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Abstract
Twenty four delinguents from Coles County, I11. and twenty four non-
delinquents were given the Social History Questicnnaire (Best and Ericksen,
1973). The two groups were matched on age, sex, and self-reportad social
status. An item analysis was perZormed and the questions which differenti-
ated between the delinquents and the nondelinguenis were identified. A

delinquency subscale was then developed from the 5L significant questicns.
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Juvenile delinquency is a major problem in the‘Urited States today and
onz that is far from solution. However, this is not bacause efforts have
not bezn made to solve the problem. OConsiderable research on the subjecth
has been collected over many years. These research studies have led to
wopologies, causations and a beiter understanding of juvenile delinquency.
Much of this information has been collected in large urban cities by
examining single or rudtiple factors relating to delinquency. Some studies
have involved only the delinguents without using controls. Gther studies
on delinjusncy have used cross-cultural variables te find the sociological
and cultural effects on delinquency. Some research has involvad a longi-
tudinal approach to the problam by following the children as their deval-
opment takes place through adolescence. DMuch of this reszarch is conflic-~

1

ting and many answars have yet to be found.
Yhat follows is a review of many factors which have bsen studied in the
past, and have been found to differentiate between delinguenis and nondelin-

quents. Thess facisrs and the literature associated with them give an

nquedt and his parents. These factors include emn-

Fy
ct
o
0]

Q,
(o)

b
e

overviaw ¢

tional disturhances, thonght disturbances, behavioral and psychosomatic

disturbances, interperscnal relations, childhood, relatiocnship with the

&

parents, and information about ths parents,

Also inciuded below are sbtudies which have developed and/or used delin-
ncy prediction scales.

Factors Differentiating Delinquenbts from MNondelingusants

Bezause it seems logical the emotioral disturbances and juvenile de-

v

linquency would be (or are) related, mary signs of emstional disturbances



in delinquents have been studied. These include: amdety, depression, guilt,
anger and hostility, emotional control, and general emotional disturbances.
One of the most significant and well known teamsbof researchers in
the field of Jjuvenile delinquency are tﬁe Gluecks. Sheldon and Eleanor
Glueck began studying delinquency in the 1920's. In 1940 they started a
systematic study to find the causes and factors in delinquency by comparing
500 delinquents and 500 nondelinquents matched on age, intelligence, Nation-
al (ethno-racial) origin, and residence in underprivileged neighborhoods.
Their delinquents were serioué and persistent offenders who were in a state
correctional agency. The nondelinquents had no court record except that of
a single "boyish prank". The four main levels in which they were intereste¢
weres (1) the socio-cultural level, (2) the somatic level, (3) the iniel-
lectual level, and (L) the emotional temperamental levei. Their study was
completed in 1950 with the publishing of their book, "Unraveling Juvenile
Delinguency". Mﬁch of the research cited below comes from this extensive
study and later studies by the Gluecks.

General emotional disturbances. The Gluecks (1950) found that psy-

chopathy, asocial, poorly adjusted, and unstable personalities were more
frequently found in delinquents, but that neuroticism and psychotic tfends
were found more often in nondelinquents. They also found that emotional
conflicts were more frequent in delinquents but that nondelinquents were
more emotionally stable. This suggests that not only do delinquents have
more conflicts but they also are not able to cope with these conflicts
effectively.

The Gluecks work in delinquency has stimulated considerable research in

this area. For example, Pati'(1966) studied the personality pathology of



delinquents and found that most of the above was true. He studied 75 de-
linquents who w?re divided into three groups: first offenders, recidivisté,
and murderers. These were matched with 75 nondelinguents on age, educational
standard, economic status, and locale of residence. The Rorschach Inkblot
was used to collect the data in this study. He found that most of the de-
linquents, 663 of the first offenders, 80% of the recidivists and 60% of

the rurderers, appeared to manifest tendencies for unstable, neurotic, and
psychotic personalities. However, the Gluecks found this to be true only
for nondelinguents. The discrepancy between these studies may be due to the
method of collecting data. The Gluecks used psychiatric interviews to
obtain their psychological data while fati (1966) used the Rorschach.

Anxietz.‘ The Gluecks (1950) compared delinquents and nondelinquents on
feelings of incecurity and/or anxiety. They found that a lesser proportion
of the delinquents had feelings of insecurity and/or anxiéty in marked de-
gree. Dorn (1968) found the opposite true in a less controlled study. Dorn
concluded that, "The findings in this study tend to support...that institu-
tionalized delinquents are...more likely to be alienated and amdious." A
pessible reason for the difference between these two studies mighp be that
the. data was collected in different ways; the Gluecks used interviews and
Dorn used tests. This factor would seem to need more investigation and
further study. '

Depression. The Gluecks (1950) found no significant difference between
the delinquents and nondelinquents in terms of depressive trends.. They
.found that 96.3% of the delinquents and 98.6% of the nondelinquents were
entirely free frém depression.

Guilt feelings. Silver (1963) took a group of psychopathic delinquents




and matched them for age and intelligence to three control groups. The
control groups were (1) mild offenders from the same institution to control
for enviromment, (2) a group of orphan home residents to control for the
high amount of broken homes, and (3) a group of nondelinquent higﬁ school
students. Silver gave all the subjects six TAT pictures and the Pd scale
from the MMPI. It was found that guilt feeiings were expressed less by the
psychopathic delinquents than any of the controls. This would seem to be
pertinent since the Gluecks found a significant number of psychopathic per-
sonélities in their delinquent group.

Anger. The presence of conscious or unconscious hostile impulses
against others without a normal reason for them was found to be stronger in
delinquents than in nondelinquents by the Gluecks (1950). A sharp differ-
ence between these two groups on marked hostile impulses can be seen
(60.1% of the delinquents as compared to only 37.2% of the nondelinguents).

Emotional control. Destructiveness and impulsiveness are both related

to anger and can be viewed as indicators of emotional control. PBoth of
these variables have been studied by the Gluecks (1950). As would be ex-
pected, a much larger proportion.of the delinguents than ﬁhe nondelinquents
were markedly destructive. In addition, 20.5% of the delinquents reveal
this characteristec in mild or suggestive degree.as compared to only 8% of
the nondelinquents. With respect to impulsiveness, 43.5% of the delinquents
shoﬁed marked to slight impulsiveness compared to only 18.5% of tﬁe nonde-
linquents. |

Thought Disturbances

Many studies have dealt with the thought disturbances in delinquents

and nondelinquents. The literature on two thought disturbances which will



be reviewed below include compulsions and time perceptions.

Compulsions. Significantly fewer delinguenis have compulsory trends
than do nondelinquents. Gluecks (1950) show this by stating that 79.3%
of the delinquents were absent of compulsory trends compared to 69.9% of the
nondelinquents.

Time perceptions. Kulik, Stein, and Sarbin (1968) matched 100 delin-

quents and nondelinquents with respect for age, race, vocabulary intelli-
gence scores, and social status. They found that the nondelinquent sub-
jects showed a more extended future time perspective ihan delinquent sub-
Jjects.

Time estimation was also studied by Siegman (1961). In his study,
delinquents and nondelinquents of lower socio-economic status were asked to
estimate the length of time between stop watch clicks for S-, 15-; and
25-second intervals. The results supported the hypothesis that time esti-
mations of the delinquents would be shorter than those of the nondelin-
quents. However, Barabasz (1970) found the opposite to be true. 1In one
phase of his study he showed delinquents and nondelinquents four cartoon
series with animals working towards a goal. The.subjects were to mark how
long they thought each cartoon was. The results showed the time esti-
mation of delinquents to be longer than those of the nondelinquents. It
would seem by comparing the two previous studies that when a time-estima-
tion task is goal directed and possibly unpleasant in some way that it woula
seem longer to the delinquent than the nondelinquent. When the task is
Just time-estimation the delinquent perceives the time as being shorter

than the nondelinquent.




Bshavioral and Psychosomatic Disturbance

Ceneral. Badami (1985) studied scme of the factors of juvenile delin-

quency. He used two groups cf subjects, delinguents and nondelinguents,
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with 150 in each group.
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gence, and economic status. He used a family rsiaticnship questionnaire

fa)

and character evaluation form devised by Dr. A. 3. Patel and an Adjustment
Inventory standardized by Dr. H. S. Ashthana. Badami presented no statis-
tical evaluation of his data. He found that ai the time of selection, a
higher number of the delinquents had wesk and average healthful living con-
pared to the nondelinquents. Symotoms cf good health were found more fre-
quently in the nondelinquents. This study was done in some of the dis-
tricts of Gujarat, India, and therefore, may only have limit=d value with
respect Lo ths subject of delinquency in the United States. This may explain
the discrepancy between Badami and the Cluecks' findings. The Gluecks
(157G) found that there was no differency between delinguents and nondslin-
quents concerning poor health at the end of the peried of study and severe
illness or physical disabllities during the perisd of study.

Badami (19545) also found that the dslinguents were more addicted to
smoking, gambling, drinking, and other addictions sﬁch as snuffing, tobacco

-~
1

taking or chewing, in comparison to the nondelinguents.

Sexual problems. In the study conducted by Silver (1963) it was

found that delinquents expressed sex reads an nd problems more openly than did
the controls. This does not mean that the delinquents had mcre sexual pro-
blems and needs than the nondelinquents, but that they expressed them more

often in written or verbal form.



Interpersonal Relations

Several factors are described below which show patterns of the delin-
quent's interpersonal relations. These include power-oriented, autocratic,
narcissistic, egocentric, sadistic, aggressive, rebellious, submissive,

dependent, and cooperative.

Power-oriented. The Gluecks (1956) studied helplessness and po#er—

lessness in delinguents and nondelinquents. According to the Gluecks, these
variables were associ;ted with an unconscious kind of inéecurity in which
"the individual feels himself incompetent, especially as regards changing or
influencing anything, and most particular the course of his own 1life?, |
They found that the absence of the feeling of helplessness and powWwerlessness
was associated with delinquency.

Autocratic. The Gluecks (1950) found a difference between delinquents
and nondelinquents on general surface contacts with other people. Although
this difference was significant, they concluded that there is little, if
any, actual difference in the way in which each group expresses their contact
with people in general.

Narcissistic. With respect to narcissistic trends, that is, in-

creased need for péwer, superiority, prestige, status, and admiration, the
Gluecks (1950) found that a higher (though not very largé) proportion of
the delinquents follow this pattern in seeking to satisfy their needs. Such
trends in marked degree were found in 13.2% of the delinquents, as com-
pared to 5.5% of the nondelinquents.

Egocentric. The Gluecks (1950) defined this trait as "self-centered,

inclined not to make allowances for others (and) selfishly narrow in view-



point™. They found this more in delihquents than in nondelinquents (13.7%
of the delinquents, compared to 2.2% of the nondslinquents.

Sadistic. As concerns destructive-sadistic trends, the Gluecks (1950)
believe that the delinquents have the tendency to "destroy, to hurt, and so
on" in greater degree than the nondelinquents. They state that L8.7% of the
delinquents showed destructive-sadistic trends from slight to marked degree
compared to only 15.8% of the nondelinguents.

Aggressive. The Gluecks (1950) found that a much higher percentage of
the delinquents (15.1%) than of the control grous (5%) are more aggressive,
and "inclinded to impose their will on others--a pcsitive quality, whether
uncoﬁplicated or compensatory" (page 2L5). Horrocks and Gottfried (1966) found

"a negative correlation bstween delinquency and aggression when they gave the
TAT to 27 delinguents and 55 nondelinquents. Although this study did not
have the controls that the Gluecks did, they still reached a similar con-
clusion.

Rebellion. This trend, as studied by the Gluecks (1550) was seen as
aggression in a negative sense. They stated that defiance was seen as,

"aggressive self-assertion born out of deeper insecurity or wesak-

ness and thersfore often indiscrinmdnate in its aims and means

and usually directed against somebody or something rather than

towards a positive goal® (page 219).

They found that 51.4% of the delinguents exhibited slight to marked defiance,
compared to only 11.5% of the nondelinguents.

Submissiveness. The Gluecks (1950) considered this trait as the,

"abandonment of self-assertion in the attempt to fain security by
submitting to other, especially to those who are believad stronger
and also to the more anormymous power of institutions, public opin-~
ion, and conventional usage" (page 219).



They found a large difference betwesn delinguents (26.63) and nondelin-
quents (79.5%) on marked submissivensss. Submissiveness was totally absent
in 28.7% of the delinquents as contrasted with only 2.1% of the nondelinguents.
In a later work (1970) they state that "nonsubmissivenass to authority" is
one of the five variables which identifisd juvenile delinguents at age two
or three and one of the two character traits and three social factors which
also ideﬁtified potential delinquents.

Dependency. DMarked dependénce on others was found by the Gluecks (1950)
to be negatively associated with delinguency, as shown by the considerable
dfference in incidence of the trait betw=en the total group of delinquents
and that of the nondelinquents. Only 68.3% of the delinquents were depen-— |
“dant on others compared to 85.6% of the nondelincuents. Dependence, hesra,
vas associated with the tendency to cling to others rather than stand on
their (the subjects) own feet.

Cooperation. The Gluecks(1950) used the following to define coopera-
tions Ysurface contact within some sort c¢f common work or enterprise in which
it 1s necessary that two or more people should work together without rmutual
obstruction” (page 227). They found that a substantially lower proportion of
the delinquents than the nondelinquents were clearly cooperative with the
people with whom they were closély related in their daily contacts.

Childhood

The childhood situation of delinquents and nondelinguents has been a ma-
jor object of study in the past; this can be seen by the large amount of
research available on the subject. Some cof the aspects of childhood which

are reviewed below includes the family corposition, number of children in

the family, the ordinal position of the child, accidents in childhood,
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arrangements, education, and childhcod symptoms.

Family compositicn. Gibson and lest (1970) investigated the family

vosition of l11 boys age sight to nins. Thsse boys represented the total

memoership of second grade classes in an urban, working class neighbor-

C"'

ter all the boys had passed their fourtesnth birthday the authors
earched the criminal records office at the local children's department in

find delinquency records of ary of the boys tested. The boys wer

0}

then divided into three groups: 30 boys who had been convicted of some offense,

(&%)

37 boys who were classed as unofficial delingnents on the basis of reports of

slinquency acts but not resulting in conviction, and 29L boys who were fres

0\2

from ary findings of guilt and had not atiractsd notice for delinguent be-

havior. Gibson and West (1970) found that 503 of the convicted delinguents

had six or more children in their families compared to only 17.3/5 of ths

linquents and 12.67 of the nondelinguents.
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The Gluecks (1950) confirmed Gibson and VWest'!s findings. They found thau
the m2an numbar of children in the families of ths delinquents was 6.85 with
a standard deviation of 3.L5. This was higher than the nondelinéuents, for
they had a mean of 5.9 children and a standard deviatinn of 3.L6.

Koller (1971) studied factors of parental deprivation and family
background of female delinquents in Australia. The author in this study
randomly chose 121 girls at a training school and 101 unmarried girlis from
the population at large with similar socio-economic stabtus and age as the
delinguents. It was found that the family size of the delinquent girls ﬁas
.18 as compared with the average Australian family of 2.13 persons in 1947
(Yearbook, Australia, 1967). The fact that thls study was done in a differ-

ent country may be the reason for tha diffarance betwzen th2 studied cited.
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Even though there was a difference between them, all three of these
studies show that the delinguents come from a larger family than the non-
delirquents.

Ordinal position. In the study cited above, Badami (1965) found that

a great number of delinquents were an only child, the youngest child, or the
eldest child in the family, while the nondelingusnts were found to be the
intermediate in the rank in the family. This study was done with controls
and each group was matched with respect to age, intelligence and econormic
status, although no statistical evaluation was presented.

The lack of statistical significance in Badami*s study may be the rea-
son for its contradiction with the Gluscks' (1950) findings. The Gluecks
found that 0% of their delinquents and L7.8% of the nondslinguents were
the middle child. Consequently, they concluded that a lower proportion of
the delinguent bﬁys were only children, first children, or the youngest
child.

Accidents. The Gluecks (1950) also found that 33.2% of the delinguents
compared to 15.L% of the nondelinguents had had serious accidents.

Living arrangements. The study cited above by Badami (1965) found that

"a significantly greater number of delinguent children were coming from

Q

broken families" than nondslinauent children (pagz 137). The Gluecks (1950)

0

research is consistent with this and they concilude that: "no fewer than six
in ten (60.L4%) of the homes of ths deslinquents, compared with only
a third (34.2%) of ths homes of nondelinquénts, had in fact been
broken by seperation, divorce, death, or prolonged absence of a
parent! (page 122). :

The Gluecks found no difference between the two group in terms of the age

of the boy at the time of the first breach.in the family life. Cohesive-
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ness of the family was later found to bs one of the three social factors
for the identification of potential juvenile delinguents at 5-6 years of
age, with less family cohesiveness being more pradictive of juvenile de-
linguency.

Koller (1971) cites similar findings. He found that 61.5% of the de-
linguent girls and 12.9% of the nondelinguent girls experienced paronual
loss or deprevation.

The Gluecks (1950) found that only 50.2% of ths delinquents lived with
both of his own parents, contrasted with 71.2% of the nondelinguents. Of
those ds=linquents who only lived with onz pareni, it was found that only
15.6% did not live with their own mother, but L1.2% did not live with their
own father. These percentages are substantially higher than those of the
nondelinquents. Of the nondelinguents wao only lived with one parent, it
was found that only 7.2% did not live with thair mother, and 24.8% did not
live with their own father.

Another approach to parental marital status is thau used by Lunden
(1964). He cites statistics from different states concerning the marital
status of delinquents' parents. He found that in Fulton County, Georgia,
in 1961, that 60% of the white parents and only 332 of the black parents
of delinguents were living together. He also found the same thing to be
true in Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania, in 1950. "In that county only 0%
of the white and 33.L% Qf the black parents of delinquents were living togstih-
er. In Geargia, the main reason for the parents not living together was

divorce in the white families and separation in the black families. How-

ever, in Philadelphia, the main reason the parents were not living togeth-
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er in the black families was separation followed closely by not being
married, as compared to death and separation in ths white families.

Lunden (1968l) also cites the marital statﬁs of the parents of delinquents
in California in 1961;.this was done according to the sex of the delinquents.
In this state only 35.5% of the boys' and 25.7% of the girls! parents were
living together. The main reason for Both was divorce.

The Gluecks (1950) also studied the frequéncy of moving from piace to
place in the families. They found that the delingquents had "far less oppor-

tunity than the nondelinquents to develop close n2ighborhood ties,

for only 21.3% had moved less than five times from one house to an-

other, as compared with 58.5% of the nondelinquents” (page 155).

At the other extreme, 23.9% of the delinquents had moved fourteen or more
" times, as compared with only 5.2% of the nondelinguents.

Education. The Gluecks (1950) found that there was no difference be-
tween the two groups in terms of the age of tha boy whan he entered first
grade. They found that more of the delinguents (61.5%) than the nondslin-
quénts (10.3%) markedly disliked school. They also found that the delinquents
attended more schools than the nondelinquents. This more frequent shifiing‘
from scheool to school partically explainé the findings, that despite the
essential similarity in intelligence quotients of the two group, a dispro-
portionately higher percentage of the delipquents repeated two or more
school grades (L6.5% of the delinguents and 27.2% of the nondelinquents).

The Gluecks (1950) also found that $4.8% of the delinquents compared to
only 10.8% of the nondelinquents were occasionally to persistently truant
from school. It was stated above that delinquents disliked school rmuch nore
than did the nondelinquents._ This may pcssibly be the reason for the large

amcunt of . truancy in the delinquents.




School misbehavior characterized almost all of the delinquents, com-
pared with less than a fifth of the control group in the Gluecks (1950)
study. The average age of the delinquents! first school misbehavior was
nine and a half; this was a full three years younger than the mean age of the
small number of nondelinquents when they showed the first evidences of ény
maladaptive behavior in school. In their follow-up investigation, the Gluecks
found that more delinquents quit school before their sixteenth birthday and
more nondelinquents quit or finished school after their seventeenth birthday.

Childnood symptoms. The Gluecks (1958) also found that extreme resi-

lessness was substantially more characteristic of delinquents as a group
(54.6%) than of nondelinquents (30.L%). Their study also revealed that
delinquents as a group are more emuretic (persisting in bedwetting beyond
the years of its normal expectancy) than nondelinquents.

Relationship with parents

Like childhood, mch research has bzen done on the child's relationship
with his parents. Those aspects studied below are: affection, rejection
and neglection, and the child's attitude toward his mother and father.
Affection. Silver and Derr (1966) matched LO delinquents and LO non-
delinquents from a low class neighborhood on age, sex, race, and intelli-
gence. The Parental Authority-Love Statemenis Test did nol differ betiween
the two groups on the authority ar love variables. Thé Gluecks (1950) found
that only half as many fathers of the delinquents (1j0.2%) as of the nonde-
linquents (80.7%) evidenced warmth, sympathy, and affection towards their
sons. Only 72.1% of the mothers of the delinquents compared to 95.6% of
the mothers of the nondelinquents were found to be warm.

The Gluecks (1950) also found that there was a difference between the
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two groups in terms of parental indiffersnce. They found that L2.9% of
the fathers of delinquents, compared to only 146% of the fathers of non-
delinguents were indifferent. Indifference was found in 21.2% of the delin-
quents' mothers, compared to only 3.4% of the nondelinquents' mothers.

In one of the Gluecks' studies (1970), affection of the parents for
the boy was found to be one of the five variables to identify potential juv-

‘enile delinguents at the age of two or three.

Rejection and neglection. Hetherington, Stouwie, and Ridberg (1971)

studied the patterns of family interacticn and child-rearing attitudes as
they related to juvenile delinguency. The subjects were 120 families divided
into four groups: a nondelinguent group and three delinquent groupss: unsocil-
‘alized-péychopathic, neurotic-disturbed, and socizlized-subculiural. Each
family participated in the Structured Fardly Interaction Task (Farina, 1940)
and beth parents completed the Stanford Parents Questionnaire (Winder & Rau,
1962). Hetherington, Stowie, and Ridberg found that both parents of deiin—
quent boys in all groups were more rejecting towards their sons than the
nondelinquent parents.

Duncan (1971) also used the Stanford Parents Questionnaire, but added
a structured situational interview. He investigated the attitudes and inter-
actions of the parents of delinquents and the parents of normal adolescents.
He found that parents of nondelinquents can be clzarly differenciated from
parents of delinquents in terms of rejection. He found that the parents of
the nondelinquents were less rejecting than the parents of the delinquents.

Discipline. 1In a review of the literature, Desai (1970) states, "defec-
tive discipline in the home is gensrally recognized as contributing to miscon-

duct" (page 75). He reports that Neumsyer (1961) found defective disciplins
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and control more common among the families of delinquents than among nonde-
linquents. Desai also points out that Burt (1948) found defective discipline
among delinquents' families five times as often as he found it among the
nondelinquents! families; and that Healy and Bronner (1539) found that LO%

of L,000 cases of delinquents in Chicago and Boston came from homes in which
delinquent childreﬁ were brought up under strict family discipline or lack ox
family discipline. | '

The Schlichter and Ratliff (1971) study has important implications for
discipline. They found that nondelinquents learned best from punishment and
delinquents learned best from reward. They found this by setting up a two

_choice discrimination task for 45 delinquents and LS nondelinquents. They

gave each group either (1) reward for correct responses, (2) punishment for
incorrect responses, or (3) both reward for correct responses and punishment
for incorrect ones.. This study may explain the conflicts between the following
studies.

Hetherington, Stouwie, and Ridberg (1971) concluded that inconsistency
was é sign;ficant variable. Both the mothers and the fathers of nondelinquent
boys were more consistent with their sons than thz parents of the delin-
quent: boys. With respect to girls, both parents of the delinquent‘girls
were inconsistent compared with the parents of the nondelinquent girls.
Duncan (1971) also found that the parents of the delinquents had lower con-
sistency of controls.

The Gluecks (1950) studied haqy factors relating to the parents' disci-
pline of their sons. They found that more mothers of the delinquents (56.8%)
than of the nondelinquents (11.7%) were lax in their disciplinary practices.

Also, the delinquents' fathers (26.5%) were more lax than the nondelinquents’




17.

fathers (17.8%).

Relatively few of the mothers of either group were overstrict with
their sons. But, overstrictness was found in 16.1% of the delinguents’
fathers, as compared to 8.7% of the fathers of nondelinguents.

The Gluecks (1950) also found that more parents'of the delinquents were
erratic in their disciplinary practices, swinging from overstrictness to
laxity without any consistency, than the parents of nondelinguents.

The Gluecks (1950) described firm discipline to be consistent, but kind.
This was found in 4.2% of the mothers of delinguents compared to 65.5% of thsa
mothers of nondelinquents. Firm discipline was uszd by 5.7% of the\delinquents'
fathers, contrasted by 55.5% of the nondslingusnts' fathers.

The type of discipline used by the mother, that is, either lax, ovar-
strict, erratic, or firm but kindly, was found to be one cf the three social
factors in the identification of potential dslingquents (Gluecks, 1970).

Three methods of control differentiated betwaen the mothers of the two
groups in the Gluecks (1950) study. The delingusnis' mothers used physical
punishment and threatening or scolding more than did the nondeslinquents!
mothers. However, the nondelinguents' mothers used reasoning more. With
respect to the fathers, the delinquents' fathers used physical punishment
rore but the nondelinquents! fathers used reasoning more.

Hetherington, Stowie, and Ridberg (1971) report that fathers of delinguent
boys used physical punishment towards their sons more often than the fathers
of nondelinquent boys.

It can be seen then from the above research that the most common form of
discipline was physical punishment with the delinquents and reasoning with

the nondelinquents. As was stated above, Schlichter and Ratliff (1971)
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found, in a laboratory situation, that punishment chould work best for non-
delinguents and reward for delinguents. Many studies have shown that this

is not the case in the actual family situation with delinguents an<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>