G. Roger Jarjoura

Scanning this document has created words in bold that are not in bold in the original.

Does Dropping Out of School Enhance
Delinquent Involvement? Results From a
Large-Scale National Probability Sample*

This study seeks to improve on previous research on the relationship befween dropping out of school and later
involvement in delinquency. Using data from the first two waves of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth,
the analysis addresses fwo problems with prior studies in this area: (1) By controlling for many variables that
may account for observed dropout-delinquency associations, it is possible to explore the possibility that the
relationship may be spurious. {2) By examining the effects of diﬁémm reasons for dropping out, the Study
avoids the assumption that dropouts are a homogeneous group. Results indicate that the effect of dropping out
of school on later offending is more complicated than previous research leads one to believe. In addition,
dropping out does not a!ways enhance the likelihood of a person § later delinquent involvement.
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- cated a positive relationship between . . ' i
" dropping out and delinquency, it is not ?smmmmﬁmn
¢lear whether differences in offending suf;sequ ent -delinquency by examining
bet Eegltho-se :::’ lmhmhof:l l.’:fom the relationship between the two. An-
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ined separately for groups of youths who
repotted different reasons for leaving
school.

dropping out and delinquency iS exam-

Theoretical Background: Drop-
ping out and Delinquency

Theories of delinquency have not spa
cifically addressed the relationship be-
tween dropping out of high school and
subsequent  delinquency. Expectations
regarding this relaionship, however,
can be inferred from some theories. In
fact, both strain theory and social con-
trol theory have been invoked to explain
empiricd findings on the relationship
between dropping out and subsequent
delinquency.

Strain

Strain  theory addresses problems  of
adjustment faced by youths in the school
seiting. These adjustment problems may
take many forms: the inability of work-
ing-class youths to measure up to the
middle-class standards of the school
(Cohen, 1955); alow probability of edu-
cational success for lower class youths,
which leads to frustration in seeking to
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link. The role Of SChool in the develop

“ment Of delinquent behavior has also been described using labeling (Tannenbaum, 1938) and differential association (Dunham and
Alpert, 1987), for example. The literature on dropping out and delinquency, however, focuses almost exclusively on strain and social
control explanations. Asa result, thispaper only consider sexplanationsbased on thesetwo theories.
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achieve their goals of monetary success
or @ middle~class way of life (Cloward
and Ohlin, 1960); the failure of middle-
class youths in their educational endeav-
ors, which in turn, limits therr eppor-
tunities for social advancement (Elliott
and Voss, 1974); and the inability to
escape from adverse circumstances in
the school setting (Agnew, 1985). Re-
gardless of the actual nature of the ad-
justment problem, strain theory sug-
gests that one possible solution to such
pressures is involvement in ddin-
quency. An dternative solution is to
“escape” from the source of frustration
(Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Cohen,
1955; Elliott and Voss, 1974). Since
dropping out and delinquency are a-
ternative responses to the same prob-

lem, dropping out should not enhance
participation in delinquency. In fact,

=eseveral Sudies of the dropout-delin-
quency relationship have concluded that
the rate of deinquent behavior de-
creases after adropout’s exit from
school (see Elliott and Voss, 1974, for
a review).

If, however, a student chooses delin-
quency as a solution to the problem of
adjusment and, for indtance, joins a
delinquent  subculture  (Cohen, 1955
Cloward and Ohlin, 1960), it is unlikely
that leaving school will have a damp-
ening effect on later offending behav-
ior (Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985).
Similarly, Agnew (1985) notes that
youths who drop out of school may till
face aversive conditions at home. Drop-
ping out of schoo! may, in fact, create
or intensfy the aversive nature of some
youth’s relationships with their parents.
If 0, dropping out may not eiminate
all the motivation for delinquency. For
these youths, dropping out may either
have no effect on subsequent offending,
or it may increase the likelihood of fu-
ture delinquency.

Famworth and Leiber (1989) suggest
another form of the relationship be-
tween dropping out and delinquency
based on drain theory assumptions.
They reason that in the United States

today, most youths understand that to
get ajob that pays well they must have

a college education., As such, youths, may increase opportunltlesfor criminal -4

who have goals ofecononuc successbut °
se¢ little chance of completing a col-
lege education have a high probability

ddliiuent involvement Results of
the Farnworth and Leiber Study support
this hypothesis for both utilitarian and
nonutilitarian  forms of  delinquency.
Thus, youths who drop out of high
school have effectively blocked thelr
means 0f achieving acollege education.
If these dropouts, in turn, have goals of
€conomic suceess, they may be more
likely to engage in delinquency as a re-
sult of droooina out. Strain theory.
therefore, can be interbreted to suggest
several different forms of the dropout-
delinquency  relationship.

Social Control

On the surface, socid control theory is
lass ambiguous regarding the refation-
ship between dropping out and delin-
quency. According to Hirschi (1969), a
strong socia bond to the school Setting
is critical for inhibiting participation in
delinquent behavior. Breaking this bond
may lead to an increased likelihood Of
delinquent involvement. That dropouts
have higher rates of offending than high
school graduates is often considered as
support for a social control explanation
of the dropout-delinquency relationship
(Polk et &., 1981; Thornberry € al,
1985). Yet, dropping out may not rep-
resent the same change in the social
bond to all dropouts. By the time they
leave school, many dropouts aready
have a weak social bond with the school.
The youth who Ieaves schooi to take job
or to get married, however, may actu-
aly develop a stronger sociat bond and,
in turn a reduced liilihood of subse-
quent offending behavior,

Recently, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) have argued that dropping out
of school will not change a person's
propensity for criminality. Rether, Situ-
ational factors may interact with a
person’s degree of self~control to present

the opportunlty for crimind behavior. ’
While it is possible that dropping out™

involvemert, It'is also possible that §
dropping out may reduce the number 3
of opportunities for delinquent behav- 3
ior (€9, opportunities in the schoot for
theft, interactions with peers; see-

Garofalo et al, 1987).

Further Specification

Because of the limited theoretical and
empirical knowledge of the nature of 3
the relationship between dropping out 3
and delinquency, it 15 more appropriate §
to take an inductive approach in assess 3
ing the effects of dropping out. Build- §
ing on what is already known, this study
seeks to provide a more complete un-
derstanding of the relationship between “§
dropping out of high school and later 3
offending behavior. Results of this 3
anaysis may then be useful in rewsmg

existing theories. .

Differences Among Dropouts. -

While previous research has viewed :
dropouts as a homogeneous group, this
study considers differences among drop-
outs. A focus on reasons for leaving
school may reveal that for some sub-
groups of dropouts, dropping out en-,
hances delinquent involvement, while
in other cases, dropping out does not
enhance participation in delinquency.
Elliott and Voss (1974) raised this con-
cern in their review of the literature and
made some €ffort in their study to dis- :3
tinguish between dropouts who were 3
intellectualy cgpable of completing - 3
school and those not capable. Reasons 3
for dropping out of school are often 3
grouped into three categories
(Rumberger, 1983): (1) school-related 3
reasons, (2) persona reasons, and (3)
economic reasons. However, each of
these categories may be further broken
into subcategories. For instance, school-
related reasons include leaving school 3
because of academic or behavioral dif- 3
ficulty or because the youth didikes "3
school. Personal reasons include mar- 3



nage, and/or pregnancy. Economic rea-
2 sons include employment or problems
% at home that require the youth to forego
. school in lieu of family responsibilities.

Alternative  Explanations

= Much of the previous research has not
. considered variables that could explain
%' the relationship between dropping out
" and delinquency. For example, Elliott
and Voss (1974) found that immediately
after leaving school, their subjects’ rates
of offending decreased, thus supporting
' the notion that dropping out reduces de-
.« linquency for those aready engaging in
delinquency, However, they did wmt con-
E trol for age, which could explan the
=" decline. Research has shown that dur-
~ ing the teenaged years, the rate of of-
;% . fending increases Until age 16 and then
sharply decreases thereafter (Wolfgang
o etal 1987).

> In contrast, Thornberry et al. (1985)
showed dropouts have higher rates of
offending than high school graduates.
Previous offending, however, was ig-
; nored, despite the fact that prior to leav-
*- " ing school, dropouts had higher rates
‘of offendmg than eventua graduates.
.. Earlier invalvement in misconduct and
cnmmal behavior predicts later partici-
patnon in crimindity (Farrlngton
1987) it also predicts dropping’ out

» % (Bachmanetal., 1971; Elliott and Voss,
;. 1974). Failure to control for previous
- offending can result in a biased estimate
.of the effect of dropping out on later
-¢riminality Dy inflating the effect of

droppmg Oout.

'_ Sxmﬂarly, both gtrain and control theo-

"ries identify poor school performance
asa cause of delinquency School fail-
ufe fs associated with blocked goals as

vqell as with an atenuation of the So-
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cial bond. It is important, then, to sepa
rate the effects of school failure on de-
linquent involvement from the dropout-
delinquency association. Studies that
control for previous school performance
and misconduct increase the credibility
of findings that dropping out leads to
delinquency.

Since the concern here is the effects of _,
dropping out on future offending, it is

also important to consider what goes on
in the time between leaving school and
later crimindity. The impact of
postschool experiences on the relation-
ship between dropping out of high
school and subsequent delinquency has
been aneglected area of research. Some
effort has been made to examine the
effects of employment (Elliott and Voss,
1974; Farrington et al., 1986; Hartnagel
and Krahn, 1989; Thornberry ¢ d.,
1985) and marriage (Elliott and Voss,
1974; Thornberry et d., 1985). Re
search, however, has not provided a
clear understanding of the role that
employment and marriage play in the
relationship between quitting  school
and later delinquency. Other postschool
factors that may have an impact (e.g.,
living arrangements, parenthood) have
yettobe examined. Yet, as Natriello et
al, (1986) have suggested, the effects
of such postschool experiences must be
Separated to get a more accurate pic-
ture of the effects of dropping out on
involvement in delinquency.

This study is designed to address inad-
equacies of previons research, The pri-
mary focus of the andlysis is to deter-
mine whether dropping out has an ef-
fect On subsequent offending behavior.
As yet, clear empirical answers to this
question are lacking. In this study, the
'grol'm' Of dropouts is di_gidéd into sub-
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groups based on sdlf-reported reasons
for leaving school. This alows for the
consideration of differential effects of
dropping out on delinquency among the
subgroups. In addition, this study pro-
vides improved clarification of the drop-
out-delinquency relaionship by control-
ling for potential aternative explana
tions of the relationship.

Design of Study

The data used in this study make up the
first two waves of the Nationa Longi-

tudinal survey of Youth, collected by
the National Opinion Research Center
beginning in1979.% The first wave of
the study, 1979, had a sample size of
12,686 individuas. In the 1980 wave,
interviews were conducted with 12,141

of the origina respondents (95.7 % of
the 1979 sample). The large sample
sze, dong with the oversampling of
populations normally under-represented
in empirical research (but overrepre-

sented In crimind justice system pro-

cessing), provides for a stronger exami-

nation of the issues than has previoudy
been possible. Another strength of these
data is the degree of detail and compre-
hensiveness of labor market and school

measures.

The portion of the sample included in
this andyss consists of dl individuas
Who either dropped out or graduated
from high school as of the 1979 inter-
view. (Of those who graduated from
high schoel, Some went on to college.)
Most, though not al, of the people in
this subsample were over 18. A person
is classified as a dropout if he or she
had not earned a high school diploma
and was no longer going to high schoot
as of the 1979 interview? To digtinguish
for which groups of dropouts involve-

’The ‘data collection process involved drawing three mdc ndent probab:llty samples Which, together, were “designed to represent the
.edtire population of youth born in the United States bctwecn 1957 and 1964’ (Center for Human Resource Research, 1988:20). Two of
" ithe probability samples arc used in this study: (1) & “¢ross- sectlonal samp!c  designed to be representative of the noninstitutionalized
‘civilian segment of American young people aged 14 21 on January 1771979 and (2) a supplemental sample designed to oversampie

- civilian Hispanic, black, and economically disadvantaged’ non-I-Iispa:g

Vnon~black youths (p. 20). The third sample, made up of those

' ‘mdmduals in the military, is not used in this study. Indmduals ‘were' sell tecl_ for mclusmn in the sample “through 8 multi-stage stratified

g‘babﬂ:ty sample of dwelling units and group quarter units” (p. 20).”
ng OIBSSIf ed as a dropout for the analysis do¢s not mean that the mdmdual could not go back to school at some pomt in the future.
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ment in later offending was more likely,
the subsample of high school dropouts
has been divided into groups based on
the stated reason for, leaving school.
Reasons  for Ieaving were marriage,
pregnancy, poor grades, didike of
school for reasons other than poor
grades, problems at home, financial rea-
sons or employment, expulsion or other
(unspecified) reasons.*

The design of the analysis iS such that
the findings are specific to classes of
offenses. Results are reported sgoarately
for violent offenses, thefts, sdlling
drugs. Violent offenses include using
force to obtain things and attacking with
the intent to injure or Kill. Thest includes
shoplifting, Stealing others belongings
worth less than $50, gteding others
belongings worth more than $50, and
taking an auto without the owner’s per-
mission. Selling drugs refers 10 the sde
of elther marijuana/hashish or hard
drags. Each of these variables was con-
structed using data from the 1980 in-
terviews only, All of the independent
variables used in thisandysis were
taken from the 1979 interviews.

This sudy is aso designed to test
whether alternative factors can account
for the effects of dropping out on sub-
sequent delinquency. As a result, sev-
erd control variables are used. Control
variables are included if they meet one
of two Criteria. First, severa factors are
included as controls because they are
identified in delinquency theories as
being related to the dropout-delin-
quency relationship. These factors in-
clude measures of prior misconduct,

school performance and experiences,
and postschool factors, wchasmamage
and employment. Second, items are in-
cluded as control variables if they have
been shown in related research to'have
an effect on delinquent behavior (e g
demographic characteristics of the in-
dividual).

Self-reports oOf delinquency appear only
in the 1980 wave of data. However, self-
reported information on involvement
with the criminal justice system before
1979 is available. As a measure of pre-
vious involvement in delinquency, the
variable for any prior arrests, exclud-
ing minor traffic offenses, is used. While
not as complete a measure of prior of-
fending as sdf-reports of delinquent
behavior, the variable does alow for
some control of the effect of previous
delinquency. A measure of school mis-
behavior, indicating whether the youth
was ever suspended from school, is also
included in the mode.

Recent research has suggested sexual
activity daring adolescence to be one of
a congtellation of problem behaviors
(Elliott and Morse, 1989; Jessor €t d.,
1983). Elliott sad Morse (1989) have
found teenaged sexual activity to be tied
to delinquency and drag use and to in-
dicate a “genera propensity” for “risky
behaviors’ (p. 56). A variable measur-
ing the number of years that a youth
has been sexudly active is, thus, in-
cluded in thisstudy. ThiS measure iS
used rather than the age at first sexual
intercourse since many of the youths in
the sample were not yet sexualy active.

School-related factors included in the
analysis measure academic performance’
and type of curriculum track. Academic.
performance iS measured &s the grade -

point average (GPA) received in high -
school courses. The type of curriculum’. -

L
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i
i

track is represented by dtumnyvanables% G

for the vocational and college-prepara- 3
tory tracks. The reference category for 3
each of these represents an individud's 4
placement in a general Or business 4
track. In addition. measures of gender. '3

raw, and age are included as control

variables. (The appendix presents de- f:;.?.
Scriptive statistics on each of the con-. 2
trol variables.®) Postschool experiences

are aso considered in this andyss.
Design of Model

The measures of the dependent vari- -4
ables ysed in this anayss ‘are ordind-, :
level measures. Respondents were asked
to report how many times over the pre- 3
vious year they had engaged in each of :
the specific behaviors. They were pro-
vided with the following set of response

categories: 0 Snever), 1 (once), 2 (twice),
3 (35 times)4 (6-10 times),5 (11-50

times) and 6 (over 50 times). McKelvey

and Zavoina (1975) show that a prob-
lem with using linear regression analy-

sisin such cases is the wtentid  for sig-
nificantly underestimating the effectsof -

independent variables on the dependent
variable. A more appropriate method,
according to McKelvey and Zavoina, is
to use the ordered probit model. This

model disinguishes between ¥, the de-

pendent variable of theoreticat interest,
and Z, the dependent variable that is ob-
served. There iS the assumption that ¥

‘All youths no longer in school were asked why they left school. Most youths reported that they had graduated. For those who left school
prior to graduation, however, the interviewers were instructed to ascertain which of several reasons was the primary reason for leaving
school. That is the reason used in classifying the dropout into the subgroups.
We “other reasons* are unspecified in the documentation of the data set. In this analysis, this category aso includes individuals who left
school because it was dangerous and those who left to go into the military and then did not enlist. These two groups were too smal to
keep & separate categories and have been merged into the category for “other reasons”
A problem associated with survey data is that the data are often incomplete due to nonresponse. Missing data for specific questions
present difficulties begause most Statistical packages will drop cases with missing data o any of the variables included in the anayses.
Yet, one must be able to retain as many ¢ases in 4 sample as possble in order to avoid biased results In this study, four variables are
included for which data were missing for more than 05 % of the cases In the case of interval-level variables (i.e., years sexudly active
and GPA), | set the missing values to the mean of that vaiable In the case of ordind-lev measures (ie, wspmsons from school and
the curriculum track), L set the mussing values to the modal calegory. _

e e S e st e



is an interval-level variable, but due to
deficient measurement, it is represented
by an ordinal form, namely Z,

Thus, interest centers on estimating
Y=pX+u

¥ however, is unobserved. In-
stead, the observation is

Z=0ifY<0,
=10<Y<y,
= 2ifpls¥<y,

= Jify, s¥

The ordered grobit model estimates the
y's dong with B (Greene, 1990). Each
estimated B represents the increase in
probability of being in a higher category
on the dependent variable (i.e,, report-
ing a higher level of offending) as a re-
sult of a unit change in the indepen-
dent variable (McKelvey and Zavoina,
1975). Given the edtimates of this
model, the predicted probabilities of
being in each of the response catego-
ries of the dependent variable can be
calculated as follows (McKelvey and
Zavoina, 1975):

Prob [PO] = @ (-B'X),
Prob [7=1] = d(u, B'X) - & (B'X),
Prob [Y=2] = & (u, 4% - ® (u, BX),

ProbY-1)=1-® (u,,-BX),

Where @ (f) représents the cumulative
standard normal density function.

‘The andysis consists of a series of four
models, each one including a block of
new variables, Model | includes only the
dror)out variables (and a variable con-
trolling for the number of months Since
dropping out) as independent variables.

.Does Dropping Out of School Enhance Delinquent Involvement?

The dummy varigble indicating gradu-
ation from high school is not included
in the analysis; it serves as a reference
category t0 each of the dropout mea
sures. Results from modd | show gross
differences in delinquent involvement
between groups and indicate whether
each group of dropouts is more likely
to report participation in delinquency
than the high school graduates. To test
whether these differences are attribut-
able to dropping out of high schoal,
control variables that may actually ex-
plain the observed differences are in-
cluded in successive models. The mea-
sures of individual demographic char-
acterigtics are introduced in model 1.
Model 111 adds the block of measures
of prior misconduct. The block of school
factors enter the analysis in model 1V.

The coefficients of primary interest in
each of the models are the effects of
dropping out on future offending. The
focus is on the changes that occur in
the coefficients of the dropout measures.
Three possibilities exist. First, the ef-
fects of aspecific dropout measure may
remain significantly related to later de-
linquent involvement. This would in-
dicate that the effects of dropping out
for that reason on participation in crimi-
nality are independent of the effects of
the other variables added to the model.
A second possbility is that the addi-
tion Of variables will result in a reduc-
tion of the effect of the dropout mea-
sures. This would be evidence that the
effect on delinquency of dropping out
for certain reasons is explained by other
variables, which up to that point, were
not in the model. The third posshble
Change IS that including an additional
set of variables may strengthen the ef-
fects of the dropout measures on delin-
quency. This would indicate that one or
more of the new variables acts as a sup-
pressor on the effect of the dropout-de-
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linquency relationship for one or more
of the dropout measures.’

Quality of Data on Criminal
Behavior

It is appropriate & this point to com-
ment on the reliability and validity of
the self-reported measures being used
in this analysis. Several concerns have
been raised regarding self-report data
(Hindelang et d., 1981; Short, 1990).
Given that the data in this study come
froma nationa probability samplewith
oversampling of high-risk groups
(blacks and lower class youths), there
iS not great concern regarding the rep-
resentativeness Of the sample.

The procedure for asking questions on
delinquency involved having the re-
spondents fill out a short questionnaire
during the interview, which asked how
often in the previous year they had par-
ticipated in each of the identified be-
haviors. Once they had completed the
Questionnaire, the respondents were
ingtructed to place the form in an enve-
lope and sedl it. The interviewer did not
open theenvelope in the presence of the
respondent. This procedure has some
strengths and some weaknesses. On the
postive side, the respondents are only
asked to remember behaviors within the
past year (athough there is some evi-
dence that time windows of one year
may dtill be too long, see Short, 1990,
for a summary of evidence). In addi-
tion, with regard to the concern of so-
cidly desrable responses, this proce-
dure minimizes the effect of the
interviewer’s reaction to the
respondent’s answers. On the negative
side, however, this procedure does little
to dleviate concerns about the ability
of the respondent to understand what
the questions are asking (Hindelang et
a., 1981), dthough Hispanic respon-
dents had the option of completing the

If the addition of g control varisble strengthens the effect of another variable, it may be theresult of collinearity between the two'
variables. A chi-square test can be used (0 fest the hypothess that the change in the effect is due to collinearity. Such a test is conducted

when appropriate in tNe analysis.
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interview (including the self-report
Questionnaire) in  Spanish.

Findings

Results are reported separately for the
offenses of violence (Table 1), theft
(Table 2), and selling drugs (Table 3).8
Each table includes four columns, one
for each of four models representing
gregter inclusion of variables as one
moves from column | to column 1V
across the tables. Actual results from’
the ordered probit analyses are pre-
sented in these tables. Predicted prob-
abilities, calculated from these results
are presented in Table 4.

Violence

Column | of Table 1 reports estimates
of the level of Involvement in violence
for eight groups of youths differentiated
by the most important reason they gave
for leaving school before graduation.
Five of the groups (those who dropped
out to get married and/or Were pregnant,
those who didiked school, and those
who were expelled or dropped out for
other reasons) show significantly higher
levels of violence than those who stayed
in school. The other three groups (those
who dropped out because of poor grades,
problems at home, or financia difficul-
ties) did not differ significantly from
graduates.

The demographic variables enter the
model in state IT (results in ¢olumn I1).2

‘Al of the results presented in *this study have been weighted to facilitate generalizations back to the population of interest. Sample

While expelled youths were still more
likely to report higher levels of involve~
ment in violence than the high school
graduates, controlling for the combina-
tion of race and gender reduces the ef-
fect of being expelled.® ThiSiSbecause
a majority of the youths who were ex-
pelled and then engaged in violent Of-
fending were male and/or black. The
effects of the dropout Measures for preg-
nancy and getting married on involve-
ment 1 violence are enhanced follow-,
ing the addition of the demographic fac-
tors. Controlling for gender actually
specifies the relationship between leav-
in? school to get married and future in-
volvement In violence. In this sample,
16 % of those who left school to get
married reported later paticipation in
violence. Holding gender congtant
shows that of those who dropped out to
get married, 37 % of the males reported
violent behavior compared with 13 %
of the females.

Including the measures of prior miscon-
duct (stage iI) reduces further {almosi
to zero) the effect of being expelled on
the level of involvement in violence.
Following the same procedure described
innote 10, controlling for prior arrests
and suspensions from school  explains
the expelled-violence  relationship.
Findings presented here support the
position that, at least for those expelled,
the observed relationship between leav-
ing school before graduation and |ater

school graduates. The other’ gr

vidlent offending can be attribuied:
prior  misconduct. .

Once all of the control vanables iz
entered the model," those indivi
who dropped out to get married. be
of pregnancy, because they dj §lk ;
school, or for other unspemﬁed eashney
were sull more likely to report i inyi
ment in violent behavior than the

(those who dropped out due to po

grades, problems at home, or ﬁnan‘(
reasons and those who were expell
were not significantly different |
level of involvement in wo]encefmm
the high school graduates, as a mul &}
dropping  out.

'I'h_eft

of involvement in theft ** Some &imika

larities to the resultson parnc:pauoﬁgé
inviolence exist. For instanecg. moseﬂ
who dropped out because they dislikedia

school or becauise of other unspecxﬁedm

levels of stealing than did the highr
school graduates. These effects are re~
duced, yet dill significant, after intro-
ducmg the control variables into the ;.
model. Also Similar to the results on the's:

dropout-violence  relaionship,, those i
who dropped out because of problems &
a home were not significantly differ- 4
ent from the high school graduates in * =
their stealing behavior. o3

=
£

weights are provided in the datawhich correct for oversampling of minority and lower income persons. Thus, the results hereare

estimatesfor thepopulation of all civilian youthsaged 14-22in the United Statesin 1979.

‘Theinclusion of the block of dcmogm hic variablesresultsin a significant improvement in thetit of themodel. To test theslgmﬁcam .
of the difference, the difference of thelog likelihoods of the current mode] and the preceding model is multiplied by twg. Thisamount -
followsa chi-squar e distribution with degrees of freedom equal to the number of new predictorsin the model. Thep values are reported .
in the bottom row of the tables. Since the primary pur pose of including the new variablesis not to improve thetit of the model, the & -

improvementsintit arenot discussedinthetext.
19fy or der tg identify which of the block of demographic variablesisresponsible for changesin the effects of the dropout | megsures, each

of the new variables was entered separately. In addition, the demographic variables were entered in a stepwise fashion to examine .,

combined effects. Resultsof theseexplor atoryrups arediscussed in thetext, but not reported intabular form.

Hdeally, char acteristicsof ther elationshipbetween the youth and his’her par entsshould also be consider ed. Unfor tunately, such infor-
mation 1§ lacking in this data. Related analyses included information on the family structure When the respondent was 14, ag Well as
informationgn religion. Enteringthese variablesasa block in anew modelr esulted in no changestotheeffectsreported inmode] |V for
a%ofthe?)offensecategorl&s Ag such, resultsof these analyses are not reported here.

ereare 5,058 individuals in the sample for this section of the analysis compared with 5,059 persens in the section on violent crimes. %,

Thedifference s because of missing dateon thedependent variables.

a
Ge
a

=
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TABLE 1
Estimates from Ordered Probit Models of Violent Offenses
{N=5,059)
Independent  Variable | n ] v
D. 0. to Get Married .253 [ 2.26) .505 [ 4.171 .418 {3.21) .421 { 3.30)
D. O.-Pregnancy .290 [ 1.99) .560 [3.65) .443 [2.64) .420 (2461
D. O.-Poor Grades .260 ( 1.76) .105 { .69} -.061 - .37} -.096 (- .58
D. O.-Dislike School B73 { 8.51) .498 { 7.031 .392 {5.43) .,375 { 5.04)
0. 0.-Problems at Home -.031 {- .16} -.028 - .13} -.065 - .28} -110 - .47
D. O.-Financial 086 [ 1.28) .047 { .54} -053 [ 61 -074 - .89
Expelled .745 ‘{ 5.45) .424 [ 3.03} a2 (.84} .099 { .67
D. 0.-0ther Reasons 373 | 5.15) .376 {4.92) .245 ( 3.15) .232 ( 2921
Months Sines Dropping Out ,042 | 1.801 .038 { 1.68) -007 - .29) .020 (- .82
Female -.650 [- 15.43) -491 {- 11.021 -.483 {- 10.58)
Age 2068 | 491) -110 (- 6420 -104  ( 6.03)
Black 293 { 3.87) .209 {2.73) .190 {244
Hispanic ¢ 181 -262  { 1.59) -2.65 {1681
Previous Arrests .B02 {-8.611 4.97 [ 8.46)
Years Sexually Active .067 { 6.97} .064 { 5491
Ever Suspended 268 ( 6.65) .225 | 4.62)
GPA -108 - 4.10)
GPA~Qut of Scope -217 {-3.04)
College Prep Track -.053 - 1.12)
Vocational Track .151 { 2591
o 396 420 439 442
s 623 .663 .695 .698
4 .988 1.050 1.101 1.104
Iy 1192 1.264 1.321 1.324
Iy 1.435 : 1,515 1.579 1.582
Intercept -1.343 249 734 .896
Log Likelihood .2634.3 5 -2526.9 -2453.0 -2443.2
Test of Difference p<.001 p<.001 p=.001

NOTE: For each model, the first column reports the maximum likelihood probit coefficients and the second column reports
the associated , values.
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TABLE 2
. . Estimates from Ordered Probit Models of Thefts
{N=5,058)
Independent Variable J Il 1] o v
D. 0. to Get Married  -043 (- .49) 044  ( .47) -012 A2 -019 - .19)
D. O.—Pregnancy  -.082 (.89) 102 (.82 028 ( .19 .017 . ( .14)
D. 0.—Poor Grades ~ ~ .402  (3.841 .309  ( 306 .200 ( 1.90) .188 ( 1.76)
D. O.-Dislike School 418  {7.98) .365  ( 665 .259  {4.791 .260 ( 4.58)
D. 0.~Problems at Home -,1 38 ( .83} -122 73)-133.80)-1 .36 - .81
D. O.-Financial , 200 ( 368 .186 3.39)  .109 { 195 .107 - {( 1.88)
Expelled 748 [ 6.90) .801 543) .337 (3.071 .330 {3.00)
D. O.-Other Reasons  .264 {4.87) ,245 { 4371 .149 ( 2.60) .142 { 2.48)
Months Since Dropping Out- -.034 (- 2.01) .036 {- 213) -076 {-4.341 -078 {-4.19)
Female -.350 {-12.60) -230 (-7.97) -228 (- 7.84)
Age -.069 (- 688 -088  (-7.71) -088 (-7.69)
Black -127 - 1931 -198 -2.961 -,202 (- 3.08)
Hispanic -176 (- 1.66) -.148 {-1.35) -.148 (- 1.34)
- Previous Arrests 475 {10.01) .474 { 10.00)
Years Sexually Active - 040 ( 5.23) .040 | 6.161
Ever Suspended 274 { 748) 272 {7.271
GPA -012 - .61}
GPA-Out of Scope =089 -1.10)
College Prep Track =011 - -.34)
Vocational Track .084 -1.94)
u' 404 412 422 442
e .662 676 692 692
w 1.228 1.254 1.266 1.267
1.6314 1.670 1.718 1.719
ra 2.326 2.379 2.463 2.463
Intercept -434 1121 1.286 1.337
Log Likelihood -5913.0 -5843.2 -5760.4 -5768.7
Test of Difference p<.001 p<.001 p<.49

NOTE: For each model, the first column reports the maximum likelihood probit coefficients and the second column reports

the associated f values.



In contrast t0 the results on violent of-
fending, gross differences in column |
show that those who dropped out be-
cause of poor grades or because of fi-
nancial reasons reported significantly
higher levels of involvement in theft
than the high school graduates. After
controlling for prior misoehavior, how-
ever, there is no longer a significant
difference in reports of Stealing behav-
ior between the high school graduates
and these two groups of dropouts. The
effect of the length of time since leav-
ing school is dso different for involve-
ment in steding than it was for partici-
pation in violence. The longer it had
been since dropping out, the lower the
involvement in theft the person was
likely t0 report,”* This effect is evident
in column 1, and it is enhanced after
controlling for prior misconduct.'*

Those who dropped out to get married
Or begause Of pregnancy reported higher
levels of violence than did the high
school graduates. The same pattern is
not reveded in the andysis of theft.
Youths who left school to get married
or because of pregnancy were not sig-
nificantly different from the high school
graduates in ther level of involvement
in gseding behavior. Controlling for
prior mishehavior explained the rela
tionship between being expelled and
later participation in violence. In the
analysis of theft, controlling for mea-
sures of prior misconduct does result in
a Sizable reduction in the effect of be-
ing expelled, relaive to graduating.
Those who were expelled, though, sill
reported Significantly higher levels of
involvement in theft than the high
school graduates. In fact, after al the
control variables have entered the

Does Dropping Out of School Enhance Delinquent Involvement? 12 1

model, only those who quit school be-
cause they did not like it or because of
other unspecified reasons and those who
were expelled reported significantly
higher involvement in theft than the
high school graduates.

Selling Drugs

The results presented in Table 3 are very
similar to those regarding involvement
in theft. Youths who dropped out to get
married, or because of pregnancy or
problems a home, were not signifi-
cantly different from the high school
graduates in their level of involvement
in sdlling drugs. On the other hand,
there are observed differences between
the graduates and those who dropped
out because of poor grades or financia
reams. Those differences, however, are
not atributable to dropping out.

Also similar to the results on theft, three
groups of dropout were dlill signifi-
cantly more involved in sdlling drugs
than the high school graduates after all

the control variables are in the model:

those who dropped out because they dis-
liked school, those who dropped out due
to other unspecified reasons, and those
who were expelled. Controlling for prior
misconduct reduces the effect of being
expelled and dropping out for other rea-
sons, but there are till significant dif-
ferences between these two groups and
the graduates that may be attributed to
leaving school before ‘graduation. Fi-
naly, as in the results on theft, the
longer it had been since dropping out,

the less likely a person was to be in-
volved in selling drugs.

Another way to examine the effects of
dropping out on later offending is to
consider the predicted probability of

each level of offending based on mem-
bership in a group identified by drop
out status. Table 4 presents such prob-
abilities, calculated following the pro-
cedure described above, based on the
results from model 1V. This approach
alows for a comparison of the probabil-
ity of engaging In a certain level of of-
fending across the nine groups (eight
groups of dropouts vs. graduates),
which provides a more meaningful con-
trast between dropouts and graduates.
It dso identities which groups of drop-
outs had higher probabilities for delin-
Quent involvement and which groups
had lower probabilities than the gradu-
ates. For instance, those dropping out
to get married or because of pregnancy
had a 16.8 % chance of engaging in
violent offending, high school gradu-
ates had an 8.5 % chance, and those
dropping out because of problems at
home had only a 6.8 % chance of in-
volvement in violet offending. Also,
while those who dropped out to get
married and/or because of pregnancy
had the highest probability for involve-
ment in violent offending among the
nine groups, they had the lowest prob-
abilities of invotvement in salling drugs
and among the lowest for thefts. It is
aso evident that those who dropped out
because they didiked schoot and those
who were expelled had the highest prob-
abilities of involvement in theft and sell-
ing drugs.

Postschool Experiences

This study aso considered potentia
mediating effects of postschool experi-
ences on the dmpootdelinquency rela-
tionship. Severd measures included in
the analysis examined characteristics of
postschool labor market experiences. In

BThe vaiable for length of time since leaving school has only been measured for dropouts. Thus, the effect of this measure on later

offending is specific to dropbuts.

1 order to verify that the enhanced effect Of the variable for thelength of time since dropping out is not the result of collinearity with
the meastres of PriOr misconduct, g chi-square test was used. A chi-square Stafistic is calculated'as twice the difference between the log
likelinood for @ logit model in which the only independent variables were the measures of prior misconduct and the log likelihood for the
mode! that A0 includes the measure of length of time since dropping cut. (Note that when the measure of length of time sinee dropping
out is the only independent variable in the mode!, it is not significant—after including measures of prior misconduct, its effect is negative
and sgnificant) The caleulated chi-square statistic is 8.65 with 1 degree Of freedom (p<.005). Thus, one can conclude that the enhanced
effect Of length of time Since dropping out is not due to collinearity with the measures of prior misconduct.
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- TABLE 3

* Estimates from Ordered Probit Models of Selling Drugs
" W-5.028)

Indepéndent'Variable FIV A
-.081
-.365

D. 0. to Get Married’
D. O.-Pregnancy .-

- .63

{ 1711

D.O.-Poor Giades .444 {3.88)

D. O.-Dislike School 516

D. O.-Problems at Home 099
D. O.-Financial 284

Expelled 845
D. 0.~Other Reasons 384

Months Since Dropping Out 005
Female

Age

Black

Hispanic

Previous Arrests

Years Sexually Active

Ever Suspended

GPA

GPA-Out of Scope
. College Prep Track

Vocational Track

1

i

SRR

Intercept
Log Likelihood

Test of Difference

{ 8.99)
(" .57)
{ 3.61)
{ 7.55)
{ 5.88)
(.22)

161
.290
488

084
-007
324
502
145
248
885
398
006
-562
-059
<250
-322

688

1.031
-1.295

-2915.3

{ .60 -.080
{ .04) -222
(280 .156
1 778) 367
{790 .118
(3.291 101
| 6.04) 272
( 553) .212
{ .30} -.056
(-13.87) -.369
(- 456} -118
-2.70) -426
- 2.03) -277
528
102
396
.168
.304
513
723
1.082
147
-2831.0
p<.001

n IV
- .53 -.006
(- .99) -.233
[ 1.22) .134
| 5.47) .358
{ .65) .103
{1.29) .084
[ 2.28) .269
( 2.85) .206
{- 2.55) -0869
{ 8511 -352

7.25) 117
(- 4.58) ~.450
{- 1.73) -287
(9.44) .530
{9.18) .102
{ 872 .374

-102
-.242
-107
-034
.180
326
548
773
1.151
.858

-2707.2

p<.001

(- .58}

1.154
1.059
-2700.5
p<.49

NOTE: For each model, the first column reports the maximum likelihood probit coefficients and the second column reports

the associated t values.
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‘TABLE 4

._'s

D. 0. to Get Married

0. O.-Pregnancy

D. O.-Poor Grades

D. D.-Dislike School

D. O.-Problems at Home
D. O.-Financial

Expelled

D. 0.—Other Reasons
High School Graduate

D. 0. to Get Married

D. 0O.-Pregnancy

D. O.-Poor Grades

D. D.-Dislike School

D. O.-Problems at Home
D. O.-Financial
Expelled -

D. O.-Other Reasons

High School Graduate

D. 0. to Get Married
D. 0O.-Pregnancy

D. O.-Poor Grades
D. O.-Dislike School

D. O.—Problems at Home

D. O.-—Financiat
Expelled o L
D. 0.—Other Reasoris’
High School Graduate

Predicted Probabilities of Level of Offending by

Categories of Dropout/Graduate Status

Level of Offending

123

35 6-10 11-80 Over
Never Once  Twice  Times Times Times 50 Times
Violent Offenses
832 - 088 032 029 008 008 .005
832 088  .032 029 .008 .006 .005
.931 042  .013 010 .002 001 .001
843 083 .030 027 .007 005 .006
‘932 .041 012 010 .002 001 .001
928 044 013 010 003 .002 001
.901 057 .018 .015 004 002 002
ar75 069 023 .020 .005 004 .003
915 050 0186 013 003 .002 .002
) Thefts
671 135 .065 086 .027 013 .002
658 138 .068 091 028 016 .002
593 .151 079 113 039 022 .003
569 .155 082 121 043 .025 .004
712 125 058 073 021 010 .001
.625 146 .073 102 033 018 .003
538 180 087 132 049 030 .005
611 .148 076 107 036 .020 .003
.B50 40 069 093 . .030 016 .002
Selling Drugs
926 022 014 - 015 010 009 .00
944 018 .01t .012 007 006  .003
889  .031 020  .023 018 014 .008
.841 040 027 032 023 023 016
894 029 ~ .01¢  .-.022 .05 .014 ~ .008
. 898 | 029 -.018 021 014 - .013 007 -
C 861038 024 028 020 019 - 012,
© 8747 038 Co18 017 010
e TR

013

Lo

006 -
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aoidition, measures of marital status,
presence of children, living arrange-
ments, and religious participation were

included in the subsequent models, Re- .

sults indicated that with one exception,
postschool experiences did not have an

effect on the relationship between drop-~
For those youths who left school for fi-

ping out and later offending behavior,

regardless of the type' of offense. For

those Who left school tO get married,

marital status served to specify the drop--

out-violence * refationship, Among this
group, those who never married, as well
as those who married and then sepa-
rated or divorced, were more likely to
report involvement in violence than the
high school graduates. Those who mar-
ried and were dill living with ther
spouse were not significantly different
in vident offending from the high
school graduates.'s

Summary and Discussion

Table 5 presents a summary of findings
from the analysis for each group of drop-
outs and for each of the three offense
categories. The table depicts the change
in the dropout-delinquency relationship
from the gross differences between
dropouts and graduates to the effects
after all control variables are introduced
into the model.

The most consistent result of the study
is that dropping out because the youth
disliked school or because of other un-
specified reasons was related to future
involvement in delinquency, regardless
of type of offense. These groups of drop-
outs were more likely to be delinquent
than the high school graduates, and this
appears to be due, in part, to dropping
out,'s Another result that is consistent

 across type of offense involves the group

of dropouts who left school because of

- problems a home. This group did not

report higher levels of offending than

sthe graduates, and drogﬂ ng out did not

Iegd.to later criminal benavior for these

‘youths.

nancial reasons (i.e, to get g job) or

 because of poor grades, dropping out did

not enhance future participetion in
crime. |t is dear from stage | of the
analyses, however, that dropouts in
these two groups were more likely to
report higher levels of involvement in
theft and sdling drugs than the bigh
school graduates. These groups were not
different from graduates in terms of vio-
let offeuding, though.

Those youths who were expelled re-
ported higher levels of involvement in
delinquent behavior than the graduates,
regardless of offense type. ASsuspected,
though, differences in violent offending
between those expelled and graduates
were explained by participation in prior
misconduct, not by leaving school be-
fore graduation. White controlling for
prior misconduct does substantialy re-
duce the effect of expulson on subse-
quent involvement in theft and selling
drugs, those youths who were expelled
were still more likely to report higher
levels of involvement in these behav-
iors than the high school graduates.

Dropping out for persond reasons (i.e.,
marriage, pregnancy) has been shown
in this analysis to have no effect on sub-
sequent theft or selling drugs, but to be
significantly related to future violent of-
fending. This is perhaps the most un-

expected finding of this study. Agnew’s
(1985) revised dtrain theoiy offers a
possible explanation for the relaion-
ship, however. Leaving school eimi-
nates one form of aversve sStuation
from the youths' lives. If the home en-
vironment is aso viewed as aversive,
however, they may dill be motivation
to engage in delinquency. One, form of
behavior that Agnew found to'be pre-
dicted by aversive school and home ex-
periences is interpersonal aggression. If
the reason for leaving school creates or
aggravates the aversive nature of the
home situation, then dropping out may
lead to a higher likelihood of violent
offending (i.e., aggravated assaullt).
Having a baby is likely to créate or ag-
gravate aversive conditions for a teen-
ager. In addition, results of this study
show that dropping out to get married
led to violent offending, particularly for
those youths Who experienced a failed
marriage. There is no information On
the victim in these data, but it is pos-
sble that the interpersona violence of
these youths may have been directed a
a spouse or a child.

Conclusion

This study sought to improve on previ-
ous research on the dropout-delin-
quency relationship by focusng on
whether droning out bad any actua
efficts ON Subsequent  delinquency, in-
dependent of other criminogenic fac-
tors. This was done by trying to con-
trol for many of the factors that are
known to be associated With dropping
out, as well as delinquency. Findings
show that many of the apparent drop-

¥This section Of the analysisinvolved a two-step process. Fir st, another block of control variables wag added to the model presented in
stage |V of Tables |-3. This block included if of the identified postschool measur es. Thisstep of the analysis resulted in no changein the
effects Of droppingout onlater offending behavior. Second, severalinter actionswer econsider ed to examinefurther theeffectsof such
postschoolexperiences as mar riageand living arrangements and toéxamine the changein effectsafter dr opping out over time. From this
step of the analysis, the effects of marital disruption wereidentified. The larsge number of additional tables that would have been
necessary to present theresultsof theselatter analyseS|S|mpract|cal Therefore, thereisnotabular presentation of thesefindings.
%This raises the question of what these  other reasons™ may be. Asnoted, ther eisnoinfor mation with the data, about why theseyouths
left school, Mann (1986) suggests that, based on anecdotal information relatlng to the original interviews, many of the youthsin this
category reached 12th gradelater than normal (ssaresult of being held back in earlier grades) and simply drifted away from school

beforeactuallygraduating.
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R

Ty

Summary of Results: Changes from Sfégé | to Stage IV of
Analysis, in the Effects of Specific Reasons, for Dropping Out on
Reported Participation in Violence, Theft,, and Selling Drugs

‘Dropout Reason Violence
: _To Get Married =+ +
Pregnancy +-++ +
~ Poor Grades n.s.=n.S.
*. Dislike School F gt
1 Pro,blems at Home n.s.=n.s.
" Financial Reasons n.s.=n.s.
-+ Expelled +=Nn.$.
Other Reasons + 4=

Theft Selling Drugs
N.S.~n.s. n.s.~n.s.
N.S.~n.s. n.s.~n.s.

=-N.8. =-n.s.

+ -4 + 4+
n.s.~n.s. n.s.=n.s.

+ ~M.8. +-n.s.

++-+ +4+-4
++o+ + 4=+

NOTE: Each cdl of the table indicates the change from stage | of the analysis to state
IV of the analysis "+ " indicates the relationship is positive and statistically significant,
"n.s." indicates the relationship is not statistically significant, * + 4" indicates at which
stage the refationship was stroager in those ¢ases in which the relationship was positive

and significant at both stage | and stage IV.

out-delinquency relationships can be
explained by measures of prior miscon-
duct (i.e, prior arrests, years sexualy
active, sugpensons from school) and
“demographic factors (i.e., gender, race,
age). Out of 24 possible dropout-delin-
quency relationships (8 reasons for
chopping out, 3 offense categories), only
/10 are significant after dl the control
variables are included in the anayss.
Thus, while dropouts were more likely
to have higher levels of involvement in
delinquency than graduates, it was not

always because they dropped out."”

This study also sought, to improve on
previous research by examining differ-
. ences between subgroups of dropouts.

It would be premature to conclude that *

dropping out does not lead to involve-

ment in criminal behavior. since this
sudy found that for certain groups of
dropouts, the relationship between eav-
ing school without a diploma and sub-
sequent offending could not be ex-
plained by the control variables used in
his analysis. This raises’ the question
of whether other factors, not considered
in this study, may account for these re-
|ationships. It maybe that dropping out
for personal reasons and violent offend-
ing are both caused by common factors
that have not been taken into account
here. For instance,, measures of the na-
ture of interaction within the family,
which are not available in the data, may
have an impact on the likelihood of vio-
lent offending as well as the likelihood
of teenaged pregnancy and premature
marciage. 1t may also be the case that

youths Who |eave school early to get
married or because of pregnancy are
more likely to find themselves in vio-
lent stuations. Chavez et d. (1989)
found that some high school dropouts
were more likely to engage in violence
because they were more likely to live in
violent environments. The dropouts
mogt likely to exhibit violent behayior
were mogt likely to be victims of vio-
lent acts themselves. These findings
support more general evidence in crimi-
nologica research that risk of victim-
jzation and participation in delinquency
are often pat of the same life-style
(Lauritsen et d., 1991).

Future research should focus specifi-
cally on the group of youths who drop
out because they didike school. Didike
of school is probably a very common
complaint among high school Students.
Yet, not dl students who distike School
drop Wt. Some may even to on to higher
education and continue to didike
school. Additiondly, it is likely that a
youth who diglikes school may welcome
the opportunity for a good job or to get
married. This is a way out of the school
setting. Some may even appreciate be-
ing thrown out of schwl. What is it,
then, that sets those dropouts who leave
school because they do not like it apart
from other dropouts? Choosing not to
stay in schwl when they are likely to
have been able to graduate may be the
critica difference (Elliott and Voss,
1974). Some dropouts do not have a
choice on whether to quit school (i.€.,
there are problems a home, they were
thrown out of school, they are preg-
nant). Others choose to move into an
adult lie-style by taking a job or by get-
ting married Dropouts also |eave school
because there is no hope of finishing
school. Youths who quit schwl because
they do not want to go anymore may
transfer a similar pattern @quitting to
ther labor market experiences.

VIn fact, if the analysis is carried out with all dropoutsconmderedtogether as & group, results in stage IV of Tables 1-3 would suggest that
dropouts are’ not more likely to engage in delinquency as 8 ‘result of lcaving school early. (Results not presented heretables available
from author UPON request.) More is learned about the dropout-delinquency relationship by considering the differences based on reasons

for leaving.
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The data provide no clue as to what
about school is unappeding for these

youths. Some common complaints
about school, though, include that it is

boring, unchallenging, and that youths

are not fearning anything. School is not

seen as being relevant to the youth's

future, even for employment (Fine,

1986). This is particularly true of in-

ner-city youths. Because of overcrowd-

ing in the schools, they often may feel

alienated and anonymous. Such youths

do not see themselves as being able to

contribute to their school experience.

As aresult of this sudy, alittle more is
known about the nature of the relation-
ship between dropping out and &se-
quent delinquent involvement. There
are N0 criminological theories that ad-
equately explain the dropout-delin-
quengcy relationsnip. To develop a more -
systematic theory that addresses this
relationship, future work in this area
should continue to clarify the differen-
tid nature of this association. Effective
interventions targeting dropout and de-
linquency prevention will be viable only
when a more complete understanding -
of the dropout-delinquency relationship
is achieved. In addition to distinguish-
ing among groups of dropouts, future
research should aso examine the na
ture of the dropout-delinquency connec-
tion as it varies among subgroups of the
population (eg., differences among sub-
groups distinguished by socid class,
race, of social context).
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