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This sh& see&  to impme  on pwvious research on the relationship behveen dmpping  out of school and later
invohwnent in delinquency. Using data from  thejbst hvo  wows  of the Nation01  Lmgihtdinal  Survey  of Youth,

: the analysis addresses two pmblems  with prior stodies in this area: (1) By contn@zg  for many  variables that
may  account for observed  dmpout-delinquency  awociatiom,  it is possible to explore the possibili@ that the
relationship may  be spurious. (2) By examining the effects of diffeffnt muons  for dropping out, the study
avoids  the awmption  that dropouts ore a homogeneousgroup.  Results indicate that the effect of dmpping out
of school on later offending is more complicated than previous mearch lea&  one to believe. In addition,
dropping out does not always  enhance the likelihood of a person S later delinquent involvement.

Despite researc~~ spanning~two  de-
cades, knowledge about the &ects  of
dropping out of high school on delin-
quent bfhvior  is omxtain.  Some evi-
dence is consistent with each of three
possibilities:  (1) dropping out has no

effect on subsequent offending

tars  (e.g., s&o1  failure, prior miscon-
duct), and because  past research has not
controlled for these “wmmoa  caoses,”
the observed relationships between
dropping out and delinquency may be
spmiws.  In addition, the efht.5  ofdrop-
ping out on delinquency may depend

(Eachman et al, 1978),  (2) dropping  out -on  the reason one leaves school. Drop-
reduces  delinqoepcy  (Elliott and Voss, ping out  may exacerbate  delinqoen~  for
1974),  and (3) dropping out increases those who would lie to fhdsh  school,
misbehavior (Thornberry  et al, 1985). but  it may reduce delinquency among
Moreover. even when data have indi- those who dislike school.
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L-  -%ts  of dropping out on
CAL  uwinquency  by examining
ionship  between the two. An-
variables are controlled to de-
possible sparkus  ass&&o*
“---iq out and later offend-

.¶. ̂ ^___^  :^dz--L-_^-ing. In  addition,  theassociationb
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Theoretical Background: Drop-
ping out and Delinquency

Theories of delinquency have not spa-
eilically addressed the relationship be-
tween dropping out of high school and
subsequent delinquency. Expectations
regarding this relationship, however,
can be  inferred from some theories. In
hct,bothstraintheotyandsqialwn-
trol  theory  have been hoked  to explain
empirical findings on the relationship
behveen dropping out and subsequent
delinquency.’

Strain
Strain theory addresses problems of
adjustment faced by youths in the school
setting. Theseadjutmentproblemsmay
take many forms: the inability of work-
ing-class youths to m-e  up to the
middle-class standards of the school
(Cohen,  1955);  alowprobabilityofeda-
cational  syxe.9 for 10~  class youths,
whichjea&,to~fr@$ion  in seeking to

:‘I  wish  to thank Doug  Smith, John Laub,  Ruth Triplett,  LAly  Ockustmm,  SW GuinoGhuzi  ,and  the  soooymous  reviewers for their
helpful comments. This research wss  suppxtcd  by Gmnt  89-IJ-CX-0052  from  the National  Institute of Justice. Points of view sre  tboae
of the autbor  and  do not necessarily  represmt  the  position of the U.S. Dcpsrhncnt  of Just&.

,~‘Strain  sod  social  control  theories  are  not the  only tbmries  that &mine  the seh~ldelinquency link. The  role  of school in the  develop
‘merit of ,delinquent b&wior has also been described using lab&g  (Tamilhba~~~~,  1938) and differential association (Dunham and
Alpert, 1987), for example. The literature on dropping out and delinquency, howevct,’ focuses almost exclusively on strain and social
control explanations. As II result, this paper only considers explanations based on these hvo theories.
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achieve their goals of monetary swcess
or a mickile-class  Way  of Me  (Cloward
andOhUn,  1960);thefailureofmiddle-
classyouthsintheireducatiodendeav-
ors, which in turn, limits their oppor-
tunities  for social advancement (Elliott
and Voss,  1974); and the inability to
escape from adverse crmumstances  in
the whwl 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 delin-
quency. An alternative solution is to
“escape” from the squrc.5  of fmstmtion
(Cloward and Ohlin,’  1960; Cohen,
1955; Elliott and Voss, 1974).  Since
dropping out and delinquency are al-
ternative responses to the same prob-

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

tseveral  studies of the dropoutdelin-
quency relationship have wnchtded  that
the rate of delinquent behavior de-
creases after a dropout’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
adjustment and, for instance, joins a
delinquent subculture (Cohen, 1955;
Cloward and Ohlin,  MO),  it is unlikely
that leaving school will have a damp-
ening e&t  on later offending behav-
ior (Wilson and Hermstein,  1985).
Similarly, Agnew (1985) notes that
youths who drop out of schwl may still
face aversive conditions at home. Drop-
ping out of schwl may, in fact, create
01 intensify the aversive natme  of some
youth’s  relationshipswiththeirparents.
If so, dropping out may not eliminate
all the motivation for delinquency. For
these youths, dropping out may either
have no et&t on subsequent offending,
or it may increase the likelihood of fb-
ture  delinquency.
Farnworth  and Leiber (1989) suggest
another form of the relationship be.-

hveen dropping out and delinquency
based on strain theory assumptions.
They reason that in the United States

today,  most  YO$F ~de!‘p+d  ~+t;@
get a job that pays well they musttie
a college education., As swh,  youths,
who have goals ofeconomii:  &xessbitt
= We, ch.of  -pk$v  ,?~cot.
lege education haye a high probability
of deliiuent involvement Resuhs  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 bIo&d their
meaui  of achieving a college~e&catiori.
Ifthese  dropwti,  in turn, have goals  of
economic success, they may be  more
likely to engage in delinquency as a re-
sult of droooina out. Strain theory.

several different  forms of the dro&t-
delinquency relationship.

Social  Control
On the  surEwe,  social control theory is
lass ambiguous regarding  the relation-
ship behveen dropping out and dehn-
quency. According to Birschi  (1969),  a
strong social 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
suppert  for a social control explanation
of the dropoutdelinquency  relationship
(Polk et al., 1981; Thornberry  et 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 already
haveaweakswiallxxtdwiththeschwl.
The youth wholeaves  school to takejob
or to get married, however, may actu-
ally develop a stronger so&I  bond and,
in turn a reduced liilihood of subse-
quent offending behavior,
Recently, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) have argued that dropping out
of schwl  will not change a person’s
propensity for crimimlity.  Rather, situ-
ational  factors may interact with a
person’sdegleeofself-controltopreswt

the opportunity for criminal behavior.
While it is possible tbat droppiig  out
may increase opportunities for crindnal

) involvement, it’is also possible that
dropping out  may reduce the nut&$
of opporbmiti&  for delinquent b&v{,
ior  (e.g.; opportunities in the ezhwl for
theft, interactions with peers; see
Garof’alo  et’al,’  1987).

Furthy Specificatkg

Because of the limited  theoretical and
empirical knowledge of the nature ~of
the relationship between dropping out
and delinquency, tt ts  more appropriate
to take an fnductive  approach in assess-
ing the effects of dropping out. Build-
ing on what is already known,  this study
seeks to provide a more complete un-
derstandingoftherelationshipbehreen’
dropping out of high school  and later
offending behavior. Results of this
analysis may then be useful in revising
ex@ting  theories.

Diierences  Among Dropouts. ,; ;,
While previous research has viewed
dropouts as a homogeneous group, this
studyconsidersdamongdrop-
outs. A focus on reasons for leaving
school  may reveal  that for some sub-
groups of dropntts;  dropping out en-,
hances delinquent involvement, while
jn 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  effort in their study to dis-
tinguish between dropouts who were
intellectually capable of completing
school  and those  not capable. Reasons
for dropping out of school are often
grouped into three categories
(Rmberger,  1983): (1) school-related
reasons, (2) personal reasons, arid’(3)
economic reasons. However, each of
these categories may be further broken
into subcategories. For $tstatice, school-
related reasons include leaving school

because of academic or behavioral dif:
ficylty or because the youth dislikes
school. Personal reasons include mar-



riage, ador  pregnancy.  Economic ti-
s&s hclude employmmt  or pIcahis
at home that require  the you* ‘p  f”“g”
&$x11  in lieu of family respo~bd~~es.
Alternative Explanations

Much of the previous  research has not
$i, cqdettd  variables that could explain,&g,.up;, thi relationship between dropp@g  out
. , ~ and delinquency. For example, Elliott
4: &l&ss(1974)foundthatimmcdiatoly

atIer leaving  school, their so&cts’  rates
iz of offending dwrwsed,  thus supporting

J +e  not@ that dropping out reduces de-
.; Jo, linquemy  for those already engaging in

: ,
ok,

deliincy, However, they did Mt con-

trol for age, which could explain the
: decline. Researck has shown that dur-
e$., ing the teenaged years, the rate of of-

s until age 16 and then

cial bond. It is lmpomt,  then, to sepa- groups  based on self-reported reasons
rate the effects of schwl  failure on de- for leaving school. This allows for the
linquent involvement from the dropout- consideration of differential effects of
delinquency association. Bodies  that dropping out on delinquency among the
control for previous school performance subgroups. In addition, this study  pro-
andmiscondudincmase the credibility
of findings that dropprng  out leads to

videsimprovedclariticationofthedrop-
ootdclmqocncy  relationship by control-

delinquency. ling for potential alternative explana-
tions of the relationship.Since the concern here is the effe yf-

Design of study

I ?  ‘of offending than eventual graduates.
: “’  : ‘Earlier htvolvemont  in misconduct and
’ ,’  ~c+ninalb&viorpredictslaterpartici-

pation  in criminality (Farrington,
1987); it also predicts dropping’ out

: ‘: (Bachmaoetal.,  1971;ElliottandVu3s,
: ~ 1974). Failure to control fbr previousI,
; i

drooping  out on More  offending, it is
aL&  im$xtant to consider what goca  on
in the time between leaving school and
later criminality. The impact of
postschool experiences on the relation-
ship between dropping out of high
school and sobsequent  delinquency has
been  a neglected a&  of research. Some
effort has been made to examine the
effects ofemployment  (Elliott and Voss,
1974;Faniogtonctal.,1986,Hartoagcl
and Krahn,  1989; Thornberry  et al.,
1985) and marriage (Elliott and Voss,
1974; Thornberry et al., 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 Naoiello  et
al. (1986) have suggested, the c&c&
of such postschool experiences most be
separated to get a more accurate pic-
ture of the effects of dropping out on
involvement in delinquency.

The data used in this study make up  the
first two waves of the National Longi-
htdinal  survey of Youth,  collected by
the National Opinion Research Center
beginning in 1979.lThe  first wave of
the study, 1979, had a sample size of
12,686 individuals. In the 1980 wave,
interviews were conducted with 12,141
of the original respondents (95.7 % of
the 1979 sample). The large sample
size, along with the oversampling of
popldati~ns  normally under-represented
in empirical research (but  overrcpre-
sented in criminal justice system pro-
cessing), provides for a enger exami-
nation of the issues than has previously
been possible. Another strength of these
data is the degree of detail and comprc-
hensivencss  of labor  market and school
measures.

: -~,offetidingcanresultinabiasedcsdmatc
lof,the  effect of dropping out on later
:J,&iminality by Mating  the effect of

ympphg  out.
: “?
: SnidIarly,  both strain and control the+
: &a identify  poor school performance
:,$,a~  c.a~  of delinquency School fail-
9 is associated yith  blocked  goals as
Wl as with an attenuation of the  So-,, I./ I”.

This shxly is designed to address  inad-
equacies of previous  researCh.  The pri-
mary focus of the analysis is to deter-
mine whether dropping out has an ef-
feet on subsequent  offending behavior.
As yet, clear empirical answers to this
questjon  are  lacking. In this stbdy,  the
group  of &&I&J?  dividea  into s&

_,,  .~::;,,,;,-,,,:;~~‘~~,~~l” ~-1;;  L ‘
$I%‘&&  collection prows*  involved hrawindUucC~~~~~~~~i~~~l;bi!i,ty’samplcs  Which, together, were “designed to nprescnt  the

The portion of the sample included in
this analysis consists of all individuals
who either  dropped  out or graduated
from  high school as of the 1979 inter-
view. (Of those who graduated from
high school, some went on to college.)
Most, though not all, of the people in
this sobsamplewere  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 school
as of the 1979 interview? To distinguish
for which groups  of dropouts involve-

Does Dropping Out of Schc&  Enhance Delinquent &volvemont? 115
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merit in later offending was more likely,
the s&sample  of high school dropouts
hss been divided into groups based on
the stated reason for, leaving school.’
Reasons for leaving were marriage,
pregnancy, poor grades, dislike of
school for reasons other than poor
grades,  problems at home, financial rea-
sons or employment,  expulsion or other
(unspecitied)  reas0ns.J
The design of the analysis  is sach that
the thiings art spcit%  to classes of
offenses. Results sre  reported separately
for violent o&n&,  thefts, and selling
drugs. lWent  ofinses  include using
forcetoobtaintbingsandattackingwith
the intent to injure  or kill. Theft includes
shoplifting,  stealing others’ belongings
worth less than  $50, stealing others’
belongings worth more  than  $50, and
taking an auto  without the owaer’s  per-
mission. Se//in&  drugs refers to the sale
of either 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 this analysis were
taken from the  1979 interviews.
This study is also designed to test
whether alternative factors can account
for the effects of dropping out on sab-
sequent delinquency. As a result, sev-
eral control variables are used. Control
variables are included if they meet one
of two  criteria. First, several factors are
included as controls because they sre
identified in delinquency theories as
being related to the dropout-delin-
quency relationship. These factors in-
clude measures of prior misconduct,

school performance  a+ experiences, School-related factors included  in the
andpos&hwlfactors,st+saia&~e anaIysis measureacademicperformanw:
aad employment. Second, items are in- and type of carricul~  track.  Academic.
cluded as control variables ifthey haye

research @‘have
performawe  is rn- as the grade

been shown  in related point average (GPA)  received in high
an e&t on delinqaent  @aaor  (e.g., school courses.  The type  bf corricaha&
demographic cbaracte4i+i~s,of  * + tra+isrepreseatedbydummyvariables
dividual). ‘.for the vocattoaal  aad  college-prepa&
Self-r&rts  of delinquency appear only
in the 1980 wave ofdata.  However. self-
reported information on involVement
withthecrimiwIjusticesystembefore
1979 is available. As a measare of pre-
vious involvement in delinquency, the
variable for any prior arrests,  exchtd-
ing minor milic  offenses,  is wed. while
not as complete a measure of prior of-
fending as self-reports of delinquent
behavior, the variable does allow for
some control of the e&t of previous
delinquency. A measure of school mis-
behavior, indicating whether the youth
was ever suspended from school, is also
included in the model.

Recent research has suggested sexual
activity daring adolescence to be one of
a constellation of problem behaviors
(Elliott and Morse, 1989; Jessor  et al.,
1983). Elliott sad Morse (1989) have
found teenaged sexual activity to be tied
to delinquency and drag use and to in-
dicate a “general propensity” for “risky
behaviors” @.  56). A variable measw-
ing the  number of years tbat a youth
has been sexually active is, thus, in-
cluded in this study.  This measure  is
used rather that the age at Brst sexual
intercoune  since many of the youths in
the  sample were not yet sexually active.

tory tracks. The refere&&category  for
e&h  ofthese  represents art  individual’s
olacement  in a general  or business

raw, and age are included as control
variables. ,(The  appendix  presents de-
scriptive ,statistin  on each of the con-.
trol variables.9  Postschool  experiences
are also mtsidered  in this  analysis.

Deelgfi  of Model
The measures of the  dependent vari-
ables wed  in this analysis ‘are  ordinal-,
level ineasmes.  Respondents were asked
to report how many times over the pre-
vious year  they had engaged in each of
the specifk  behaviors. They were pro-
vided with the following set  of response
categories: 0 (never), 1 (once), 2 (twice),
3 (3-5 times),4 (6-10 times),5 (U-50
times) and 6 (over 50 times). McKelvey
aad  Zavoina  (1975) show that a prob-
lem with using  linear regression analy-
sis in such cases is the wtential for

independent variables on the dependent
variable. A more appropriate method,
according to McKelvey and Zavoina, is
to ase the ordered probit  model. This
model distinguishes between I’,  the de-
pendent variable of tbeoreticsl  interest,
and Z, the  dependent variable tbat is ob-
served. There  is the assumption  that  Y

‘All youths  no longer in school were  asked why they left  school. Most youths reported that they had graduated. For those who left school
prio;  to graduation, however, the  intewiewers~were  instructed to ascertain which of several  reasons  was the primary reason  for leaving
school. That is the mason  used in classifying the dropout into  the subgroups.
WC “other reasons’* are  unspeciticd  in the documentation of the data set. Jn  this analysis, this o&gory  also includes individuals who I&
school because  it was  dangerous and those who let?  to go into the military and then  did not enlist. These two groups were too  small to
keep as separate categories and have been merged into the category for “other reasons.”
6A  problem associated with survey data is that the data are  often incomplete due  to nonresponse.  Missing data for specific questions
present difficulties because  most statistical packages will drop cases with missing data on  any of the variables included in the analyses.
Yet, one must bo  able to retain as many cases  in a sample as possible in order  to avoid biased results. Jn  this study, four variables are
included for which data were  missing for more  than 0.5 % of the cases. In the case  of interval-level variables (Le.,  years sexually active
and GPA), I set  the missing values  to the mean  of that variable. In the ~8%  of ordinal-level measures (i.e., suspensions from school  and



is an interval-level variable, but due to
detlcient  measurement, it is represented
by an 0niinaI  form, namely 2.
Thus, interest  centers on esti”tati”g

Y=B’X+u.

r:  however, is unobserved. In-
stead, the observation is

Z=OifY(,,
= 1 ifO<Ysp,
- 2ifpl(YcpI

.

u’s along wi&  D (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 offendhtg)  as a re-
sult of a unit change in the indepen-
dent variable (McKelvey  and Zavoina,
1975).  Given the estimates 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
&3voi”a, 1975):

_.,
+b [PO] = @ (-Ox),
&b [l’=l]  = @$I,,-S’X)  - 0 (Ox),
Pmb [Y=Z]  = Cp (q-8X)-~ (p,,  43X),

.

.
Pmb[y=J]=I-(P  (p,,-BX),

,!..~
Where @  (r)  repiesents  the cmmdative
standard normal density timction.
~The  analysis consists of a series of four
models, each one including a blockof
ttewvariabl~.  Model I includes only the
dropout variables (and a variable con-
trolling for the number  ofmoriths  since
dropf$tg  out) as independent variables.

The coetlicients  of prhnary  interest in
each of the models are the effects of
dropping out on future offending. The
focus is on the changes that occur in
thecccI6cientsofthedropoutmea.mres.
Three possibilities exist. First, the ef-
fects of a specitic  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 addedto  the model.
A second possibility is that the addi-
tion of variables will result in a reduc-
tion of the e&3 of the dropout mea-
sures. This would be evidence that the
.eIfect  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 possible
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 etfect of the dropoutde-~,.

1
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The dummy variable indicating gradu-
ation from  high school is not included
In the analysis; it serves as a reference
categoty  to each  of the dropout mea-
sures. Reds from model I 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 school,
control variables that may actually ex-
plain the observed differences are in-
cluded in successive models. The mea-
sures of individual demographic char-
acteristics are introduced in model II.
Model III adds the block of measures
ofpriormisconduct.Theblockofschool
factors enter the analysis in model IV.

linquency relationship for one or more
of the dropout measures.7

Quality of Data on Criminal
Behavior

It is aplxopriate  at this point to com-
ment on the reliability and validity of
the seIf-repotted  measures being used
in this analysis. Several concerns have
been raised regarding self-report data
(Hindelang et al., 1981; Short, 1990).
Given that the data in this study come
froma  national probability samplewitb
oversampling of high-risk groups
(blacks and lower class youths), there
is not great concern regarding the rep-
resetnativeness  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 identitied  bc-
haviors.  Once  they had completed the
questionnaire, the respondents were
instructed to place the form in an enve-
lope and seal it. The interviewer did not
open the envelope  in the presence of the
respondent. This procedure has some
strengths and some weaknesses. On the
positive side, the respondents are only
asked to remember behaviors within the
past year (although there is some evi-
dence tbat time windows of one year
may still be too long, see Short, 1990,
for a summary of evidence). In addi-
tion, with regard to the concern of so-
cially desirable 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 alleviate concerns about the ability
of the respondent to understand what
the questions are asking (Hindelang  et
al., 1981),  although Hispanic  respon-
dents had the option of completing the

.’

‘If ihi  addition of a c&o1 vmi~blc~str~gtbei&he  &at  of another  variable, it may be the result of collinearity  between  the two’
Wuia~lcs. A chi-square  test  cm be used  to te? the  hypothesis that the change in the et&t is  due to colliiearity.  Such  a test is conducted
when  appropriate  in the snalysis.
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interview (including the self-report
questionnaire) in Spanish.

Findings

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

Violence
Cobunn  I of TabIe  1 reports estimates
of the level of Involvement in violence
for eight groups of youths ditferentiated
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 disliked school, and those
who were expelled or dropped out for
other reasons) show signiticantly  higher
levels ofviolencethan  those who stayed
in school. The other three groups (those
whodtopIxloutbecauseofpoor  grades,
problems at home, or financial di&uI-
ties) did not differ signiticanUy  from
graduates.
The demographic variables enter the
model in state II (results in cohunnII).9

While expelled youths were still more
likely  to report higher levels of invohe-
ment in violence than the high school
graduates, controlIing  for the combina-
tion of race and gender reduces the ef-
fect ofbeing  expeIled.r”  This is bemuse
a majority of the youths who were ex-
pelled and then engaged in violent of-
fending were male and/or  black. .Tbe
effects of tbedropout  measures forpreg-
nmcy  and getting married on involve-
ment m violence are enhanced follow-,
ing the addition of the demographic t&c-
tom  Controlling for gender actually
@acities  the  relationship between leav-
ing school tc  get married andtinure  in-
volvement In violence. In this sample,
16 % of those who left school to get
married reported later  participation in
violence. Holding gender constant
shows that of those who dropped out to
get married, 37 % ofthe  males reported
violent behavior compared with  13 %
of the females.

violent offending can be
prior  mi~ndti. ,;

entered the mode&”  tho+d&Idr
whodroppedouttogetmanie4b;jca
of pregnancy, becausethey  ‘dii
schooI,orforotheruns&i&&~.
were still more likely  to reportin$I
ment in violent behavior’tha$&&

school graduates. The other’ grzr
(those who dropped out due  to’:5
grades, problems at home, or $I@
gsqns  and those who were .e$
were not sign&xmIy  different in
level of involvement in violerice
the high school  graduat~es,  as a re@t  of2
dropping out.

Table 2 presents findings on the

Including the measures of prior miscon-
duct (stage IQ  reduces further (ahnosc
to zero) the effect  of being expelled on
the level of involvement in violence.
Follotig  the same procedure described
in note IO, controlIing  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 Ieav-
ing school before graduation and later

of involvement in thetkn  Some Guii
Iarities  to the results on partici~~oni
in violence  exist. For instance, tho&:.~~
who dropped out because they disbke,&
school or because of other unspecitlei~
reasons reported significantly highe$
levels of stealing than did the ,high&
school graduates. These e&&s  are m-4;;
duced,  yet still signitiicanf  after +z$s
ducing  the contm1 variables into theJ$,
model. Also similar to the results  on the -$
dropout-violence relationship,, those: 5
who dropped out because of problems ’ ~.t
at home were not significantly differ- ,s
ent from the high schcol  graduates in : :$
their stealing behavior. A. . ~  -1s

”

‘All of the results presented in ‘this study have been weighted to facilitate generalizations back to the  population of interest. Sample
1

‘:I
weights are provided in the data which correct for oversampling of minority and lower income persons. Thus, the results here are ‘!
estimates for the population of all civilian youths aged 14-22 in the United States in 1979. .:,
‘The inclusion of the block of demographic variables results in B significant improvement in the tit of the model. To test the signitica& .j
of the  diffemce, the difference of the log likelihoods of the current model and the preceding model is multiplied by two. This amount 2
follows a chi-square distribution with degrees of fnedom equal to the number of new predictors in the model. Thep velucs are reported ~;i
in the bottom ‘0~ of the tables. Since the primary  purpose of including the new variables is not to improve the tit of the model, the
improvements in tit are not discussed in the text.

-2:

‘@In order to identify which of the block  of demographic variables is responsible for changes in the effects of the dropout measures,  each 
of the new variables was entered separately. In addition, the demographic variables were entered in a stc~wise fashion to examine I.:$
wmbined effects. Results of these exploratory mm are discussed in the text, but not reported in tabular form.
“Ideelly!  characteristics of the relationship behveen the youth and hi&or parents should also be considered. Unfortunately, such  infor-
mation IS lacking in this data. Related analyses  included information on the family structure when the  respondent was 14, ILS  well as

$

information on religion. Entering these  variables as a block in a new model  resulted in no changes to the effects reported in model IV for
:.

any of the 3 offense categories. Aa such, results of these analyses  are not re,x,ried  here.
1:

‘There an 5,0!8 individuals in the sample  for this se&on of the analysis compared with 5,059 persons  in the a&ion on violent crimes. ”
The differewe IS because of missing  date on the dependent variables.

;
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TABLE 1

Estimates  from Ordered Probit Models of Violent Offenses
IN= 5,059)

Independent Variable I !I III IV

D. 0. to Get Married .253 i 2 .26) .505 ( 4 . 1 7 1 .416 ( 3 . 2 1 ) ,421 ( 3.30)

D. O.-Pregnancy .290 i 1.99) .560 i 3 . 6 5 ) .443 ( 2 . 6 4 ) .420 ( 2.461

D. O.-Poor Grades .260 ( 1 .76) ,105 ( ,691 -.06j (-  .37) -.096 (-  .581

D. O.-Dislike School ,573 i 8 .51) ,498 ( 7 . 0 3 1 ,392 1 5 . 4 3 ) .376 ( 5.04)

0. O.-Problems st  Home -.031 ~I-  .16) -.028 (:  ;13) -.065 (-  .281 -.llO I-  .47)

D. O.-Financial .106 i 1 .28) .047 I .54) -.053 ( 161) -.074 (-  .85)

Expe l led .745 ‘I  5 .45) .424 ( 3.03) .121 ( ,841 .099 ( .671

D. O.-Other  Reasons .373 i 5 .15) .376 1 4 . 9 2 ) .245 I 3.15) ,232 ( 2.921

Months Sines Dropping Out .042 i 1.801 .038 ( 1.66) -.007 (-  ,291 -.020 (-  .82)

Female -.650 (-  15.43) -.491 t-  11.021 -.483 (-  10.58)

Age -.068 ( 4.91)  -.ll’O k 6.42)  -.104 (-  6.03)

B lack .293 ( 3.87) ,209 ( 2 . 7 3 ) ,190 ( 2.44)

Hispanic (-  1.81) -.252 (-  1 . 5 9 ) -2.65 ( 1.681

Previous Arrests .502 I-  8 . 6 1 1 4.97 i 8.46)

Years Sexually Active .067 i 5.97) .064 ( 5.491

Ever Suspended .268 l 5.65)  .2i5 i 4.621

G P A -.108 (-  4 . 1 0 )

GPA-Out  of Scope -.217 (-  3 . 0 4 )

College Prep Track -.053 (-  1.121

Vocational Track .151 ( 2.591

Iv’ .396 ,420 .439 .442

2 .623~ .663 A95 ,698

4 388 1 . 0 5 0 1.101 1.104

ti 1.192 ~’ 1 .264 1.321 1.324

9 1.435 .,’ 1 .515 1.579 1.582

Intercept -1.343 .249 .734 .896

Log Likel ihood -2634.3 ;- -2526.9 -2453.0 -2443.2

Test of Difference PC.001 P<.OOl p=.OOl

NOTE: For Fh  model,  the 6mt column kpo+  the maximum l ikel ihood pmbit  coefficients and the second column reports
the  associsted  , vslue%
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TABLE 2

, ~ IT: ~Estimates  from Ordered Probit Models of Thefts
W:5,058)

Independent Variable ,,I

D. 0. to Get Married -.043” (-  .491 ,044

D. O.-Prer~nancy ‘-iO82 ( ,691 .I02

b. O.-Pdor  Grades ~~  ..402 ( 3 . 8 4 1  .309

D.  O.-Disl ike School  .418 1 7 . 9 8 )  .355

D. O.-Problsme  at  Home -.I  38 i .83)  -.I22

D. O.-Financial  : .200  ( 3.68) .i86

Expel led .749 1 6.901  ,601

D. O.-Other Reasons .264 ( 4 . 8 7 )  .245

Months Since Dropping Out,  -.034 (-  2.01)  ,036

Female -.350

he -.069

Black -.I27

H i s p a n i c -.I76

: Previous Arrests

Years Sexually Active ~.

Ever  Suspended

GPA

GPA-Out of Scope

College Prep  Track

Voctitional T r a c k

IJ’ ,404

12 .662

2 1.228

ti 1 . 6 3 4

P6 2.326

Intercept -.434

Log Likel ihood -5913.0

Ill  ::

6 .I?,  -.019

( ,.@I .017

i .1.$x .I88

1 4 . 7 9 1  .250

6 .86)  - 1 . 3 6

i 1.95)  .I07

1 3 . 0 7 1  .330

( 2.60)  .I42

(-  4 . 3 4 1  -.076

k 7 . 9 7 )  -.2i8

I-  7 . 7 1 )  -.086

6 2 . 9 6 1  -.202

6 1 . 3 5 )  -.I46

I 1 0 . 0 1 )  .474

1 5.23)  ~.040

( 7.48) ,272

-.012

.,  ,7.059

-.Oll

,064

.422

.692

1.266

1.718

2.463

1.286

-5760.4

I I

( .47)  -.OlZ

I .82) .023

I 3.06) .200

( 6.65) .259

I -  .731  -.I33

t 3.39) .~109

( 5.43) .337

i 4.371 .149

(- 2.13) -.076

(- 12.60) -.230

I- 6.88) -.088

I- 1.931 -.I98

6 1.66) -.I49

.475

.040

,274

,412

.676

1.254

1.670

2 . 3 7 9

1.121

-5843.2

,)V;  ,,,

6 .19)

,. ~1 .14)

( 1.76)

I.  4.58)

6 .81l

~;(  1.88)

I 3 . 0 0 )

l 2.48)

I-  4 . 1 9 )

I-  7.84)

(-  7 . 6 9 )

I-  3.05)

L-  1 . 3 4 )

( 10.00)

1 6 . 1 6 1

f 7 . 2 7 1

I-  .61)

(-  1 . 1 0 )

I-  -.341

I-  1 . 9 4 )

,442

.692

1.267

1 . 7 1 9

2.463

1 . 3 3 7

- 5 7 6 8 . 7

Test of Difference p<.OOl p<.oo1 PC.49

NOTE: For &ach model, the  fint  oolumn  repolts  the maxim
the  associated rvalum.

urn iikclihocd pmbit coefficients and the second column reports



In wmrast  to the restuts  on violent of-
fending, gross difTerences in column  I
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 misbehavior, how-
ever, there is no longer a significant
diEerence in reports~of  stealing behav-
ior between the high school graduates
and these two groups of dropouts. The
e&t of the length of time since leav-
ing school is also different  for involve-
ment in stealing m it was for partici-
pation in violence. The longei it had
been since dropping out, the lower the
involvement in theft the person was
likely  to report.13  This effect is evident
in column I, and it is enhanced after
controlling for prior mis&mduct.l’
Those who dropped out to get married
or because of pregnancy reported higher
levels of violence than did the hiih
school graduates. The same pattern is
not revealed in the analysis of theft.

Youths who left school to get married
or because of pregnancy were  not sig-
niticantly  ditTerent from the high school
graduates in their level of involvement
in stealing behavior. Controlling for
prior misbehavior explained the rela-
tionship between being expelled and
later participation in violence. In the
analysis of theft, controlling for mea-
sures ofprior  misconduct does result in
a sizable reduction  in the effect of be-
ing expelled, relative to graduating.
Those who were expelled, though,  still
reported significantly higher levels of
involvement in theft than the high
school graduates. In fact, after all the
control variables have entered the

i”
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model, only those who quit  school be-
caose  they did~ncit  like it or because of
ot$runsp&fiedrandthosewho
were expelled reported significantly
higher invq!vement  in theft than the
high school graduates.

Selling Drugs
TheresoltspmsentedinTable3  arevery
similar to those regarding involvement
in theft. Youths who dropped out to get
married, or because of pregnancy or
problems at home, were not sigoifi-
c&y Merent from the high school
grad&es  in their level of involvement
in selling drugs.  On the other hand,
there are ~btirvcd  diiTerences  between
the graduates an@  those who dropped
out becaose  of poor grades or financial
reams. Those diEerences,  howev&,  are
not attributable to dropping out.
Also similar to the results on the&,  three
gtiups of dropout were still signifi-
candy  more involved in selling drugs
than the high schwl  graduates after all
the coneol  variables are in the model:
thosewhodroppedootbtheydis-
liked schwl,  those who dropped out due
to other unspecified masonS,  and those
who were expelled. Controlliog  for prior
misconduct reduces the effect of being
expelled and dropping out for othq  r&
sons, but there are still significant  dif-
ferences between these two groups and
the gradoates  that may be attributed to
leaving school before ‘graduation. Fi-
nally, as jn the results on theft, the
longer it had been since dropping out,
the less likely a person was to be in-
volved iI! “lling drugs.
Another way  to examine the effects of
dropping out on later offending is to
consider the predicted probability of

each level of offen&g based  0;~ mem-
bership in a group  identified by drop
out status. Table 4 ptesents  such prob-
abilities, calcolated  following the pro-
cedure described above, based on the
results from model IV. This approach
allows for a comparison of the pmbabil-
ity of engagmg  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 also identities which groups of drop-
outs had higher probabilities for delin-
quent involvement and which groups
had lower probabilities than the grado-
ates. For instance, those dropping out
to get married or because of pregnancy
had a 16.8 % chance of engaging in
violent offending, high tihwl 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 iwolvement  in selling drugs
and among the lowest for thefts. It is
also evident that those who dropped out
becattse they disliked schwl and those
who were expelled had the highest prob-
abilities of involvement in theft and sell-
ing drugs.

Postschool  Experiences
This study also considered potential
mediating effects of postachwl  experi-
ences on the dmpootdelinquency rela-
tionship. Several measures included in
the analysis examined characteristics of
postschwl  labor market experiences. In

“The  variable for length of time since leaving school has only,~n  measured for dropouts. Thus, the effect of this mcasurc  on later
offending is spccitic  to dropbuts.
‘In order to verify  that the enhanced effect  of the vtiblc  for the kngth  of time since dropping out is not the result of collinearity with
the measures  of prior misconduct, B &i-square  te$  was  uxd. A &i-square  statistic is calculated as  hvicc  the difference between the log
likcliiood  for  a logit  model  in which the only  independent  tir&bs  one  the  measures  of prior misconduct and the log likelihood for  the
model  that also includes  the measure  of Icngth  of time since  dropping  out  (Note  that when the measure of length  of time sinti dropping
out is the only independent variable in the model, it is not significant-after  including mcawres  of prior misconduct, its effect  is negative
and significant.) The celculated  chi-squan  statistic is 8.65 with 1 dcgra  Of freedom  @c.OOS).  Thus, one can  conclude that the enhanced
effect  of length of time  since dropping out is ncd  due to collinearity  ~4th  the  nxasures  of prior misconduct.
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,.” ~’ Estimates froin Ordered Probit  Models of Selling Drugs,.”
,:’ W - 5 . 0 2 8 )

‘ .
Independent’Variable  .;C:  ;:. ‘~ I I I Ill IV :

D.  0. to Get Married’ -.&l f-  ,831 .084  f ,801 y.090 (-  .531 “-.098 f-  581  “.

Intercept

Log Likel ihood

D .  O . - P r e g n a n c y  .~’  ~355

D.  O . - P o o r  G i a d e s  .444

D. O.-Dislike School .518

D. O.-Problems at Home .oss

D.  O . - F i n a n c i a l .284

Expelled ,845

D. G.-Other  Reasons .384

Months  Since Dropping Out .005

F e m a l e

Aoe
Black

Hispanic

Previous Arrests

Years Sexually Active

Ever  Suspended

GPA

1.711 -.007 ( .04) -.222 (- .99) -:233

3.88) .324 ( 2.80) .158 1 1.22) .134

a.sy .502 -I 7.78) .j87 1 5.47) 356

,571 ,145 ( .79l .118 ( .55) ,103

3.51)  .248 ( ‘ 3 . 2 9 1  .lOl ( 1 . 2 9 )  .084

7.55) ,885 I 5.04j ,272 f 2.28) ,289

5.88) .398 I 5.53) .212 ( 2.85) ,208

,221 .d05 ( .30) -.058 f- 2 .55) -.059

-.552 ‘I- 13.87) -.359 (- 8.511 -.352

I-  1.04)

( .1.05)

I,  5 .17)

( .55)

( 1 . 0 5 )

I 2 . 2 5 )

( 2 . 5 4 )

I-  2 .83)

(-  7 .91)

-.059 (-  4.55) -.118 k 7 . 2 5 ) -.117 (-  7.111

-.250 (-  2 . 7 0 ) -.428 (-  4 . 5 8 ) -.450 (-  4.831

-.322 (-  2 . 0 3 ) -.277 (-  1 .73) -.287 f-  1 .79)

,528 f 9 . 4 4 ) ,530 ( 9 . 4 5 1

.102 f 9 . 1 8 )  .102 f 9 . 1 4 )

.398 ( 8.72) ,374 f 8 . 0 0 )

-.102 I-  3 .98)

. y.242 f-  3.35)

-.107 I-  2.29)

-.034 (-  .551

.181 ,158 .190 .ndl

.290 ,304 ,328 .327

.488 ,513 .548 ,550

,888 .723 .773 ,775

1.031 1.082 1.151 1.154

-1.295 ,147 ,858 1.059

-2915.3 _ -2831.0 -2707.2 , -2700.5

GPA-Out of Scope

, ~ College Prep Track

Vocational Track

Test of Difference jK.001 p<.oo1 PC.49

NOTE: For each model, the first  column reparts  the maximum likelihood probit  coeftkients  and the second column report8
the  associated t  values.

: ,~, .’
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TABLE  4

Predicted Probabilities of Level of Offending by
Categories bf Dropout/Graduate Status

Level of Offending

3-5 8-10 11-50 Over
&&r m&&g Times Times Times  50Time$

Violent Offenses

D. 0. to Get Married

0. O.-Pregnancy

D. O.-Poor Grades

D. D.-Dislike School

.932 ‘,, ,008.088  .032 ,029 .008 ,005

$32 ,088  ,032 .029 ,008 .008 ,005

.931 .042  ,013 .OlO ,092 .OOl ,001

.a43 ,083  ,030 ,027 .007 ,005 ,005
D. O.-Problems at Home

D. O.-Financial

Expe l led

D. O.-bother  Reasons ‘-
High School Graduate

‘932 ,041 .012  ,010 ,002 ,001,001

.928  ,044  LO13 .OlO  ~: ,003 ,002 .OOl

.901  t .057  .019  ,015 ,004 .002 ,002

.a75 .089  .023  .020 ,005 .004 ,003

,915  .050  .018  .013 ,003 ,002 .002
5, .,

Thefts

D. 0. to Get Married .871  .135  .085  ~.088 .027 .013 ,002

D. O.-Pregnancy ,858  .138  ,088  .091 .028 ,015 .002

D. O.-Poor Grades .593  .151  .079  ,113 ,039 .022 ,003

D. D.-Dislike School ,589  ,155  ,082  ,121 ,043 ,025 .004

D. O.-Problems at Home ;712  .125  ,058  ,073 ,021 .OlO ,001

,033 .018 ,003D. O.-Financial .825  :,.148 .073  .1oq,

Expel led ; ,538  ,180  ,087  ‘.132 .049 ,030 .005

D. O.-Other Reasons ,811  ,148  .078  .107 ,038 ,020 .003
High School Graduate ,850  ,140  .089  .093  : ,030 .015 ,002

Sailing  D r u g s

D. 0. to Get Married .928  ,022  .O14 ,.015,‘, ,010 ,009 ,004

D. O.-Pregnancy .944  ,016~  1011 ‘012 ,007 .O@ ,003

D. O.-Poor Grades ,889  ,.031 :020  ,023 .015 .014 .009

D. O.-Dislike School ,841  .040  ,027  $32 ,023 .023 ,015
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addition, mea&es of ma&l &a&s,
presence of chiidren,  I@& &nge-
men&  tid religious  @rticipatio$  were
included in the subsequent models, Re-
sub  indicated that with one e%ceptiolz
postschool expe+nces  did  not  w an
etT&~on  the relationship w $roK
ping out and la&  Orr~+ling  bamor,
regardless of @e  type of offe? For
those who MI  school  to get niarried,
maritalstatassemltospecg@&op-
out-violence relationship, Among tbis
grotip,  thoSe  whonever  married, as well
as those who married and then sepa-
rated or divorced, were more *ely to
report  involvement in violence  than the
high school graduates. Those who mar-
ried and were still living with their
spouse were not significantly different
in violent offending from the high
school graduates.lJ

across  type  ofoffense  ~IIVOIVH  the  group
of dropouts  who letI  school because of
problems at home. This group did not
report higher  levels of offending than
:,t&  graduates,  and dropping out did not
lead to later criminal behavior for these
,9&h.

,i :~.

expected finding ofthis  study. Agnew’s
(1985) revised strain theoiy offers a

Summary and Discussion

Table 5 presents a’-  of findings
t?omthaana&sisforeachgroupofdrop-
outs and for each of the three offense
categories. The table depicts tha  change
in the dropxtdelinquency  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
disliied school or be&use  of other un-
specified reasons was related to future
involvement in delinquency, regardless
oftypeofo&nse.  Thesegroupsofdrop-
outs were more  likely to be delinquent
than the high school graduates, and this
appears to be due, in part, to dropping
out.‘6  Another result that is consistent

For those you@  who 1ef1  school for fi-
tt@kii reasons (i.e., to get ~a job) or
because  ofpwr grades, dropping out did
not  enhance future participation in
crime. It is dear from stage I oft  tie
analyses, however, that dropbuts  in
these jwo  groups were more likely to
report higher levels of involveinent  in
theft  and selling drugs than the bigh
~AIOO~  graduates. These groups were not
d&rentfromgmduatesintermsofvio-
let offeuding, though.

possible explanation for the relation-
ship, however. Leaving school elimi-
nates one form of aversive situation
from the youths’ lives. If the home en-
vironment is also viewed as aversive,
however, they niay still be motivation
to engage in delinquency. One, form of
behavior that  Agnew found ti’be  pre-
dicted bv aversive school and home ex-

Those youths who were expelled re-
ported higher levels of involvement in
delinquent behavior than the graduates,
regardless of offense type. As suspxt4
though, diEeremxs  in violent offending
between those expelled and graduates
were explained by participation in prior
misconduct, not by leaving school be-
fore graduation. while controlling for
prior misconduct does substantially re-
duce the &ct  of expulsion on subse-
suezit involvement in theft and selling
dmgs,  those youths who were expelled
were still more likely to report higher
levels of involvement in these bebav-
iors than the high school graduates.

;hq  reason for le&ing schoo?creates or
aggravates the aversive nature of the
home situation, then dropping out may
lead to ti higher likelihood of violent
offending (i.e., aggravatid  assault).
Having a baby is likely to n&ate 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-
sible that the interpersonal violence of
these youths rimy have been directed at
a spouse or a child.

Conclusion

Dropping out for personal reasons (i.e.,
marriage, pregnancy)  has been shown
inthisanalysistohavenoe&ctonsub-
sequent theft  or selling  drugs,  but to be
signi&xndy  related to future violent of-
fending. This  is perhaps the  most un-

Tbis study sought to improveon  provi-
ous research on the dropout-delin-
quency ~relationship  by focusing on
whether dropping out bad any actual
effects on subsequent delinquency, in-
dependent of ot&er  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-

lJThis &ion  of the analysis involved a hvc-step prccess.  First, another block  of ~ntrol variables was added tc the model ptisented in
stage IV of Tables  l-3. This  block included ail of the idcntitied  postschool  measures. This step  of the an&i&s  resulted in no change in the
effecls of dropping out on later  offending behavior. Second, several  interactions were considered to examine further the effects of such
postsohool  cxpericnces  as marriage and living arrangements and to &amine the change in effects after dropping out over time. From this
step of the analysis, the cffeds of marital  disruption were identified. The large  number of additional tables that would have been
necessaly  to present the results of these latter analyses is impractical. Therefore, there is no tabular presentation of these findings.
16This raises  the question of what these  “other reasons’* may be. As noted, there is no information with the data, ab$ why these youths
let? schc&Mann  (1986)~suggestS  that, based on ancodotal infom~ation  relating to the  original interviews, many of the youths in this
category reached 12th grade later  than normal (as LI result  of being held back in earlier grades) and simply dril%d  way from school
before  actually graduating.
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TABLE 5 ;‘“:f  ; :

‘i  Summary of Results: Changes from Stage I to Stage IV of
Analysis, in the Effects of Specific Reasons, for Dropping Out on

Reported Participation in Violence, Theft,, and Selling Drugs

r&dpout Reason Violence Theft Selling Drugs

i ‘To  Get Married =-++ n.s.97.s. n.s.4.s.

Pregnancy +-+ + n.s.4.s. n.s.-n.s.

; P@r  Grades n.s.-n.s. =-n.s. = -n.s.
: i
t _ : Dislike School + +-+, ++-+ + +-+,
: Problems at Home n.s.-n.s.  n.s.-n.s. n.,s.-n.s.

: Financial Reasons n.s.-n.s. + -n.s. + -n.s.,’

i 1.  Expelled +-n.s. ++-+ ++-+

Other Reasons +.+-+ ++-+ ++-+

NOTE: Each cell of the table indicates the change from  stage I of the analysis to state
lV  of the analysis: ’ + ” indicates the relationship is positive and statistSly  significant,

~“n.8.“.  indicates the relationship is not statistically significant, ” + +”  indicates at which
stage the relationship was stronger  in those cases  in which the relationship was  positive

and significant  at both  stage I and stage IV.

otitdelinqucncy  relationships can be
explained by measures of prior miscon-

duct (i.e., prior arrests, years sexually
aeve, suspensions from school) and

-demographic  factors (i.e., gender, race,
age). Out of 24 possible dropoutdelin-
quency relationships (8 reasons for
chopping out, 3 offense categories), otdy

j 10 are signiiicant  tier all the control
variables are included in the analysis.
Thus, while dropouts were more likely
to &ve  higher levels of involvement in
delinquency than graduates, it was not
aljyays IJewuse they dmpped  &.”

This study also sought, to improve  on
previous research by examining differ-

: ences  between subgroups of dropouts.
It would be premature to conclude @at  ‘ ~
dropping out does not lead to involve-

.:

ment in criminal  behavior. since this
study found that for certain groups of
dropouts, the relationship  between leav-
ing school without a diploma and sub-
seauent  offendinr!  could not be ex-

his am&s> This m&s  the question
of whether other f%tors,  not considered
in this study, may account for these re-
lationships. It maybe that dropping out
for personal reasons  and &lent  offend-
‘ing  are both cawed  hy common factors
that have nit  been taken into account
here. For instance,, measures of the na-
ture of interaction within the family,
whi?h  are not available in the  data, may
havean,bnp&tOnthelikelihccdofvio-
lent offending as well as the likelihood
of @aged  pregnancy and premature
.pm3e.,  !!‘.yw  “1” k the  a= %!

.~~  -;~  :, ,..,  >:

youths  who leave school early to get
married or because of pregnancy are
more likely to find themselves in vio-
lent situations. Chavez et al. (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
most likely to exhibit violent behayior
were most likely to be  victims of vio-
lent acts themselves. These findings
sujycrt  more general evidence in crimi-
nological research that risk of victim-
iration  and participation in delinquency
are often part of the same life-style
(Lamitsen  et  al., 1991).
Future research should focus specifi-
caUy  on the group of youths who drop
out because they dislike school. Dislike
of school is probably a very common
complaint among high school  students.
Yet, not all students who dislike  school
dmp wt. Some may even to on to higher
education and continue to dislike
school. Additionally, it is likely that a
youth who dislikes school may welcome
the opportunity for a good job or to get
married. This is a way out of ihe  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
critical difference (Elliott and Voss,
1974). Some dropouts do not have a
choice on whether to quit school  (i.e.,
there are problems at 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 leave school
because there is no hope of finishing
school. Youths who quit schwl because
they do not want to go anymore may
transfer a s@lar patterti  @quitting to
their labor  ~ke~;$xi~n~s.

‘?n  fact, if the  analysis is carried  out with  all  ~dr&&s’~&sid~~‘~g&~  US  B PUP,  results  in  stage IV of Tables 1-3 would suggest that
dropouts are’ not more  likely to  engage  in d&nqumcy .W II ‘&dt  of leaving  school  early.  (Results not presented here-tables 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 unappealing for these
youths. Some commons  complaints
about school, though, include  that it is
boring, unchallenging,  and that youths
are not Iearning  anything. &ho01  is not
seen as being relevant to the youth’s
future, even for employm&t  (Fine,
1986).  This is particularly true of in-
ner-city youths. Because of overcrowd-
ing in the schools, they otten may feel
alienated  and anonymous. Such youths
do not see themselves as being able to
contribute to their school &p&exe.
As a result of this study, a little more is
known about the nature of the relation-
ship between dropping out and &se-
quent delinquent involvement. There
are no criminological,theories  that ad-
equately explain the dropbut-delin-
quency relationship. To develop a more
systematic theory that addresses this
relationship, future work  in this area
should continue to clarify  the differen-
tial nature ofthis  association. Effective
interventions tarzethx drooout  and de-

when a more complete understanding
of the dropout-delinquency  relationship
is achieved. In addition  to distinguish-
ing among groups of dropouts,  future
research should also examine the na-
ture ofthe  dropoutde~inquency  comxc-
tion as it varies among subgroups ofthe
population (e.g., ditTereixes among sub-
groups distinguished by social class,
race, of social context).
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