pa.id $247,449 in coun costs, fines and 
restitution. 

0 Pa.id S 141,537 to defer program costs. 

0 Performed 25, I 70 hours of community 
service work. 

COST EFFECTIVENF.SS 

o One year of intensive supervision for 
one adult offender costs an average of 
$2,200, about 1110th the cost of one 
year of incarceration in a state prison. 

o One year of intensive supervision for 
one juvenile offender costs an average 
of $3,400. This is about I/16th the cost 
of one y~r of detention in a state youth 
center. 

ADVISORY BOARD 

The Sedgwick County Community 
Corrections Advisory Board was established 
on May 21 , 1980, by resolution #119-1980. 
By statute, the b'lal'd is required to consist of 
12 members appointed as follows: 

-+ Sedgwick County Sheriff or designec; 

-+ Chief of Police of Wichita or designcc; 

- District Attorney for the 18th judicial 
district or designee; 
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- Adminimative Judge of the 18th judicial 
district or designee; 

..... An educational professional; 

..... A probation officer designated by the 
adminimative judge; 

- Three members appointed by the Board 
of County Commission; and 

- Three members appointed by the Board 
of City Commissioners. 

At least two members of the board shall be 
minorities and no more than eight shall be of 
the same sex. Term of office is two years 
from and after the date of appointtnent. 

· SEDQWICK COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 
ADM~ONS HlST0RY 

191!13-PreNf"lt 
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DEMAND FOR DETENTION SERVICES 
IN SEDGWICK COUNTY 

1990 - 1995 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
YEAR 

■ Off-Site □ JRF 

■ HBS □ JDF 

Off-site began 9/15/95 I 
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Cbaractrrisdc 

Total 

R.ce 
White 
Black 
Indian 
Asian 

Sex 
Male 
Fanale 

Admission Age 
11 and under 
12 ycars 
13 years 
14 year 
I 5 years 
16 years 
17 ycars 
18 and over 

Hold Code 
Expelled from Pia.cement 
Runaway 
No Pan:nt Conw:t to Release 
W11nnt/Detainer Writ 
Two-striker 
Drug Possession/Sales 
Weapons 
Escape from Placement 
Court Related 
Public Order 
Violent Offenses 
Mis.sing 

Placement Type 
Youth Center 
Parent/Guardian 
Jail 
Children's Home 
Kelly Attention Center 
Drug &. Alcohol 
Screening 
Residential 
Other 
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Sedgwick County 
Screening Instrument Results 

Profile of Characteristic Information by Resulting Score 
N=467 

Rrlused w/o 

Drlention Special Coadldoas Restrictions 

Number Prrcrat Nambu Prrcuit Nambrr Prrcau 

(N) (•/4) (N) (o/e) (N) (o/e) 

79 16.9% 90 19.3% 220 47. l"le 

42 S2.6% 41 SH% 128 SI.:?% 
29 36.1% 35 38.S¾ IS 38..So/e 

4 S.Jo/e 2 2.6% 2 1.1% 
4 S.3% s S.1% 5 U% 

62 78.9% 76 '4.6% 143 64.1% 
17 21.1% 14 15.4% n 35.2% 

0 O'Y. 0 0.0% 10 4.4% 
0 0% 2 2.6% 10 4.4% 
4 S.3% s S.1% IS 6.6% 
8 10.5% 9 10.3% 34 IS.4% 

33 42.1% 18 20..S¾ 41 11.7% 
25 3 l .6o/. 25 28.2o/e SI 23.1% 

8 10..5% 25 28.2% .sa 26.4% 
0 0.0% s 5.1% 2 1.1% 

0 0.0% 2 2.6% 31 14.3% 
0 0.0-/4 0 0.0% 39 17.6"1. 
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

12 15.1% 46 SJ.3% 68 30.8% 
4 S.3% 7 7.7% 2 1.1% 
0 0.0-1. s s .I "I. 12 5.5% 
8 10.S"le 18 20.5% 27 12.1% 
4 5.3% 2 2.6% 17 7.7% 
4 SJ¾ 2 2.6% 2 1.1% 
0 0.0-/4 2 2.6% 10 4.4% 

46 57.99/4 s .S .1% 12 s..s•;. 
0 0.0-/4 0 0.0% 0 0.0-1. 

4 S.3% 14 15.4% 34 15.4% 
3] 42.1% 37 41.0•1. 'IL 41.8% 

4 5.3•1. 7 7.7% J.i 12.1¾ 
0 0.0% s 5.1•1. 17 7.7% 
0 0.0% 0 0.0-/o 0 0.0-1. 
0 0.0% 2 2.6•1. 0 0.0-1. 
0 0.0% 0 0 .0% 0 0.0-/o 

37 47 .4°/4 25 28.2% J, 23 .1% 
0 0.0-1. 0 0 .0% 0 0.0"1. 

Writ to Detain 
Cues 

Number Prrcenr 
(N) c•.1.) 

71 16.791. 

31 39.51/. 
43 SS.3% 
4 5.3% 
0 0 .01/e 

.55 71.1% 
23 28.99/4 

4 S.3% 
0 0 .0% 
a 10..5% 
a 10.S¾ 

II 23.7-/4 
12 15.8% 
27 34.2% 

2 2.6% 

2 2.6•/4 
4 5.3% 
0 0.0-/4 

66 84.2% 
0 0.0-/4 
0 0.0-/4 
0 0.0-/4 
0 0.0% 
2 2.6% 
2 2.6% 
2 2.6% 
0 0.0-1. 

21 26.3% 
27 ]4.2% 

8 10.S¾ 
4 S.3% 
0 0.0% 
0 0.0% 
0 0 .0% 

18 23 .7°/4 
0 0 .0% 
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Sedgwick County 

Screening Instrument Results 
Profile of Characteristic Information by Resulting Score 

N=467 
( continued) 

Rele.ued w/o 

Detention Special Conditions Restrictions 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Puccat 
Chanictuistic (N) (¾) (N) (1/e) (N) (%) 

Current Offense 
Felony 67 l4.2o/• 39 43 .6% 46 20.9% 
Misdemeanor 8 10.5% 30 33.31/. 106 48.4% 
Ordinance 0 0.<W. 21 23 .1 "· 29 13.2% 
Missing 4 S.Jo/. 0 0 .0-lo 39 17.6% 

Person 58 73.7% 21 23. to/. 39 17.6% 
Non-Person 12 15.So/e 32 35.9". 60 27.5% 
Missing g 10.5% 37 41.0% 121 S◄ .9% 

Sc:verity 
A 12 15.11% s 5.1% 41 l&.7% 
B 12 15.11% 16 17.9'% 24 11.0% 
C 21 26.Jo/o 7 7.7% IS 6.6% 
D 2S 31.6% 18 20.5% 12 5.5% 
E 4 S.3% 14 15.4% 17 7.7% 
Missing 4 5.Jo/. 30 33.3% Ill S0..S% 

Id Grouping 
Violent/Sex 33 42.1% 2 2.6•/4 24 11.0% 
Propcny 17 21.1% 21 23 .1% SJ 24.2% 
Weapons 8 10.5% 14 IS .◄% 10 4 .◄% 

Drug Charges 0 0.0% s 5.1% 22 9.9% 
Escape/ Runaway 4 S.3% 0 0 .0% 27 12.1% 
Writ 0 0.0-1. 0 0 .0% 0 0.0% 
Warn.nt 12 IS.8% 46 Sl.3% 61 30.8% 
Other 4 S.Jo/. 2 2.6% 17 7.7% 

Arresting Agency 
Wichita Police Department 67 14.2% 67 74 .4o/e IS7 71 . ◄% 

Sedgwick County Sheriff 4 5.3•;. 7 7.7o/e 19 U% 
Coun g 10.5% 16 17.91/. 39 17.6% 

Other 0 0.0-/, 0 0 .0% 5 2.2% 

2.cro Score Information 
Most Serious Initial Offc:ruc: Scorc-0 II 13 .9-/4 26 28 .9% 47 21 .4% 

Legal Status Scorc-0 36 45 .6% 37 41.1% 144 65 .S¾ 

Aggravating Factors Scorc-0 IS 19.0-/4 55 61.1% 184 83 .6% 

Mitigating Factors Seo~ 33 41 .8% 36 40 .0¾ 78 35 .5% 

All Score lnfonnation-0 0 0.0% 0 0 .0% 12 5.5% 

Soi.rec: Nat ional Council on Crime: and Cklinquc:ncy 

Writ to Detain 
Cases 

Numbu Percent 
(N) (•/4) 

14 18.4o/e 
14 I 8 -◄ o/• 
6 7.~/4 

64 11.6% 

10 13.2o/. 
16 21.1% 
SI 65.8% 

10 13.2% 
6 7.9% 
0 0 .0% 
2 2.6% 
I 10.5% 

51 65.8% 

0 0.0o/e 
0 0.0-lo 
0 O.Oo/e 
0 0.0-/4 
0 0 .0-/4 

78 100.0% 
0 0.0% 
I 0.0-1. 

23 2&.~lo 
4 S.Jo/o 

SI 6S .s•1. 
0 0.0-1, 

S7 73 .1% 
SI 65 .4o/o 
73 93 .6% 
59 75 .6% 
45 57 .7% 






