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' ... , .... INTERVIEW STUDY . " . ...... --. 'II..., . '., . 

:. ,"PRELIMINARY"REPORT OF RESULTS -. oCTOBER' 1966 . 
, •• - ..... - •• , - I'" ,..--..................... .... 

.: ' '. t, 
." ... , . . 

.. 'INTRODUCTION . , ............ : ...... ---...---
t' 

. ... 
1 4 . AIM OF. THE RESEARCH 

.-... 

3:·:r. o 

____ ... _- _, ..... c ......... ' 

The aim is to compare delinauent and non-delinauent Maori youths 
in the f'ollowing ar.eas: . upbringing and family; '. education; • 
employment; . living· conditions and drink-
,1ng habits and leisure time moves about· the. country; 
and degree of with Maoritanga •. · The research is, 
designed to give a general picture' of Maori youths:, and to show 

which of' the above-mentioned areas of interest delinquents sig-
nificantly' differ from non-delinquents. In this stiid.Y,'· .. .. . 

'.deling,uenj. me.ans of' an offence under a . '., 
.;S;tatute'.:and·,released ,on :::-l"'obation; p'-on-delin .. quent that 

" ··.peithe,r·:Police nor the Child Welfare had 
".: any:' .. a; court appearance for an of·fe.nce by subjeot 
.. ::conside.r.ed.' . In this report. offender and· . and. similar 

..... e'xpressions' "are 'used synonymously to:delinguent !t.9'p.:de+'!p-quenb 
:: ',respectively If ... '.' 

··ro:":., ... . , 

20 · .. Tl!E 
2.1 Study design . 

'"A sample .. ' of you,,"1g Maori ·offend.ers a:nd of 
": were. '. int'erviewed using a six part structured· interview Elchedule .. 
'. :'., 0 1· ..... 

2.2 .. . 121: ._ •. . . : . .'. 
2,,21 .. In .. t.he fi.rst instance' the cff'ender f?f;inrple was'"specified as: all 

.' .;. bqrn. after 30 April 1940 wlJ.o were released on 
.. :Probation:' (but not Parole) for the first. time between 30 'April 
. 1965'and 30 Aprii 1966 inclusive, for 'any 

In May 1966, when it became eVident that this s:unple ·wo'Ul.d be 
. " conside,rab3:-Y. than had been estimated, the survey_.perioq. 

was extended by 'to epd 'on"30 Oc:t9ber·1966. ·The .: ..... 
Probationers were intervieWed by ·the Probation Officers,·to whom 

'. " .. tl;Ley "reported .in the orq.'in'a.ry course of their probation.-
• : '. , • • ,.0 '.: '. • • .' .'. • • .. • '. • 

2 •. .2.? . _ T;his report 'contains' information on the" 126 Probationel"'S who had 
........... been interviewed by"M'ay 1966 .. : . . ,... .. 

2.3 .. 
• • 0 ·i. 

2 .. 31 ''Fhe non-offepder sample was up .of Maori Sep,vice'mEHl 
,', '. drawn 'from the intal;ces of .January 1965 a.I;ld September '.1965. The 

interviewing was done at Waiouru Military Camp by Army Education 
. and Welfare Officers. Only 124 National ·intep- .. 

... .. viewed' •. Ideally, a consider'ably, greater m .. imben;· haye been:" 
' ... but the .. Army ·Education and We:ifar.e Service: Watg in the 
:.. . end not prepared to· intervievv more than thii? number, .. would 

not 'permit ·.the .. ·National 'Servicemento: be 
. viewers who: we l' e· ·not; Army persormel d- '" 

2.32 

'.' II .. ' •• ,·0 I : 

': " " 
f •• . ... " 

" 0 : 

t .. J • ... r '.' 



2.33 

2.42 

2..43 

2.44 

2. 

interviews conducted in con junction with the medical examinations 
which all potenti al trainees sele cted by the ballot are required 
to undergo, but it was not to arrange this.) The 
National Servicemen wnp wer.e are therefore 7 • 

to have better health a . truly re}1fi!esentat 1 ve group of Maarl.s 
in the age-group, and can a lso be e xpected to differ from such a 
group on any f act ors associated with health. In addition, 
sampling of non-offenders was fr om 0. mone r estricte,d age group, 
and age is a badly biased vnriable in tbe study. For these 
reo.sons the n on-offender sample is no t a control group in a 
strict sense. 

A check with Police and Child records showed that 35% of 
the National Se rvicemen interviewed had appeared in either the 
Children's Court or the Magistr ate I s .court. The se were set asido, 

, leaving a group of 81 non-offenders. 

of 

One of the reas ons why crime amongst Maoris is singled out for 
spe cial attention from New Zealand crime generally is tha t the 
crime rate' for Mo.oris . a s calculated from the figures compiled 
by the Government Sto.tistician, is very much greater than the 
rate ' for non-Maoris. The definition of a Maori used by the 
Government Statistician is: any person with h alf or more 'Maori 
blood.' At first sight t h is would appear to be the obvious 
definition t o use in a study of Maori cert a inly any 
definiti on used must be c apo.b l e of being rela ted to this 
ition. 

However, the r acial classification of a pe rson necessarily 
depends on his own statement of his estimate of the extent of 
his Maori ancestry, and there is doubt about the consistancy 
achieved by this procedure. A person mi ght g ive different es-
timates on different occas i ons - for examp l e, when tallcing to a 

, Police Officer, t o a Probation Off icer, t o a Child Welfare 
Officer, or when filling out a Census return - an d cO,uldthus 
appear as a Maori in a Department of Statistics publication 
and ' a non-Maori in the Department of Justice Statistics, ., or 

veraa o 

It was the r e f ore decided t o t ake a wider definition than "half 
or more Maoril! nnd onl y l a ter to examine the r e l at i onship 
between case s studied and co.ses recorded in the published 
statistics. The interView schedules were therefore designed to 
explore the "Maoriness" of the subje cts in some detail, to 
allow a flexible approo.ch t o the problem at the stage of analys-
ing the data,. 

Accordingly, f or t he purposes of the study a Maori was t aken to 
be any de scendant of a Maori 7 if a person I!had SCl me Maori 

li't 't1e , he was considered t o be a Maori. 

National Se rvicemen were identified o.s Maoris from an Jf.:.rmy 
induction form (Form 866). This is a gener nl informa tion form 
cont a ining Questions on age s education, Occupo.tion, race , and so 
on; it is fille d out by National Servicemen in a group under 
supervision of r egular NoC. O's when tr ainees enter camp.. The 
section on r ace r equires Maoris t o i ndic ate the ir Maoriness by 
circling one of a set of alte r natives which range from 
to Full Maori. Thus if a Serviceman regar ded h ims elf as less 
than a quarter 11o.ori, he would not in general be identified as 
a Maori . 
The instructions t o Prob at i on Officers concerning the definit i on 
of a Maori st at ed:' if a person 's racial classification 
in the r e cords cont ains the word " Maori it , however qualified 
(by words like II a quarter", \I an e i ghth" and s o on), or if he is 
otherwise known t o have sone Maori blood (e ven though he may be 
classified as "Europeanll ) he is a Maori for the purposes of the 
interviews. ' 
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T4e (ArOY far 
Nat'iona-l Servicemen;' Probation Officers Tor pi-obat,lonerS) 
were supplied with copies of a six-part interview schedUle 
which had been constructed by the Joint, Committee Research Unit. 
Interviewers were instructed to put the 'questions verbatim from 
the schedules and record the answers in the. places :. 
on the schedules. Most of the Questions were pre-coded; that i8, 

pumbered set .qf was given with the Question. For 
exnmple: . ' , 

1. • ••• _, 

DID YOU EVER HAVE: A' FIGHT .'VrnEN' 'DRINKING'? , . , 

'1 ' •. 
2.' No 
3. DK 
4. NA 
5. Fails, to respond. , , 

Tl1e _.interYiewer ahswer by' placing a around 
the number of the alternative whi.ch .. ' (DK st$lds for 
"don t t lmow",: and NA f'or "not .app;Licable".) , . ........ '. 

, :: ... " 

. 'and :to 
queetioh:by, the question improve 

of its lmport,- if' the, __ seemed not 
;t"q:, understand 'first' verbatim .put_tin.g of' the' 

•• :',' • .' '. • • I .. • • • '. • _ 

The schedule for "Probationers contained 155 
_which were divided into six separate interviews.-- .. This. was for . 
the convenience of' Probation Officers, who' often":see -a . probation' ... : . 
er for only. a .short time in an.-ordinary-reporting_ session. Each· '_ 
cif" tbe seetie,ns Vias suff'ic;iently J?hort. to be·.gi ven .in the course" ; 
of': a -;r-eporting so that. Probation were:- to 
interview a Probationer in the of,six repQrting'sessions 

to.)nake spe9ial for unusually long 
sessions < The' scne,dule also contained a re_cording form which 
Probatfon Officers' filled oui ':from their records concerning the 
Probationers e . 

schedule. f'or' contalne.d 113 ques:ti.ons, 
-.. W[.lic.h the same qU0stions -a's' those' in the schedule .. foJ;' 

... some .. Bome minor changes 
:. of wording ... Dilde; : the Na.tiona+ Servicemen were 
__ .in'· ArLlY Caop at :the,_ :liime they. interviewed. example, 
t4e wording of the question: " '" . , 

" , . 

... WHAT ·is tOUR' BiGGEST, SINGLE EXPEN$E; APART FROM 
FOOD AND BOARD? ' _ ... .. 

had :tQ be cl:lOnged .. to: .. 
" , " 

In :61 v{li'an' -'l1f'e WHAT is youR BIGGEST SINGLE -WEEKLY 
,.' .1. .. '., " " . ' ' 'EXPENSE . ETC' . ' . 
• .. •. 1- I •• .. 4,,"" 0 

The was, augmented by 
o,n the Arrrly form ,866. The National Serviceman' 
tained 42"- fewer questions the 
dif'f'ere;nce __ acco"l:lhted f'or as ,f'ollows:. the . 
questions'. ,about or re·sulte4., ,in the 
curx'ent J;>robationtl (32 qu\.;stions) were not applicable to Nation-
al Servicemen; and did 'not appear in the National Serviceman 
schedu) .. e; .. , on sexual behaviour were omitted from 
tfle National- at the _ :request' _Of, .. the 'Ju:o'my 
interviewers';- ,and que stions. in the .Prjbat1oner. schedule 
concerning education and emploYment, were to.be covered 

. by info;r>mat;i..on· on. the Army 896 form, and were' therefore not 
included the National Serviceman s·chedule.* Except f'or these 

'--'t- __ a_. --....... .. a .... ... ----. .. -,-••• .L... -. _ .. J .-- .... -.... • - •• •• - - .... , ..... ' _ ... _ * I was necessary to shorten the v:riginal Questionnaire,,-, \l"oc5unote cont T d on next 'page) 

.; 
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4. 

dltf'ererices the two schedules were'made up of identically'-worded ' 
qu¢s,tions ;' 

," , '. , I 

1) • -,' PRESENTATION :OF RESULTS ' 
l' .• '''- s-r-e .. 

3.11 

.;3.21 

The:, results' pres'ented 'in this report are derived from' a 
sleet ion of the interview Questions. The que stions', included are 
those either to be most important, 
or, important 'or not, t-o revenl SUbstantial differences between 
the offender and non-offender samples. The selection was made to 
avoid 1.IDdue length in this interim report'. 

Size of samples 

The results reported en are 'based in the main on information 
about 126 probationers and 81 non-offenders. (There are a few 
places"'where tables' are based on' different total numbers of' 

,subjects; 'attention is drawn to these' in the text of- the results, 
when they arise.} Altogether 124 National Servicemen were inter-, 
Viewed, but a check with Police and Welfare records showed 
that 43" of; these had appeared in Cl"lurt for efTe'nces'. These 

, .' :.: offenders' 'yiere excluded from the sample. ' Information on these 
'-Nht'iqnal,"Servicemen i,S''i1Ot used in this, report; but it will be 
inciltide'd' 'in the complete' report on the study, when the' group 
will be treated as a second offender sample • . ' ... t· ' .. _: . . 

, Stattstfcal treatment: '.' , 
," . :. '. ", 

The, have not""oeen' given ,an eiab'orate,: statistical :treat-
ment because this w0uld have been a costly ana time consUming 
'task the Us'e of a computer) would have to be , 

, :,dtiplicated when the complete results, become available. 
"For ,the mos,t part 'the results have been presented sintply in . 
,p'ercemtages,. wi tIl: simple chi-squared, tests 011: the frequencies 
given where they are appropriate. ' ',., '" 

A ,va,riety of ,.o,f, .. have been used to 
the status of difference,s found to exist '.,'-" 

sample,s.: " All these t,ests give rise to the same kind of 
'merit about,th,e re,sults, eXpressed in standard symbqls': t.his is 
,a .. tjl...te'mep.t: A typica+ one might 

"read the result is significant at ,the' 5% level". 
The meaning of such statements must be clear to the reader before 
the results presented can be properly and so an 
explanation (which glosses over some pOints but is sufficient 
for the purpose) follows;: ,.;. ' 

3.J3 Whenever a difference is found, ,the question, arises whether it is 
characteristic of the samples only, or whether it may be presumed 
to ',reflect ,an enduring difference 1'.; on'e obtaining between the 
hypothetical "whole groups" (or populati .. from which the 
samples were drawn. That is, the question is whether the i 

'\ ,,'; difference, reflects a in addition to the ," . ,: 
'-krl'Own,'sample difference. In, this study, the, problem is to decide 
'whetlier a difference between the' Probat-ion sample and'the' , v 
,Nqt'l.q;n,ul' Ser,Yicemen 'sample '8; gen,,?,ine difference ','between 
similar Probationers and National ,Servicemen in general,;or is 

; ..,/;. . .. . .' ' .. 
" ' 

at' 'lea.st in a, tOken' WfJ.y, to ;retain the goodwill and 'coope:ration 
of: the' Army authorities. The risk of" destroying comparability 
on "'this set' of 'seven items of 'information had therefore to be 
taken. In fact, informati6n"was' indeed rendered non-comparable 
and:;" in 'some cases, where 'i;:arm ,was ·poorly filled out, 

. lost entirely.," '" 
f • .. • 
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5. 

-;!'7 oi .. the " .. two 
lacking any wider implications. .' "... ::...... 

, 3.34 Differences· are. evaluated by finding and stating their. ,ulevel 

3.35 

3.37 

··of signific8nct':lt! :-as' a· probability value ...... which ·is to say, a8 
"odd-in-favour" for the propositiolJ. that the. differences have 
arisen merely as,a quirk or fluke of sampling. The smaller 
the' odds, '-'the ·less ·the likE!lihood that in 

.. the one is .. pondering about : something trivial, in-
.'.'·consequential;··and;·;indeed, .. 

In.general, the.size of the sample difference has a lot to do 
····wi th" the' it is large,' the odds. are less that ,it 

would have ariseh by a fluke.' The absolute number' in the . 
sample also affects the issue. The statistical tests locate, 
and state the odds so that one is left only with the 
decision "how small do the odds have to be before we pay attention 
to the d:i.::'f'crence found I! • 

The answer to this last question is to some extent arbitrary and 
a matter of preference. It is conventional to take odds of 1 in. 
20 (expressible as a fraction in any of the various ways 1/20, . 
0.05, or 5%)·as the dividing line. If the odds (symbolised as 
p, for probability) are less than this value of 5%, or .05, 
the result is said to be significWlt ai!_ the_5.!.-level 0.£.. 
or, more shortly and directW-=Co have ....-probab:CCity les""S"lhan 
0.05" - in symbols, lip < 005";. 

A guide to interpreting levels of significance is as follows: 

Level. of S im,ifj.cance 

p greater than 0.05 
(symbolised p> .05) 

p less than Oe05 
(symbolised p<.05 
i.e., significant at the 
5% level 

p(.01 
i.e., significant at the 
1% level 

p < .005 
i.e., significant at 
the 0 .. 5% level 

p< .001 
i.e., significant at the 

_ 0.1% level 

Usual Inte£pretation 

The difference is not usually 
regarded as significant, but rather' 
as possibly justa fluke 

The difference is considered to 
be moderately significant; the odda 
are less than 1 in 20 that the 
result is just a fluke 

The difference is considered quite 
.highly significant; there is only 
1 chance in 100 that the result is 
just a fluke, rather than reflect-
ing some enduring population differ-
ence" 

The difference is conSidered high-
ly significant; there are 5 chances 
in 1000 9 or 1, in 200', of a fluke. 

difference is considered to 
be very highly Significant: only 
1 chance in 1000 of fluke. 

3.4 sources of information ... ------- ' 

3.41 With each result the source of the information is given in 
brackets. The following conventions are used: 

A-866 that the information was recorded on the 
Army 866 form. 

R$ indicates that the information was recorded on the 
yellow recording sheet in the Instruction Booklet. 
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of the Probationer Schedule. (The on offenaB 
was checked against, Child Welfare and 

"'Police :r>&cords.) , . ' .' ,-' . .' 
'. ... • .' I • 

"Qx .. yz indicat,ee tl1at the information was recorded as the 
answer ,t·o interview 'ouestion number x.yz in the, inter-
view 'sche4:gie'. ,', ' " , . ' : , .. 

, ' 

,JI. 
.... : . 

.. . . ... 
indicates -thai(- the offender and 'non-offender.' sample.s 

be, "regarded 'as comparD.ble wi th to, the . 
question, because ,differe?ces between samples 
(cf. Section 4). . . ". "', 

, . of results" are presented under the headings "Probs. It ,for 
"N.S.", for National Servicemen. 

• I" : 

" .. \ , .. , ..... ' .. .. : 

; 
" " a. 

•• l'"' :.' • , 
, 

\', ." '" . 
,I 

,"',' .. 
. ., 

.... . '. 

'/, . 

! .. 

"0.- : >' " 

-. '.\' ... ":'.::', 
- . " '. . 

, . . " 

.. . ..... 

... . .. ': . 

., , '... , .... 
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. i' . 
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.r . ,''", 
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RESULTS 

" .:.;-- ,':', . ...... ... --

4.1 of birth (A-866 and RS) 
. '". " . ' .. : 

. . year of birth 

1941' 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 

Probs. 
'% ' 

5.'4 
4.1 
2.7 
5.4 
6.8 

, . 

" 

N.S. 
:% 

1.2 
4.9 

22.2, 
" 49.4 

f ' .• 

. , 
1-946 
1947' 

17.6 , . 
21 .. 6 

.", ...... ;" 

1948 
,1949 : ',1950 ' 

.: 

25.7 
9.5 
1 .4 . 

There is an average difference of about'" two' years'. 

· .. · .. . : . ,. .. · .. 

4.2 :, When: t'he of some Q;f' the questions it is 
,': " ,ilD:portant ;:to ,"kn,ow, ages of ,the sub jects ,at the time' ,:t;l;ley 

" ': ,_ ,interv1eweq.' ... , (Questi9ns 'abo'q.t o,):'inking hab.i ts ,and 'leisure 
- , "',: : activities:are, f>xamples; in these areas can' be ex-

,:': :,: ,to. ,vary ,with age.) ,:T;h.e differences in birth years are 
_ ,r;:::-- ,}10t a. gOQd measur.e o;f' differ.ences ,in age between two' 
:.'.f(" salnples ,becauSe the subjects were not all. ,interviewed ,at the 

.. s8JIle' tipie. Th,e National Serviceman' saIDple, is made up 9"f two 
intakes, separated by about seven months, and the 
sample was built up continuously over a period of a year.· The 
age at interview can be determined exactly ,for the National 

Unfortunately, it is not knovm many of the 
Probationers, because some Probation Officers omitted to record 
the date at which interviewing was begun on the 
However, the age at Court appearance is known, and this is a 
close approximation to the age at which the interviewing was 
begun, as in almost all cases ,interviewing'began within a few 
weeks of: the Court appearance, and in some cases 
within a few days. 

4.3 Age at inter.Yiewing (A-866 and RS) 

Age of National Servicemen at interviewing compared with age 
of Probationers at the time of Court appearance) 

15 years 
16 years 
17 years 
18 years 
19 years 
20 years 
21 years 
22 years 
23 years 
24 years 
Mean age: 
Standard 
deviation 

Probs. 
% 

3.2 
16.9 
24.2 
18.5 
17 & 7 

6.5 
5.6 

4.0 
2.4 
0.8 

18.6 years 

N.S'. 
% 

• •• · . " 
· .. '54.3 
38.3 

2.5 · .. 21.1 years 

0.67 



5.02 

8. 

chi-square=138.46, 
p(0.001 

df=9 

The difference in age between the two samples is highly signif- , 
icant. 

It oan be fairly safely assumed that the difference in mean age 
(which is 2.5 years) does not affect the comparability of the 
samples on questions dealing with childhood, occupation of 
parents and, such like. Questions 'for which comparisons are most 
likely to be distorted by the age difference are marked with the 
symbol I. 

, OFFENCES 

The information in section relates only to probationers; 
there is no source of comparison. 

Results 5.03'to 5.12 are based on a sample of 74 Probationers.' 
The remainder of the results in this section are based on a 
sample of 126. 

of pffences 

The table gives a break-down by offence category 
cif the offence deemed most seriOUS, the offence 

, mos t serious, the' offence deemed third most serious" and 
of all 'current offences. The break-down has been made according 
to the offence categories used by the'Department of ,Statistics. 
The figUres given are the percentage of 'offenders 
an offence of the type specified by the category. The 'percent-
,'ages given under tlle heading "All current offences" add to more 
than a hundred because some '-offenders committed more than one 
offence. ' 

.. ':-, 

I" 

. , 

'. 
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.. ,(RS):." . 
0', ' : .... '.' 

.. 
, ",. " 

Negligent driving causing 
death 

Common assault 
UnlawfUl sexual intercourse 
Indecent assault . ". 
Indecent assault on a male' .. 
Burglary '\ : .. 
Being in possession of .:. f. 

housebreaking implements 
Theft 
Receiving 
Fraud 
Extortion 
Conversion !motor-vehiCle) 
Conversion bicycle) ..: 
Conversion boat) . 
Conversion other property) 
Wilful damage, trespass ':.:' 
Indecent, riotous or :1 •.. 

offensi ve conduct ::. 
(annoying people, 

9. 

Current 
'Offence 
deemed 
most 
serious 

% 
,.: . 

1.4 
10.8 

.' 
8.1 
1.4 

14 .. 9 
1.4 .... 
1.4 
2.7 

1.4 
Liquor near dance ·halJL,.. ••• 
Assaulting, or. : ....... ' .. '.".".' .. . 

obstructing the Police <. 2."7 '.: 
Other vagrancy (consorting': 
. with disreputable 

incorrigible rogue; 
Negligent or dangerous . 

driving .' 
Breach of regulations for:' : 

the lighting of bicycles 
Offences relating to the 

..... 

.... 

Current 
: off'enco" 

deemed 
second 
most 
serious 

% 

· ... .. . .. 
1.4 .. . . , 
• •• · .. 

Current.AlI . 
'current 

deemed. offences 
. 

most' 
serious 

% % 

· .. · ... 

... .. 
12.2 .. 
.,0 ... 

.. '1" · .. 
· ... 1.4' 
2.7 :" . 25.7 

:'.1 .. ' '. 5.4 
8.1 

0 ... 

6.8 
• •• · ... 

1.4 
1.4 

:'. \ f"" .. : 

· .. 
2.7 

· .. 

· .. · ... 
1.4 
1.4 
• •• 1.4 

• •• · .. 
· .... 
· . 
... 
1.4 

1.4 
.. 21.7 

2.7 
1.4 

, 1.4. 
... -::. 4.1' 
. .. '. 

4.1 

2;.7 
." 1.4 

registration of ·'motor....:vehicles' ... •. '.1.4· 1.4 
Offences relating to.;9,riven's 

licence 
Other traffic offenses 
Perjury . 
Assisting prisoner to escape 
Hire purchase agreement b'i-each 

. .. . 
.. ' .. 

/. 

· J.', ... 
1.4 

· .. · .. 
I '" 

'';- " 

.5.4 
1 .. 4 
4.1 
1.4 
1.4 

Property offer_&es are the most ·prevalent. For the categorY, ."Current 
offenoe deemed most 69 ... 2%are property offendes .. . " 

.'" t 

!" OJ " 

• '0' 



10. 

5.04 _L Numbex' of' charges of :"c"urrent offence (lis) 
., .... . ":' -:- .' .... ... 

:' .. '"'r··: ':--1- charge> ..... ; .... .' .... 70;3 
2 charges" 17.6 

.3 char'gas ":.:. .. 5.4 
4 c'harges - Or' '. 4.1 
5 charges 1.3 

5.05 , __ offence 
offences 

One 
Two 

, Three 
Four 
Five 

5.06.. :Total numbers of charfes 
for. current '9.fieiiCesRS) 

.t. " 

;-., . One 
-.,:. Two 

(RS) .' 
% 

67.6 
20.3 

8.1 
2.7 
1·.4 

% 
55.4 
16.2 

. !' 

., : Three 
Four 
Five 
Six 
SeVen 

8.1 i " 
8 •. 1' ... (:":1' .. '; 

2.7 
5.4 
1.4 

5.07 - '01' "in Children! s Co\.U't 
.. .. for Misconduct and Offences (RS) .. _' - ..... 

.. 

%. 
5'6.7 
22;0 . 
10.8 

, ,. 

. Nil 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

5 .. 4 " 4. , ... . 

5.08. '. _of 
., pn .. s_No''Llmp.lyihg (RS) 

5.09' 

Nil 
. "One 

% 
98 .. 6 

1 

Numbers of Appearances in t s 
Court for Misconduct :Uj'S'} 

d Ch"ld t"! % .Nil- - ha.s appeare in 1 ren s .,-
. Gourt .only '. . . . 21.6 : , .. 

One 56.7' 
Two 13.5 

5.4 
Four 
FiVE;) 
Six 

•• 
1 .. 4 
1.4 

; , 

.... ' .. 

. .:: . : 
.' . 

• t 

1-



5.10 

5.11 

5.12 

Nil only Children's Court 
appe ar ance .. 

One 
.; :Two. 

Three '" 
Four 
Five 
Six 
Seven 
Eight 
Nine 
Ten 
'Eleven 
Twelve 

..... 

" . 
\ 

, . 

... 

% 
21 .. 6 

,. -17.6 
. ,,' 10.8 

8.1 
. 1.4· 
9.5 
1.4 
• • • 

.': ... 
1.4 
1.4···· 

.. 

• •• c., ."':.' . ) 

" . 
.. r<?E-..MiscQIl..Q.uct 

both Childrenrs Court Magistrate's 
Cout. including current appearance.) (RS) •. 

% ': . ;'" =:. f· .... 

One 
Two 
Three; 
Four 
Five 
Six 
Seven 
Eight 
Nine 

. Ten 
Eleven 
Twelve 
Thirteen 
Fourteen 
Fi:('teen 
Sixteen 
Seventeen 
Eighteen 

i 

Age at First 
in Court ror Misconduct (RS) . .... ... _ ....... -_ .. -..-

Ten 

27.0 
23.0 . 
13.5'-
5.4 
6.8 
.9.5 
5.4 
1.4 
1.4 
2.7 · .. 

........ 
, ... · . 

• •• 1.4 

, . 

Probs ... 
2 
2 

'. 

.. 

••• 2.7 
'J 2 7 • 

" .L 

Eleven 
Twelve 
Thirteen 
Fourteen 
Fif'teen . 
Sixteen 
Seventeen 
Eighteen 
Nineteen 
Twenty 
Twenty-one 
Twenty-Two 
Twenty-three 

'7" .. , . 9.5 .. ' .. ... 

Mean: 17.3 years 
Standard deviation: 

., . 
, :":" . .. 

2.82 

7 8 .. 
4 C: ... . 

1'3 : ...... .. 
'-8' . 

12 
5 
1 
3 

. , .. _ .2. ""_ 

9.5 '. 
10.8 . . .... .. 

, 5.4 . .,(+ 

. 11..6" 
10.8' : 
16.2 
6.8 
1 .. 4 
4.1 

... 2·1 
74 100 

/ 



. 5.13 Plea -
Guilty 
Not guilty 

12 .• \ 
. ' . 

........ 

5.14( 1) Legal representation % . 
39.7 
60.3 

(QJi.6) 

5.14(2) 
. . ' .t_ .. . 

• • 

-- ........... 

'0 ••• 

• ...1,. 

Represented by 
Not represented 

- . 

_. '- ... e ••••• 

Of those that had a lawyer, 82.% said that they thought it 
worthwhile to have had' a lawyer; the rest (18%-)·_·:thought tha 
it was not. (Q4.7) . 

For those not legally represented: 
for-E.Q.!;_l}aving a Lawyer (9jf.81 . 

.. -..... 
Had already confessed, 15.9 
signed 'st stement, etc .. , 

Just didn't want to 
(for other reasons . 
than the foregoing) 

Expense ::, "t: " " 
:,. " 

Had Maori Welfare 
instead 

Doesn"t know - didn ,'t 
think of having a lawyer 

Didn t t or wouldn t t kriow 
how to go about getting 

.... a ... lawyer 

Other reasons 

No entry, question 
missed 

23.0 

6 .. 3 

q.8 

7.9 

2.4 
.. ..... ' _ .... 

No.t. applicable, 
.' had a lawyer 

Attitude to Lawyers: -. . -. ---
subjects not repres-

ented by counsel, .the.ir ..... 
. "opinion on' whether it 

would have been a goo.d . 
idea to have been rep-' ': .. 
resented: .: . .' .. " . 

Thinks s6 strongly'" 
Ipclined to think so 

- - No opinion 
Somewhat against it 
'Strongly against it' 
Not applicable - rep-

resented by' a 'lawyer' 

% 
1 .. 6 
5.5 

15 .. 1 
34.9 
3.2 

39.7 

. -. 

.' . . 
.J •• i. .. 

, .: 



. . 

t' 

5.16 

13 • . 

... 

If without a lawyer, subject 
W..9u.1.,9. know how to get. one' 
if he wanted one: 

% 
Would have a fair ide a ' .. ', 14.3 
Would need help 46.0 
Not applicable ... had a. . 39.7 

lawyer 

. ', I .. : .. 

(Q4.10) 

5.17 Le...s:al.Aid: 

5.18 

5.19 

What subject knows 
about Free Legal Aid: 

Never heard of it 
Hazy about it 
Knows about it 

?ersolllLl@..art fr.om cOUQ.se;9 
who spoke to court on 

beha1f (according.to 

% 
86.5 
10 .. 3 
"3.2 

. his view of situation): . % 
No one 
Maori Welfare Officer 
Maori Warden 0.8 

tparents(s)f 5.5 
Probation Officer 19.8 
other people 8.0!: 

'. 

: .: 

(Q4.11) 

. 
(QJ./..12) 

... ' ", . . .... ,'. 

6 (4.8%) subjects sni d that 2 people, and 1 . subject said 
that 3, people spoke t.o the Court em their ·behalf. 

No one 
Maori Welfare Officer 

'Parent(s)' 
Other relatives 
Employer 
Adult friend(s) 
Gi'rl friend 
Same-age friends 
Probation Officer 
Other 

24.6 
6.3 

39.7·, 
21.5 
'3.2 

.' 4.0 
. 3.2 

3.2 
16.7 > 

2.4 

'.:', (Q4.13) 

,"'" .' 

" . 

I' ," .... 56 ... 4%. sub"je'cts haa ohe person there,." 12.7% had.two, .... 
had 3 and 3.2%4; as shown, only '. 

.. ... 

5.20 

5.21 

"N" " 

of' Court f s decision:' 
. % 

Too severe ' . 4.8 
Fair, reasonable, etc .. -: ' 79 .. 4 
Too was lucky 11.1 
"The'y made a mistake, !'. 

was not guilty,. etc 0.8 
Doesn't know 4.0 

Whe .. J.J. 
t imLof 

Yes 
No 28.6 

(Q).j..14) 
. : 

. ...... 
j' ...... • ..... - ......... 

(Q4.15) 



5.24 

5 .. 25 

14. 

F,ound at scene' o£ crime 
Suspicious circumstances· 

during or immediately 
£ollowing the crime 

Fingerprints, other 
circumstantial evidence 

Name given police by 
. companion in o££ence 

Attempting to dispose o£ 
stolen property leads 
to arrest 

% 
17 .• 5 

4.0 

4.0 

... 
Non-involved associate 

o£ subject (e.g.£ather) 
reports to police (e.g., 
after £inding stolen 
property at home) 4.0. 

Description o£ subject 
by witnesses 15.1 

other means of detection 16.7 
Not known .• , 24.6 

Mone;y:: 
Money situation at time .. 
o£ o£fence (this will 
o£ten be irrelevant -

. e,.g., when .o:t:£ence wa.s· 
.... 

Short o£ money at time 
Not short 
Not known, e·tc. 

Premeditation: 

O££ence a sudden 
ision 64.3 

O££ence not a sudden 
decision 24.6 

Cantt deCide, etc 2.4 
Not applicable (e.g. 

motor accident) 7 .. 9 

I' 

o£ the . 
Monday . '. '. 7.9 ' 
Tuesday 
Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 
No ini'ormation 

7.9 
9.5 

12.7 
.. 17.5 

..... 25.4 
.. :,11.9 

. 7 •. 1 

. I 

(Q4.18) 

;; 

(Q5.20) 



5.26 

, 5.27 

5.28 

" 

5.29 

o' I ,', 

" 

Had been drinking 
Had not been drinking 
Not stated 

15. ; " . ' 

% 
" , 

39.7, , 
59.5 ' 

':: 

Can state no reason 38.1 
Needed property taken,etc '19 • .0 
"For kicks" and similar 4.8 

\" 

"Led into it" etc , 8.7 0 
For sexual gratification, " , " 
etc. '5.6 

"Drinking" 4.0 
other 15.9 
Objects to say 2.4 
Claims innocence 1.6 

to: 
it wopth it?" 

Yes 
No 
No reply, etc 

Verbalisations to: 

% 
6.3 

90.5 
:3.2 

"Would it have been worth. it 
ir;y;:ou J:lafut' t been ca£8ht , % 

Would have been 
Would not have been 
Doe sn 't know 
Not stated 

46.8 
14

0

'3 ' : .. " 06.9 

,0, 

o)."(!'.ep..9.e,o 
ment ioned . 0, % 

Offender himself .' 47.6 
His "parents" etc. by 

upset 
"Victim" of offence 

18.3 

10.3 Other 
Doesn't know or not stated 9.6 . . 

o " 

. ,':' 

'. 
" 

.", • I ... · 

: t t'··. 

,', . 

, . 

" 0 

.... } .' .. ': . 

", .. 

" :'; . 

o , , 

, ' 

. " ... , " / .:" . 
• : r 

'. 

(Q,,4.22) 

. . 

(Q 4.23) 

(Q4.24) 

". ' .. : , 

(UJ.25) 

I :. 

.. L 
. ". 

. 

. "-. '.' . 



5.34 

16 .. 

Knowledge of Victim 

Offenderts knowledge (at time 
of offence) of 11victimu' of 
offence: % 
Victim a complete strang8r 33.2 
Victim a: complete stranger" 

but present at the scene 
of the crime (e.g., victim 
of assault on taxi-rank) 9.'5 

A person known to offender, 
but not an aCQuaintance 
(e.g., known as "local 
s,ervice station proprietor, ' 
known by Sight") , 7.9 

An acquaintance 12.6 
Friend 8.7 
Relative 7.1 
Employer 2.4 . 
other 1.6 
Not applicable, not stated, J 

etc. 16.6 

Attitude to Victim 

Offender regarded victim as: 
% 

Impersonal institution or 
business - "they" etc 26.9 

A person or persons 61.6 
Undecided, not stated,etc. 11.5 

When victim a 
offender tho 

.,' . 

An acquaintance (not necessarily· 
but know at least to 

speak to) , . ... 7 
Not an acquaintance put 

someone he had seen 
"around and about" before 
the offence 12.7 

A complete stranger 23.0 
Not applicable, not 
stated etc. 36.4 

Whether offender believed 
victims to or Non-Mabris 

Maor1(s} '-) 
Non-Maoris 
Possibly some Maor1(s) and 

some Non-Maori(s) 
Not sure, donlt know, etc 
No information 

% 
19.0 
26.1 

26.9 
15.1 
11 .1 

(QA.26) 

( Q4.26) 

I ' 

, 



• 

. . 

17. ' 

( .. : :.: . ; 

% 
Yes - victim suffered substantial 

loss or injury 16.7 
No - not much property involved, 
,or if assault, etc, was trev-_ ': _ 

- -,' . : ial in nature 
No - victim(s) could af'f'ord it; , 

or if sex offence, assault, 
etc, "was asking :for it", . 

No - victim(s( 
No - for other'reasons 
Doe an t t know 
Objects to say, won.ft answer, 
etc. 

. Not applicable 

10.3 
0.8 

15.9 
11 .. 1 

1.6 
,7.9, .. 

Companions in o:ff'ence 
1not counting partner in 

None 
One 

, , 
any" sex 

42.9 

Two 
Three 
Four 
Five to seven 
Eight to ten 
More than ten 

25.3 
15.9 
7.1 
3.2 
2.4 
.1.6:, 
1.6 

J.. 

"\ :. '" . ' .. 
... , 

, " 

(Q4.27) , 

-.: . ',.' :' 

.' . 

Of "those that <Ii.P. hav'e,-one" or more companions, about 1/5th hatl 
all Pakeha and about 2/3rds had all Maori 
panions, leaving a little un,der 1/5th that h,ad both Maori and 

!, ':, Pakel1a companions. (Q'.4.29) . ,','.... , . '; 
_. . . .... -' > .. . 

5.37 Age of' 

Whether any were much than 
o:ffender - say about 5 years 
older, : . ' % 
Were older .. . 11 .1 
Were of' about same age · ' 46.1 
Not applicable - no 42-.9 . ' 

5.38 Where . 
wi th his com12anions in the ',= 

% 
Neighbourhood, etc 
Pub ..... .. 1.6 ... , 
School friends 15.1 . 

'",;::9ther long-standing :friends- "".4 .. Q 
Relatives ' ':7.1 
Work -1 ... 9; 
Not applicable - no 42.9 

.. '", 

'. 

(Q)}.30) 

. , . 

.. " -.: 

. '-. 

(Q4.31 ) 

'< .... , 



in trouble with the law 
, previously. % 

' 0, 

Yes 
No 
Doe sn 't mow 
Not applicable - no co.m.,:. 

panione' ' 

27.7 22.1 
7.9 

42.9 
.. . 

5.40 Whether at some time ' 
count in 

Yes 
No 
Doesn't know 
Not stated 

. . 
. Pr,obs. 

-% 
11 .1 
77.0 
10.3 
1.6 

The differences are not significant 

5.41 b:r_other!l __ __ 1n 
.. 

f ,(n.,ot _counting 

Yes 
No 
Doesn't know 
Not applicable 
Information not 

Probs. 
% 

35.6 
66.0J 
3.2 
0.8 . .. . 

• :OJ . 

oj • 

N.S • , % 
. 7.4 
79.0 
8.6 

.' 4.9" 

N.tr. 
% 

16.0 
75.3 
3.7 
3.7 
1.6, ' 

.. ' 
... • • I . 

Chi-square = 8.5 
. 0.001. < p <.' 0 .. .905 

", ',,: ',I" -

,The dif'f'errehce"'is sigrti:f1cant .' .. 
Age when f'irst 
known_ to the police f'or an 

·gff'ence. by his account 

Under 8 years 
. 8-9 years 

10-11 years 
12-13 years 
'14-15 years 
,16-17 years 
18-19 years 
20-21 years 

,', 21-22 years 
23 and' above 
Inf. not available 

% " -0.8. ' 
eY.8 
3.2 
7 .. 9 

16.6 
29.2 
'27.7 
5.5 
3.2 
1.6 
3.2 

df' :: 1 

Mean age was 17 years, ,with standard deviation 2.8 

5.43 .. ,SN.!?", .tf! .. !I!3:S 
his f'irst t , ' % 
Yes 
No 
Not known 

67.9 
29 .. 2 
1.6 

-.. 

(Q4.34) 

, ", 

'J' \ 

! 

(Q4.36) 



.. 

6. 
6.1 

MARITAL STATUS M 
, , . 'r'" ___ ___ .. J_ .. 

Marital status and number 
__ 

... " 

Single, no children 
Single, with children 
Married, no children' ". 
Married, one. child 
Married. two'children 

't:tU'ee children' 

19. 

Probs. 
% 6f'-74 

90.5 
2.7 
1.3 . 
1.3 
1.3 
2.7 

(A-B66 and RS) 

N.S. 
% of 81 

The 'differences are not significant 

7.. HOME 

;' '!" -. 

'. ' 

. , 

One town or .place .' 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Not known, etc 

Mean 
Variance 

.. ,Probs ... , .' '% : ... 
62.7 
28.6 
6.3 

" .1·.6 
0.-8 

.1.5 
0.47 

N.S. 
% 

66.7 
23.5 
4.9 

. 1.2 
3.7 

. ..·.1.4 
, 

There is no significant difference here 
• ... • j 

Both parents together 
Mother alone 
Father alone· 
Gr andp aren t '( 8 ) 
other relatives 
Foster parents 
Adoptive 

Probs'. 
% 

74.6 
5.6 .... 

11.9 
3.2 
0.8 
4.'0, 

..N .. 
% -.. :. '. 

" . 70.4 
11 .. 1 

1 .2 

3.7 
1.2' 
:7 .,4 

- ",,- . '\ 

" ,', ... 
. '.: ... " 

, , • j " 

.... , 

There is no significant difference here.. About three-
a.uarters of both sample s appear to have been reared to 
age 6 mainly by both parents. \Vhere there'was separ-
ation, the most common reason stated was informal ! ., . 

adoption by relatives (8% of all Probationers',aild 11% 
of' all Servicemen). There is thus no support· .'here for 
the, idea freouently advanced that the practice of 

adoption markedly,to delinquency 
amc?l'lg Maoris. J 

, . . , 

.. . '.: . 
. . 



7.03 
20. 

parents alive (at time of interview) (Q1 .5) 
Probs. N S. 

% % 
Both 64.3 63.0 
Mother de ad , father alive 8.7 7.4 
Father dead; motp.er alive 20.6 18.5 
Both dead 4.0' . 4.9 . 
Doesn't knOW 2.4 6.2 

There is nO significant difference here. The high mortality 
amongst the parents of both sub-samples is noteworthy, however; 
this throws new light on the earlier finding in the "Limited 
Study Comparing Maoris and Non-Maoris appearing in the Children t B 
Court in 1960", that about one in every four of the Maori boys :_ 
had at least one parent dead. In that report it was supposed -' 
in absence of that this factor might be 
contributory to This new information 
grave doubt on the idea. 

I 

Whether .p_arents living together 
{where both parents still,alive) 

Parents, if, alive, together 
if alive, 

Probs.. N.S. 
% " % 

50 .. 0 
, 50.0 

This dif'f'erence is not significant. 

(Q.1.6) 

7.05' f'i(Ul!b.e_!:s .. qf .. . 
, half- but not 
, step-sibs) Probs. N. S. 

Mean numbers 6.89 
Tho. difference is not signif'icant . ' 

'. 
7 .06 .Clf'.. .. 

Probs. N.S. 
Mean number 4.0 3.7 

The difference is not significant 

Number· of different families or 
lived with 

Mean'number 
i,iReal" home 
Nominateis"realtl home as being 

2.9 

'wi th:' P!'obs .. 
% 

Both parents 62.7 
Mother and step-father 5.6 
Father and step-mother ••• 
Mother singly 7.1 
Father singly 1.6 
Grandparents 8.7 
other rela'tives 6.3 
Adoptive parents (whether 
. legally or informally adop"tedll..O 
Other 4.0 , 

N.S • ./ 
2.9 

N.S. 
% 

66.7 
7.4 
1.2 
9.9 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
4.9 
2.4 

(Q1.8) 

(Q1 .9) 

,(Q1.10) 

There is no significant difference here, nor in the proportions 
who are living in this real home about the time of. intervieW'. 



\ 
/' 

21-.' , 

7.09 Questions home and family 

Provision had ,to be in the construction of the interview 
schedules, tor the wide variety of eariy backgrounds which could. 
be expected to be found. If an interviewee had been brought 
up from birth,by for example, there would be 
more in questions aboUt his grandparentts household 
than there would his natural parent's household, 
even in cases where he had maintained some contact with them. 

the following conventions were adopted: \ 

"Home" refers to the household which had the largest share, 
by time, i'n the 'inter'viewee' s upbringing. (The Quotation 
marks are used to emphasise that the h0me is used in 

, .' this specialised way, and 'does not necessarily to the, 
household pf the natural parents.) Similarly, "parents", 
"father", and "mother" refer to people in the "home lf • 

7.10 

" ..... 

Thus if an interviewee had been brought up mainly by his 
grandp aren,t s , "home," would refer to the grandparent's 
household, "father" would refer to his grandfather, and 
"mother" ,to his grandmother • . '. . 

(Q1 .12) 

Both parente 
One parent, 'with or without 
step-parent, etc 

Grandparents and other 
relatives. 

other 
.... ! 

Probs. 
% 

64.3 
12.7 

Differences are not significant. 

for ,RepjJ)d 

Has been away 
Has not 
Ambiguous answers, not known, 
etc. 

Probs. 
% 

28.6 
57.9 
13.5 

N.S.' 
% 

66.7 
14.8 

11 .1 

N,S .. 
% 

24.7 
59.3 
16.0 

'r 

" , 

(Q1.13) 
"I"" 

, ' 

The differences are not ,significaIlt, nqr differences 
at time of being aw'ay Careful note was taken' of :experience 
,of ,institutions (hospital, children's homes, ,nealth camp, 

, Probationers werie, neither . more p.or ;tess likely than 
,'Servicemen"to h'ave been in an ,institutt.on kind" 

In both samples, about one in three (with a,very ,slightly 
greater 'proportion of hospital at 
some time; this was the most common experience of any kind 
of institution. 

:' (.: . J ! • 



8. 

8.02. 

8.04 

, 

PARENTS ,AND FA}.'ILY REI,ATIONSHIPS"" - .. _ .... -.. ............... -.... _ .. - .............. -- .............. ......... ... ""---'. .. . 
There -were no SiBnif1carit differEmces, i'n 'the 

, Identity, of ,breadwinner _ of :ftlmily (i. e. s mainly ',7hether the 
breadwinner was "fathe:r;>" or "mother"); whether breadwinner 
had to live il). one place wpile "working in' , , whether 
breadwinnef ,did work incidence of illness amongst 
the "parentsl!; who was the t boss t at "home" - t!father", or 
"mother". 

; The data on of parents are shown more 'explicitly below: 

... 

Whether "fatheI'II had had serious 
i'lIness . 

Yes No 
Not known, etc 

, 
',' Probs.' 

% 
,36.0 
51 .2 
12.8' 

N.S. 
.% 

51.8' 
"38.3 

9.9' , 
This is a difference in a direction 'opposite to' that ':' 
expected; it is not, however . 

Whether "father" had had 
c q.:f)cl, 
illness, ' " 

Yes 
No , 
Not known,' etc. 

, . 
Whether "mother" had had _ .... ., v_ 

Yes 
No 
Not known etc. 

" 

Probs. 
% 

24.8 
60 .. 8 
14.4 

I '" • 

Probs. 
, '% 
28.0 
62.4 

9 .. 6 

(Q2.6) 
N.S. 
% 

22.2 
67.9 ' 
9.9 

(82 .. 7) 
N.S. 
% 

24.7 
.67.9 
7.4 

8.05 Whether "mother" had had 
, 

. 
8) 

illness . ' 
• -'--i 

Yes 
No 
Not known, etc 

Probs., 
% 

21.6 
72.8 

, 5.6 

N S. 
% 

21.0 
69.1 
9.9 

None of these differences is significant. 
8..06 : , be'¥J:.ng' on fami:(i : 

Lt, 

--
, , 

,I, 

'When subjects were asked to say whether' there was anyone they 
did not get on with at ,showed nq,' ,s:ignificant 
difference' (82%' of Probationers and, ,89% of Servicemen said 
that there' was no that they felt they did not get 
on wi ,.' '" But f"ollowing questioris sh:0we.d )lP, differences • 

.... '" 

0' 

---.-. * The results about the Probationers reported in this section relate 
to 125 l Probationors. ' 

: 
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8.07, '''PerE}.on: 'subject said"he 

, , 

" . 

g9Loh best -with I -j . " , . 
.' 

, 

No one specially 
It Motherll :: 
"Fatherll . 
Both IIparents", 
Brothers arid 'sisters 
All others, n'ot known, 

: , ' Probs'. 'N.S. 
" % 

, , 

28,8 
28.8 
12'.0 
2.4 

20.8 
etc. 7.2 

rini-square = 31.B 
P< 0.001 

% 
61:7 
3.7 

16.0 
-1.2 

13.6 
3.7 

The are highly 

, , ..... (Q2.11) 
' , 
'. 

" 

df = 4 

The Probationers appear to "pIny tes" in their 
to a greater extent than thc Servicemen; the main 
ig the ,greater likelihood ot·expressing most liking 

for the mother, or for brothers and sisters. The latter pre-
ference could be interpreted as showing greater likelihood of 
some strain in relations with "the parents". 

8.0B Person subject said he 
' 011 

.. , 

....... _!. 

- -. - -, ... 

!Lit..!! 

No one specially 
II Mother" 
"Father ll 

Brothers and sisters 

Probs. 
" % 
55.2 

N.S. 
'% 

All others-," doesn t t kp.ow, 

7.2 
17.6 
15.2 

etc' 4.B 

70.3 

2.5 
16.0 
3.7 

dhi-souare = 11.7, 
0.01 <'P < 0.02 

are 

= 4 

The Probationers tend more to nominate some family member 
as "hardest to get on with"" and more frequently nominate the 
Itfather" Some' ,auestionsyielded: .data· consistent with 
,the suggestion that relat'ions with the are' a, source of 
difficulty. 

Verbalisation concerning 
J?erception ' 

("What 'was your 
, , 

Probs. ,N-.S. 
% %, 

Tough on boy 12.B 2.1 .0 
Average 
'Easy-going 32.0. 
Variable , 5.6 3.7: 
Can't say, etc 5.6 ' , 9.8 . 

(Q2.15) 

The difference ,'is not significant. (It would be, 
- ,to know how to 1ffiee diff'erence is in, 'the dir-
,'ection of the non-offenders being likely than, the 

.- off'endera: to perceive the fathers, as Iltougl1";', , other studies 
. suggest that, there is a difference, it is in the 

oppOSite direction.) Possibly the result is connected more 
with a certain in replying to the question 
than to the actual relationship purportedly described. 



....... , 

. : . '" 

8.10 , At the point in the interview reached in the foregoing question, 
the interviewer was 'asked to have an informal discussion about 

8.11 

8.12 . 

8.13 

the "father' drinking habits, and then himself answer some . 
questions about these habits based on the information so obtained. 
The anSwers supplied are now dealt with. 

Did "father I S" im;eair 
:reiations.,\!!.{h thELPoy? • . Probs. 

Yes 
No 

% . 

Unable to tell, etc , , 4 2. 

chi-square = 5.66, 
, '0.01 <. p 

df = t 

The differences are 

Did lIfather" drink - Probs.', -
Yes 
No 
Unable to tell, etc. 

% 

8.0 

chi-square = 5.63, 
o. 01 <. p ( O. 02 

df = 1 

The .differences are significant. 

Yes" 
No 

to tell, etc 

Probs. 
% 

8 
60.8 

. 10.4 

N.B • 
% 

3.7 
72.8 
12.3 

N.B.· %', -, 

11 .1 
70.3 
11 .1 

N.B. ,% . 
21.0 
62.9 
11 .1 

'( , 
The dif'ferences are' not" s"ig:rrlficant 

, . 

(Q2.16) 

(Q2.16) 

" 

(Q2.16)\, 

8.14· "is that drink is more of, problem 
,", ·amongst the- fami·lies of the. Probationers than .those of the 

, Bervicemeno This was borne out in the comments in an 
open-ended question where significant differences were found 

. implying that the "fathers" of the Probationers were less likely 
·to be non-drinkers and more likely to be problem drinkers of. one 
kind or another, than the Ufathersll ot the' Servicemen'" The '., 
question on" drinking for which the' largest \,found 
was that about whether the I sIt drinking iIilpaired his re-
lationship with the subject; there was no 
for the Questicns about the heaviness of the Ufather t stl·drinking. 
It may be thnt drinking was not a basic cause discord, but 
rather that·, when there ·was already a generally poor 'relation-
'ship between "father" and son, overt signs of disharmony; would ,. 

" . _ . J • . etnerge clearly whep. the had been ,It, is note-
..... :' Vlorthy tnat the Ilf athers II of 11% of :the' Servicemez:!, freQuently 

.': anQ.- 21% 9.z'ank heavily: but that drink impaired the relationship 
i-in only '3.7% of the cases. were no questions on 

the "motherts" . ,drinking and nO,thing 'em:erged about it. 
'.' I 

.... L 

; • ,I 
:1° : .!. ". • i 
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The next questions concerned discipline 'and supervision. 

8.1·5· . How the ·sub;lect WitS punished when' 
he ;elW'.!3.d :tm. .. as. a at .:"home" 

. "[before age·.1 0) . _ 
.. . .. Probs. 

'. With a stick, .strap, etc •.. 
': .slapplfulg,. etc 
·Fist, etc . 
'Other corporp.l _. 
Growling, telling off, etc 
Other 

% 
32.0 ' 
20.0 
1.6 

10.4· 
. 31;2-. 4.8 

N.S'. 
% 

64."2 
11 .1 

: e' •• - . : .. ·4.9 
. 11".1 

.• 7 

. chi-square =! ,. 5. .. / 001 ' .. ' ..... p ....... 

The 'highly .csignificant e' . 
• ' .," -. ,)'1 .' '. _. • 

" 

(Q2.17) 

. 'l'he is that ·the was 
more informal end a .. ·of.· imp'l:llse that· the _ Servicemen; 
this interpretation :more-plausible . 'one whi6h'··attI'ibutes 

, greater severity to the disciplinary 'practices of' '. the. Servicemen 
. families, and it is certainly tbe·'·informal 'categoI'ies (slapping 
. and growling) that the prepqnderate.. 'j .. 

Reasons· for fre9.uent·· .. : 
T .-. E,.'unishment .. 

I ".y:.-! ..... :".' -. .: 
. i ' .. ,', . ,,_. I 

. :.1 '., 

_ .. , .: : ... 
. ;.' .. .... __ ' ........ 

:.( other .!::. ' . 

. . :: ·Probs • 
:.: .;:% 

";.1 . 

22.4"· . 
77.6 

.. • 
% . 

. 8.6 
91.4 

. ' .. .. '."' ... ,',-:.' 
,,'-';' . '.:" ':i. '1. J";":. 

.': .... t ... l' 

.·c4i-sq"':!are .= 6.6, df = 1 
. ? 01 <: 1? <, 0", OZ 

'" - l"! -:... '.. '. The· difference is signif'icant.· '. 
• '. t"( 

I " .,' 

'" ; . 
'. .. :' 

8.17 The remaining. questions on supervision and .discipline .yie·lded . 
no significant dif'ferences suve the last of them, which requirQd 
the interviewer to rate the discipline of the subjects, so far 
as information permitted, on the "scale" devised by the Gluecks· . 

I (1950) • . . 

Adequate - firm but kindly 
OVerstrict 
Lax " 
Erratic 
Cannot rate 

. , 
::: 10.1 

0.01 <. p (0.05 

. '.1 •. , : '.': 

N.S. 
%' 

d:{' = .. 4 

.: 'The difference is s i gnific ant:: •. 
", .. -, ','I' • ,'. .,", 

. " 

.':;: I 

.I' • :-

-,' 

9.3 

1
53.5 

30.2 l.J+.2 
4.7 
2.3 
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8.19 Th1s question gave a clear-cut resUlt, but we should be cautious 

in attaching too much importance to it'. 'The' "measurement ll made' 
'. " 'here is one of the most likely of all. to be "d.istorted by factors 

associated with' the imperfect experiment'al deSign that we were 
forced to use. ,The rating is a highly subjective one and 111-
defined, and there were uncontrolled differences in the situation 
in which it to be made, between Probationers and SerVicemen. 
Thus, Army Education and .Welfare Officers made their ratings in 
an Army camp, with verY'little acquaintance the subjects, 
no access to files about them. no knowledge ,nbout they were 
offenders or not, and so 'one The Probation made their 
ratings during a reporting seSSion, fully aware that the subject 
had offended (so that if an individual Probation Officer had a 
theory which related discipline and the likelihood of becoming 
an offender, this would be very likely to colour his rating) 
probably atter a full of his file on several occasions, 
and Against the pre-supposition that the rating 1s 

''1.' . hopelessly biased for these reasons is the interesting evidence 
,c- that results for the National SerVicemen who were offenders 

__ , from those. who we:re non-offenders, the ,latter showing in 
:;:': :.! "the main,' laxer' Slis0 ipline • This difference eould not be ex-

plained by factors associated.with place and type of 
However, difi'e'rences ,between the two, Plain" groups on 
this rating need be no surprise; the question whether these 
differences reflect objective differences, in the variable rated, 
or only as outlinod above, though a 
one, cannot be answered with any certainty. The '-most that can 

.Mr . r 
9.::,., .' 

be said is that the results of the rating are consistent with 
the results of the other questiona,'and indeed provide rather'a 

. good summary of the trend diBcor.n'3d. '-It" sllg[)'8'sts that, discipline 
of the young 'was a duty less conscientiously undertaken in the 
homes of the Probationers, than in the homes of the SerVicemen, 
and that what discipline spontaneous and 
informal and perhaps erratic for than for the latter. 
Without more eVidence, or at least a 'more sophisticated (correl-
ational) analy&1s it 1:s not t.o say more at present; 
greater numbers in the sample of Probationers will also help 

' " .:"j t- " 

: ; .... ", 

EDUQ..ATION 
'. _) I., 

9,.01 ,!'fumber of primarz schools .attende,s (Q3.1 J 

,', i 

"r'::' ,,', One school 
, , I Two s-chools 

Three 's-6hocils 
Four schools 
Five schools 
Six schools 
Seven schools 
Not known 

" , . 

Mean number ·of ·schools . .... .... " 

: 

: 

. . 

Probs. N.S. 
% % 

35.0 35.8 
30.2 30.9 
12.7 16.0 
12.7 12.3 
5.6 2.5 
3.2 1.2 ., :. i.2 I ... .. _ 

0.8':-; • • • 
2.4 '- .?3 , 

The differences are not significant. 

, , 

. 
" 

... 
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No secondary schools 
One secondary sehool 
Two schools 
Three schools, 

Mean number of schools 

Probs. 
%, 

11.9 
'73.8 .. 
13 .. 5 
0.8 

1 .1 

N.S. 
% 

9.9 
, 70.3 
17.3 

2.5 

1.1 

9.03 Age left school (A-866 and Q3.5) 

13 years 
14 years 
15 years 
16 years 
17 years 
18 years 
19 years 
still at school 

. Mean age at which left 
school: 

Probs. N ... S. 
% % 

... 
1.6 

\1. ••. 

37"Q 
29.6 
16.0 
12.3 
1.2 
••• 

15.4 years 16.0·years 

p < 0.001 
I _ 

The d:j.f'ference ts'. highly significunt;· 
.. 

9.04 Hi@.est class. at school before leav'in,g .... (A.:..866 and Q.3.6) , 

Probs. N.S. 
% %: 

Standard 4 or lower 1.6 ••• 
Form I 0.8 1.2 
Form II 8.7 7.4 
Form III 20.6 16.0 
Form IV 42,9 30.9 
Form V 23.8 38.3 
Form VI B. ("Lower VI) . ••• 6.2 
Still at school 1.6 

Mean form'reached: 3.8 4.2 

z =2 • p < ? 01 
chi-square = 15.11,' df=6, 

0.01 < p < 0.02 

The difference is s ign.ifi cant •. '. 
(A-866 .and Q3.8)· 

. Probs . 
, . 

. No qualific at ions 
School certificate 
University entrance 
University degree or 
degree 

Other' 

part 

% %:' 
100· 90.1 
••• 4.9 
••• 1.2 

..... 
••• 

2.5 
1.2 

" . 

ch+-square = 8.78, df'=f (using the dichotomy; 
uno Qualifications" vs .. "some qualifications tt ) 

0.001 <.. p <0.005 
The difference is significant. 



9.06 

9.07 

. ,Probationers and' do not 'differ on the 'average 

. number of primary or secondary schools attended. However, Pro-
bationers tended to leave' school at a lower age,. and to be in a 
lower class when they left. None of the Probationers acouired 
any educational aualification, while 10% of the Service-
men acquired Cer,tif'icate or some higher ation. 

Whether parents objected if stayed hqme fro1L.§.9hool 
whell"pot sill, ( Q3.11 ) 

Parents would mind 
Parents wo'uld not "mind 
Not known, e,tc .. 

. . 

Probs. 
% 

61 .9 
33.4 
4.8 

N.S. 
, %. 
88.9 
11 .1 · .. 

dichotomy: "would mind" vs. Itwould not mindlt, 

chi-square = 13.12, df:::1 p" 0.001 

-The difference is highly significant. 

Truanting (Q3.13): 
. ':' \' 

Often truanted .'. 
Sometimes truant'e'a'" 
Never, trt!-ant.ed , 
Not Known' . , , ",t ' 

- ' , 

,I •. 

,) . 

Probs. 
% 

,15.9 
8 

.2.4' ( 

The difference is not significant • 

Hated school . 
Disliked it.' 
II It was OKIt. 

• 1.. 

ProbSt 
% 

7.9 
12 .. 7 
41.3' .... 

N.S. 
% 

• •• 

N.S .. 
% 

3.7 
21 .. 0 
30.9 

Quite liked school 
Liked school 

14.3' - - 24.7 
23.0 

Not known' , 0.8 

Omitting the "not knovm" -category, 
chi-square ::: 8.32 .. , . df'=5 ,-
0.05 < P:.,( 0 .. 1. '. . ' ' 

, .' 

19.8 · .. 

The difference is not significant. 

;r,: 

.' . .... 

9.10 A higher proportion of the ProbEi-tionera' truante'd than the 
National Serviqemen,. but the difference is.not , 
significant.. A smaller, proportion of the Probationer' s"parents' 
were concerned about the child staying home from school when not 
sick; this difference is highly significant. . 

. , . ' . 
. F·', 

j. 

! 
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29 • 
.... ';' .'.' 

. i'" ,( ., .. 

10.01 LeMth of tjme school and starting ,work 

Probs. 
% 

LeSB than 1 week 20.6 
1 week 21.4 
2 weeks 11 .9 
3.weeks . - 10.3 
4 weeks 12.7 
5 weeks 0.8 
6 weeks ·2.4 
7 weeks 0.8 
8 weeks 6.3 
9 or more .weeks 7.9 
Not known, not applicable, etc.4.8 

Median length of time 2.0 weeks 

Omi ttinc the "not known" c.a.t.sgory 
chi-square = 9.02, df=9 
0.3<p( 0.5 

The difference is not significant. 

N.S. 
%, 

31.0 

. 
2.5 

13.6 
" ... 
3.7 
••• 
3.7 
7.1.\.1 
3.7 

1.3 weeks 

'{" ... ., 

The di:t'!'erences' are slight, and. are,,: 
',' ... 

10.03 Trade apprenticeshi£ (A-866 and Q3.19) 
. . 

Apprenticeship completed 
Apprentices,h.ip current, 
Apprenticeship terminated 
status of 

Probs • 
% 

0.8 
7.1 
4.f} 

known. . ••• 
Never taken an apprenticeohip87.3·: 

N.S. 
%' 

3.7 
7.4 
3.7 

.1.2 
83.9 

, ' . , .. 

" \ 

The re i"s' no s igni:ric t difference • 
..... '.1.', 

..... ',',: 

. "'-:..:,', 
• I ..... )0' 

'; . .. " . '.' 
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Omitt.ing the "not known" category 
= 7.79, . di'=6 

0.2<' p < 0.3 (not signi.f'1cant) !.:::::. ' ''------
10.05 fJrst jo..e.llI (Q3.23) 

; 'St1.11 in· job .. , > .... : 
No longer .in first job 
Not known, not applicable, 

etc. 
. . 

• 

Probs.. 'N.S·. 
% % 

11.9 
85.7 

2.4 

'17.2 
82.8 

. ... 
Omitting ."not known" category 

= 1 df'=1 ' 

0.3< p < 0-.5 . 
. " 

. • M 
10.06 Length of in first,L job (Q3.22) 

., .. ' 
N.S'. % . 

than 1 
• ' r, 

" ,·Less week, . ; . . . ••• 
1 week and less than. 2 weeks 0.8 '4.9 
2 weeks and less than 3 II 1'.2 
1 month and less than 3 

months . 11.9 11 .1 
3 months and less than 6 

months 22.2 :, 3.7 
6 months and less than . 

26.2· 14:.8 1 year 
1 year and less than 

2 years 
't '. 

15.9 24.7 
2 years or more ,,', . 14.3 . 35.8 
Not known, hot applicable, 

etc. 7.1 . 3.7 

Me an length of time 11.9 mpnths 18.3 months 
Omitting "not knownlt category 
chi-square = 29.55, df':::& 
p( 0.001 

, 
The difference is highly s ignifiaant • 

: 

, .. I 

!! 
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(in the case of National Servicemen, 
take heme pay for job held immediately prior to entering camp) 

:, . ' '(A-866 and Q3.24) , :' 

£4 to £5.19.6 
£6 to £7.19.6 
£8 to £9. 19. 6 

£10 to £1'5 
£16 to £20 
£21 to £25 
More than £ 25 
Not known, not applicable, 
etc. 

to nearest 

Probs. 
% 

4.0 
5.6 
8.7 

37.3 
28.6 
10.3 

4.8 

N. S. 
% 

2.5 
2.5 
6.2 

27.2 
40.8 
13.6 
3.7 

3.7 

shill,ing) £14.7.0' £16.5.0 
" . 

1':.=2.59, p < 0.01 
" , The in pay is 

10.0a Total number of .jobs and Q3. 25) " 

Probs. N.S. 
t' % -'" .% 

, . 
1 to 3. jobs 47.6 60.5 ' 
4 to jobs 31.8 27.2 
7 to 9, jobs 10.3 8.6 

10 to 1? jobs 3.2 1.2 
13 to 15 jobs 2.4 • •• 16 to jobs 0.8 ••• 
19 to 21 jobs . . . · .. 
22 or I?,?re 1.6 · .. 
Not known, not applicable, 
etc. ' 2.5 

Mean number jobs 4.7 jobs 3.5 

Omi tting "not known" 
chi-square = 6.67.' 
0.3 <p < 0.5 
The is 

M 
10.09 Length __ 19k (Q3.27) 

. ':. . 
Probs • N.S. 

• J " 

. .--
Mean,length time, " " 10.6 months 25.6 'm6nths' , 

M::::8 , ,I ':' :,'; 34.15, 
, . 

'J;r < 0.001 . 
IThe is highly 

,. :. . ... " 
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3 to "6 weekS.-
2 to 3 montlis 
4 to 5 
6 to 7 montns I 

8 to 9 months , 
10 to 11 mon-€hs 

1 to 2 years' 
3 to 4 years, 
More than 4 'years 
Not knovr.n, not applicable, 
etc ' 

Mean time 

Probs. 
% 

0.8 
4.0 
5.6 
9.5 
6.3 
6.3 

44.4 
11 .1 
3.2 

8.7 
17.8 months' 

Omi tting the "not known" category 
. 'chi -s'quare = 29.98, Cli'::8 

P <0.001 
The difference is highly 

ti .. me without a jObM: (Q3 .. 
than'1 .... Less week 

1 to 2 weekS 23.8 
3 to 6 weeks 32.6 
2 to 3 montts 15.9 
4 to 5 months 1.6 
6 to 7 months 1.6 
8 to 9 months 1.6 

10 to 12 m0nths .... 
Longer than 1 year ,0.8' 
Not known" 9r not applicable, 
etc. 10.3 

Mean time . 5.9 weeks 

Omitting the ,"not known" category 
chi-scare =-24.24,' 
0.001 < p( 0 .. 005 : " 

The significant. 

N.S'. 
% 
· .. 
1, .2 
• •• 
2.5 
2.5 
1.2 ' 

49.4 
33.4 

9 .. 9 

· .. 
22.7 months 
'. ' 

39.6 
25.9 
19 .. 8 
9.9 · ... 
· .. 

" · .. · .. 
3.7 
2.6 weeks 

.', 

10.12 In the area of emp:J.oymcnt the Probationers 
from the National, Servicemen in the' following- ways:- :', 'the 
length of time, ,betweelJ. leaving school and starting work was 
longer for Probationers; a slightly lower proportion of . 
Prpbationers, took up apprenticeships; received 
less pay irl' the first job after leaving school; , 'Probationers 
had held more jobs. These not statistically 
significant. The two groups were substantially the same in 
the matter of who aided them in finding'the first job. Pro-
bationers in the first job for a shorter time, received 
less pay in 'the" most recent, job, and'spent less time in the 
best-liked job. The longest time in any one job was greater I 

for National SerVicemen, and the longest time without a job was 
'greate:i.· for Probationers. These differences were significant. 
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t, 
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10.13 The results have not been standardised' according to the age of 
the subjects. The mean age of the Probationers at the time of 
interview was 2.5 ye·8rs less than the mean age of the National 
Servicemen, and this difference might in part for some 
of the differences between the: two '(Jroups. (Cf. Se ction 4,) . 
However,' a smaller of Probationers. were still in the 
first job, Probationers he.d held more jobs, and. the mean of the 
longest time without a 'jOb,l£'TaS for Probationers. These 
differences (although npt'B1gnificant) are in the opposite 
direction from that which would be from purely ,the age 

_0' : 

,difference, and add weisht to the interpretation of the results 
that Probationers had a.more unstable and unsatisfactory em-
ployment history, on the averaae, than did Notional Servicemen. 

• « 

To the Court (e.g. fines, 
costs, restitution, etc.) 

To a commercial firm, 
grocery· (including hire 
purchase debts, .but not 
debts for professional 
serVices.} ;. '. 

, 
To a professional person -

doctor, dentiEit ,etc." 

Probs. 
% 

11 .1 

,. N.S,.. 
% ' 

1.2 

17.3 

1.2 
9.0 Friend 'or relative 

. Other 
"No debts 

1.6 
4.8 
4.8 . .' " ... 

Not 
50.0 

1 • 6 
" 70.4 " 

, ,;.', 1 .' 
... . ' Omit,ting the' category "to the 'Court tt, 
chi-square = 9.66, ,,',df'=5' 
0.01" P' (0.05 

: , 

The differences' are significant.' 

:-.... 

11.2 pebts .Ez.jihose who have (Q5.21)' 

Less than £10 
£10 to £19 
£20 to £29 

: . 

£30 to £39 ' • " 
£40 to £49 
£50 to £99 

£100 to 199 
£200 or more 

Mean (to nearest shilling)' 

Probs. 
% 

27.9 
18.0 
14.8 
11.5 
6.6 
9.8 
8.2 

:'3.3' ",' 
£42.4.0 

chi-square = 11,85, df=7 
0.1 .(p <0.2 
On the Kolmogrov-Smirnov test 

N .. S. 
% 

" ,'34.8 ,",.' 
",8.7 -..... .... 
1.3.0 
13.0 
21.7 
" 7 
, 0 

, , . 

the probability interval was 0.05<p(0.1 
The difference is not significant. 

", " 

- ' 



34. 
11.3 Accounts with business firms& (q51'23). 

Account with clothing store 
Account with grocery store 

or dairy 
Account with department 

store 
Account with other type 
'of firm 

No' accounts 

Probs •. 
%' 

24.6 
13.5 

1 .. 6 
2.4 

60.3 

. N.S. 
% 

24.7 
9.9 
3.7 

59.2 

The differences are not significant. 

11.4 (Q51'25) 

11.5 

12. 

12.1 

Probs.' N.S. 
% % 

Motor vehic:;Le 
Clothes 
Girl friend(s) . 
Liquor 
Other 
Not known 

Omitting the" not known" category 
chi-square '= 8.22, df'd.:J;. 
O.05-<p< 0.1 

The . differences ape not significant. 
, 

2.5 
27.2 
43.2 
1.2 

21.0 
4.9 

A smaller-proportion of' National Servicemen than of Probationers 
had debts, but those'Nntional Servicemen who were in debt a 
larger proportion owed relatively large sums of money (more' 
than £40). The differences on the questions dai+Dg with financ-
ial matters were not significant •. 

m..I.g.o..I.I..Qti-'!'O .AND GROUPS 

(Q5.1)· .. 

Belongs to no clubs 
Rugby, Rugby Le ague, 

soccer , .. cricket 9 or 
hockey club 

Other club 
Other t.yp'e of club 
Not knQV'{Il 

For "does not 
any .club" vs. 11 other 11. 

chi,-square = 9 •. 60" d:e=1 
'0.001 < p-( 0.005 \ .. 

Probs. 
% 

60.3 

24.6 
2.4 

11.9 
0.8 

be:j.ong to 

.. ' 

'The differences are signific ont • 

. ;.. 

' .. 

N.S. 
% 

38.3 

42.0 '4 9 . ','. , " , 

••• 

, . 
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, 

." i , 

12.2 Church attendance (Q5.2), 

Probs. N.S. 
% % . , 

Once a month or more frequently 27.8 

Less often than once a month, 
or never 72.2 59.3 

. 
chi'l'"square = 3.76" d:t'=1 
0.05 <.pZO.1 
The difference is not significant. 

12.3 (Q5.3) 

15.9 
11 .1 

Anglican 
Catholic 
Ratana 
Methodist 
Ringatu 
Presbyteriim 
Salvation Army 
Church mf Jesus Christ'of 
Latter,'Da¥ Saints 
("Mormon") 

Baptist " 
Other religion 
Atheist 
Not sure, not known 

chi-square = 
0.02 <.p.( ,0.05 

8.7 
4.8 
1.6 
4.8 
1.6 

11 .1 
, 0.8 

4.0 
0.8 

34.9' -

d:t' =11 

The'differences are significant. 

9.9 
1.2 
9.9" .... 

11".1 . 

For the dichotomy "Anglican" vs. the remainder 
= 5.57, df =1 

0.01 < If < 0.02 

The difference is 

: •• I 

12.4 Significantly more of the National, Servicemen belnnged to clubs 
than did 'More of 'the National Servicemen claim to 
attend at least once a month, but the difference'was not 
quite large" enough to be statisticallY significant,.' a 
larger proportion of Naticnal Servicemen were to the 
Anglican chUrCh: apart from this the:r;ae was Ii t,tle in 

13. 

13.1 

religious affiliation. ' . 
I- • "'0 

Probs. ",N.,S. ': 
% 

Goes straignt home, wEfshe's' 
up for evening meal, etc. 46.0 

4.0 
11.9 
35.7 
2.4 

dr, -4 The 

Goes to hotel for a drink 
Watches television 
Other, 
Not known 

o 13,7(.];, 

% 

51 .. 9 

14.8 . 
3.7 

29.6 
••• 

differences are significant. 



36 .. ·. '. 

Usual after eveniBrr meal on a ( Q5.4,ii) , 

Watches" television· 
Listens' to radio, plays 

recer.ds 
Goes straight to bed;' 
Plays billiards, darts, or .' , 

some such game 
Goes to cinema, 
Other 
Not known 

chi-square = 6;68, df:=6 
p.>o.3 

% 
50.0 

7.1 

4.0 

7.9 
6.3 
0.8' 

are not significant. 

(Q5.5) 

N;S. 
'% 
42 .. 0 
7.4 
7.4 
2.5 
9.9' 

30.9 .. ,: 

Probs. N.S. 
% % 

, Sleeps in-'late 
Works overtime in employment 
Chores around house 
Other 
Not known 

. 
chi-square =6.32,· df=4 
0.0:1 4p 

26.2 
23.0 
19.0 
30.2 
1.6 

The differences are 
, , 

'i 32.2, ' 
'17.3 
'35.7" . . ..... 

13.4 'ysual on Saturday' afi{ernoon M: (Q?5). 

Watehes television ' 
Works overtime in empioy .... : " 

ment 
Plays or practises 

phySical sport 
Plays darts or ,'. 

Probs. 
% 

7.9 

some game, 10.3 
Goes'to cinema ' 7.9 
Wa,t,ches ,sport 8.7 
Drinks ill hotel -'" 7. 
'Other social aoti vi ty , 
visiting, to milk-
bar, etc. 6.3 

Cannot specify -'kills time", 
It just muc,ks about" , etc. 5.6 

' , ' '22.2 ,',' 
, 'chi:"squara = 45.73, df=9 

P <,0.001 . 

N.S. 
% 

',,4.9 

3.7: 
'1.2 
3.7 

21.0 .. 

. .. 
••• 
18.5 " 

The differences are highly significant. 

" 

". t· " 



• 

• 

• 

13.6 

. " .. : .... 

Watches television 
Goes to cinema. 
Goes to a party 
Goes ·to, a dance 
Other 
Not lmown 

chi-square 9.30, 
0.05 < 0.1 

37. 

, . 

df'=5 

Probs. 
'% 
20.6 
23.0 
11.9 
19.0 
24.7 
0.8 

The di"fferences are not significant. 

Usual activity on Sunday afternoon 

Watches te1.evision 
stays at·home.and does 

nothing in particular -
"loafs around, house" etc.' 
Sleeps, 
Goes to the beach, goes 
. a; drive, 
other 
Not mown 

chi-sQuare=28.06, 
p <.. 0.001 

Probs. 
% 

21.4 

.1.1.9 
.. 2.4 

1.1.9 
51.6 
0.8 

The differences are highly significant. 

·Ni.S. 
% 
12.5 
21.0 
27.2 
17.3 
22.2 .... 

N.S·. 
%. 

12.3 

" '1.2 
19.8. 

8.6 
55.6 

2.5 

.- , 

'0· .... : 

13.7 The. acttv:ities recorded on interview schedules .., 
into categories. When the data was':analysed it was 
f01md tha.t many of the' 'categories had very low frequencies. 
Only the.most frecueptly occuring categories are given above; 
other categories have been amalgamated and given as "other". 
Although' the frequencies ·-of the categories making' up "other" 
were low, the large number of such .categorie.s resulted in fairly: 
high ;proportions of "the, ssmplee; fulling:.' into "other".: .' ' .. ' .. 

The Probationers significantly from the National 
Servicemen in four of the six sections dealing with common 

The overall impression is that the Servicemen 
were more 'active than the Probationers. The of 
Probatione'rs who watch teleVision is higher than the proportion 
of Servicemen in all sections which' include the category 
"watches t'elevision". On the other hand, the pr.oportion of 
National'Servicemen who 'play sport on Saturc.a,y. ,afternoon is 
almost thr·ee times the prOportion of Probationers. .An interesting 
result is that a higher proportion of National servicemen 
in a hotel, after work on 'and on Saturday afternoons, 
and go to a party on Saturday evenings: 'this 1:night, of course, 
be largely a result the age difference between the samples. 
Drinking and are activities which same people would 
tend to associate with delinquents or potential delinquents rather 
than with nbn-delinquents. These results are difficult to 
interpret in the absence of further" information, but the following 
possible explanations are offered: it may be that this is another 
aspect of the suggested tendency of the National Servicemen to be 
more active than the - looked atlas a form of social 
behaviour, going to party is ccnsiderably more active than 
watching television- it may be that offenders are generally 



13.8 (contrd) , . ' , 

14. 

14.1 

less sociable non-otfend,ers, and have n more limi'ted peer 
group circle in 'wl1ic.h they';'can enjoyably engage in social 
activity; or, as has auggested already, the'difference may 
be no more than a consequence of the ege difference between the 
samples. . 
DR INKING .:. , 

a. 
Whether s'ubject drinks ,( Q5 .11 ) 

Drinks 
Does not drink' 

. ',' 

Probs. 
% 

75.4 
24.6 , 

N.S. % .. 

79.0 
21,,0 

The diffe'rence is slight and 'is not • 
. 

. c' .' 

14.2 The question on whetfier the subject drinks refers to the time 
at which the question wns asked. Some of the subjects re-
corded as .non-drinkers· had been drinkers' in ,the past, or had 
become drunk (for example) on rare occasions although they 
considered themselves as non-drinkers.: For these subjects some 
of the questions on drinking haQits are .. relevant, eVE?n though they 
are inclUded in the category" does not drink" above. For 
renson the proportions in the' :lInot applicl;lble ll category for the 
questionS ,below varies slightly from question to question. 

, ' 

14.3 lYPe of liq'uor usually &runl ( Q5 .11 ) 

Beer 
Sp.:trits: 

Co '. Bot4 .beer and spirits 
". ,other 

Not, applicable. . ' , . 

Probs. 
% 

68.3 
0.8 
4.0",-, 

,3.1 " 23.8 ,. 

... .. significant. 

14'.4 , 

.. . \. 

..... 

!. 

.Every day 
TWo, or three time-s"a we'ek 
About once· a week, ' : 
Oh'ce a'month ' . 
I.e a's often , 

. apl;>1ioab-le or not known 

Probs. 
. %' 

4.8 
. 1403', 

31 • .7 
14 .. 3 
. 807 
25.4 

chi-Square ='9.45, df = 5 
q.05 <..p <.0 .. 1 

differences'. are not signific.ant • 

.i. ,\. ! • "". : r " 

,f. 
"'1 , ' 

' 

If.S .. 
% 

70.4 
. 2.5 

3.7 
2.4 

21.0 

N.S • 
%. 

6.-2 
21.0' 
38.3' 
13.6 

••. e 

1 to '" 

" ", 

I . 

" 

\ 
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K , 
14.5 of liguor (Q5.13) 

14.6 

(The percentages relate of subjects who stated that 
.... 'liquor had effect; as liquor had more than one effect on 

many subjects, the percentages ,add to more than. a hundred.) 

'.:'( 

Happy, high-spirited 
Sleepy, drowsy 
Relaxed, at ease 
Depressed 
Reckless, willing to take 

chances 
More' confident, "less shy 
Quarrelsome, touchy 
Want to ·be up arid, doing, 

,':':' something _ '.-
Dizzy, nauseous 
Nothing noticeable drinks 
to be. sociable 

Nothing noticeable - reason 
for drinking not stated I 

Not 'applicable or not known 

Probs. N.S. 
% .% 

37.3 
16.7 
14.3 
0.8 

7.9 
,.17.5 

6 .. 3 
5.6 
1 .6 

7.1 

7.9 
23.8 , 

44.5 
19.8 
12.3 
3.7 

12.3 
6.2 
• • • 

· ... 2.5 

4.9 
1.2 

19.8 

The differences are not significant 

N 
g,runk: (Q5 .. 14) 

• I 

Has never been drunk 
Has been drunk 1 to 3 times 
Has been drunk 4 to 6 times 
Res been drunk 7 times or . 

more r -.,: 
Not known 

chi-square = 8.93, 
0.01 < p <. 0.05. 

,,' r' .\ 

,'. 

M=4 

Probs' •.. 
% 

35.7 
23.0 
7.9 

29 .. 4 
4.0 

, ' r . 

N .S • 
% 

25.g 
24.7·: .'. 
3.7': 

45.7 
• •• ,,"-

. /,; 
',' '" 

'''', 

. : 

The, National Servicemen say they' nave ,.been drunk 
often than the Probationers. 

. ". 

" . Probs. 
%. 
! 

Has got into fights 27.8 
Has __ never got into a fight 

wheri, drinking. . . 50.8 
not 

mown 21 .4 
, 
= 3.27, df=2 

: ,· .. 0.1 < p (0.2 

N.S. -
%-

18.5 

63.0 

18.5 
- . 

",: 

differe'nces are not significant. 
; ,,'.: ... 
. ... 

" i 

" : 
I:' 

,'" , , 
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14.8 

15 

15.1 

15.2 

, '. . , 
40. . '. - -. 

. /' -' ' . 

., 

OnlY.one of ' the on drinkine; h.abits reveals a sig-
nificant difference between Probationers and: National Servicemen. 
The slicht differences which arc found may be a result of the 
age difference between the samples rather than any. 

·differences between offenders and in the 'pattern 
of dr inking • 

. 
The Army'interviewers were so reluctant to ask tne ouestions 
about that the Research Unit had·to agree to 
the omission of these Question$. .The Questions were included, 
however, the interviewing of a smali sample of twenty-seven 
National in September 1964, when a prototype of the 

schedule was given a trial run. 
The on sexual behaviour gained from the "trial run" 
has been 'used below'because, althQugh inadequate, it is all 
that is at present available. No other information from the 

r1J!l" sample has been used in this r:eport •. 

.. " 
. . 

Had engaged in pre-marita1. < ... 
sexual intercourse ., .. , 

Had not engaged in pre-
marital sexual intercourse 

Refused to reply 
Question omitted .. . .. 

Probs. N.S. 
% % 

'61.1 

34-9 7.4 
3.2 • • • 
0.8 ..... 

. . ,.. ...... . . 
; ;:; .. For the categories "has engaged' 'in pre-::-marital"'intercourse" 

.". ; .ts .. "has not,' or not known" : ' :'. ' 

chi-square = 9.92 ' .. df=1 
.' . 

1.n:e is highly significant. 

15.3 .e}1gaJ{e.d .. .. (Q5.8) 
,for 'uhose who had engaged in intercourse 

I.' . '.-

11 years or lesl?: . 
12 years 
13 ye.ars 
14 years 
15 years 
16 yeara-: .', '.J;' ... 
17 year.s 
18 years 
19 years ., ... 
20 years or more 

'. " . 
. -i 

Probs • 
. .. . , 

8.0 
2.7 

'·10.7 
2.7 

25.3 
20.0 
16.0' 
10.7 

2_7 
1 '.3 .. . ' , 

N.S. 
'% 

. 4.0 · . . · .. . · . . 
28.0 
16.0 
24.0 
20.0 

.' 4.0 
.4.0 

,,, .. , 

.. 

: 
! 

" 
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The differences between the,Probati?ners and the Servicemen 
shown in the two tables Above are difficult to int,erpret 
because,of the 4ifference in mean age the two samples. 
Although a significantly higher proportion of Servicemen than 
of Probationers had engaged in pre-marital sexual intercourse, 
this beQause the were on the 'average 
older •. cumulat,ive frequencies pres'ented' in the table be,low 
involve a standardisation which overcomes this source of dis-
tortion;' this should be regarded as the most meaningful 
statement of the results about sexual behaviour. It can be 
seen from this table that, when account is 'taken of age at the 
time of interView the apparent difference$ between ,the samples 
almost vanish., ' 

relative,freguencies 

The table below gives the proportion of those 'aged (n- 1) 
years and older who had had pre-marital 'sexual intercourse 
before -the nth birthday Vii th n, ranging from 12, years to , 
21 years of age. ' " 

. '" . . :.' 

, \ . , 

Proportion ha:d. had pre-
marital sexual interoourse 
before the nth 

1 , '-,: ,,:" . :. 

Before 12th birthday 
Before 13th birthday 
Befor'e 14th birthd'ay 
Before ,,15th birthday 
BeforEf'16th birtliday, 
Before 17th birthday 
Before 18th bi;r>:thday , 
Before 19:titi' birthday , 
Before 20th birthday 

21st birthday 

, . 
Mean 'age at which pr-e-marit'al 
sexual intercourse is' first 
engaged in (of those who 

Probs • 
%" 

'3.8 
5.7 

13.4 
16.0 , :,' 31.8' ' , '. 
47.4 
,60.0 

, 72'.3 
83.0 ..: 
88.5 ' 

engage in pre-marital inter-' ., 
course before the 21st birth-

N.S. 
" ,%--. 

3.7 
3.7 
3.7 
3.7 

29.6 
44.4 
,66.7 
85.2 
68.9 

'92.6 

day) :. 1 6. 7 ye ,ars 1 6.9 ye ar s 

I • 

,," 

The difference in the means is small, and is not significant. 
The relative frequencies for the National,Servicemen and the 
Probationer31 are, 'quite similar as are the,; means ',As the 

given for Servicemen are base'd on 27 cases, 
however, the comparison must be regarded"' with great caution. 

" ' 

. ". \ .. : '. ,:,,) . I 

... " . ; .. 
. . :) r 

. ' " 0". J 'r )' . 
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16. 

16.1 ' Household 

16.2 

. :, i"LJJmL91-].e 

--
Bi'ological J;>arent(s) 

, Gr andparent (s) 
Other 
other people' 

chi-square 11. Q, df'=4 
0.02< p< ' :0.05 

Probs. 
% 

69.1 
7.1 

14.3 
9.5 

The differences are significant. 

'Is this household the it home It ?-.. __ ._-'--

',,:' (i,.e., as tth()me tt , in, 
earlier questions - house-
hold that had most share, 
by time, in subjectts up-

", bringing) 
',','\',Yes " 

'No', ", ! :' 

"Honie lt not defined 

Probs. 
% 

82.5 
14.3 
3.2 

The differences are not significant. 

. .ille. .. . ' 

Ordindry dwelling house 
Other " , . , 

Probs. 
% 

,92.1 '" 
7.9 ' 

The differences are not significant. 

Number of' rooms in house 

N S. %' 
77.8 .... 
6.2 

N.S. 
% 

N:S .. ' 
% ' 

93.9 

, (Q6. 2) 

: ', .. (: 
(Q6.2) 

(Q6.4) 
The mean number of rooms for Probationers was 5.13 (variance 
2.10) and for the Servicemen 5.,51 (variance 2.13); this 
difference is not signif,icant , 

,16.5 

.. . '; - .. 

Number of persons living in the 

One to tlu'ee 
Four to six 

, Seven tq" nine 

" 

. '.r 

Probs. 
, % " 

, 
79.4 
1.5.9 . 

The differences are not Significant. 

N.S. 
" % " 
, 14.81 
',,76.6 
, 8.6 

16.6 Ratio of number of of 

Mean for Probationers 
Mean for servicemen 

1.55 
1.37 

This difference is not significant, 

(Q6.5) 

! 
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. JI 
Nat w.eh .9f 
at time of interview for 
Prob·o.tioners and immediately 
before .entering .Arm¥, camp for 
National Servicemen) 

Ordinary dwel1ing house 
Part of dwel1ing house 
tlFlat" 
Boarding-house etc 
Private board 
Tenement 
Bach 
Other. 

Probs. 
% 

57.1 
, 3.2 . 

5.5 
8.7 

11 .1 
0.8 
7.9 
5.6, 

The differences are not • 

..... 
(Q6.6» 

N.S. 
% 

. 59.3 
11 .. 1 
4.9 
8'.6 
1.2 

12.3 .... 
2.5. 

. . .. :.. 

17. 

17.2 

j,ocation 'J/Il " .' 

T¥6F'Ya"ti'onal Servicemen 
"presertt accommodation" 
means where living prior 
to coming into Army Camp) 

10 or below 
11 to 15 inclusive 
16 to 18 inclusive 
Upwards on 19 

Not 
home town" 

st'ill in "old 

Probs. 
% 

34.1 

chi-square = '23.1 
P < 0.001. 

N.S. 
% 

1.2 
6.2 

1-8.5 
33.3 

40 • .7. 

. (Q6.11) 

Significantly more of the National Servicemen are 
still liying ip. their "old home town" and, where 
they have moved, have tended to do so when older 
than those probationers who move. 

Reasons for the move 
j t 

.£9Jl t N. s: • % . 
Mainly occupational - 27.0 30.9 
·to Bet work, 0tO 

Family was moving 19.8 9.9 
For a change, . etc. 7.1 7.4 
other re asons 11.9 11 1 
Not applicable - no ,such move 34.1 '40.7 

The probationers are somewhat more likely 
to have moved· ,because the family moved, .: 
but the differences are not 'significant 
to the 5% level. 

( Q6.12) 



44 • • 

. " 
Moved with family; stayed 
in own family's newly 

house, 

Wi th re"lnti ves 
Lodgings 

,Other ," 
Not ap'pl.1cable 

remember 

, . 

Probs. 
%' 

7.9 
28.6 
6.3 

20.6 
34.1 
2.4 

The are not significant. 

Pe op 
on move 

Came alone 
Wi th family 
With "friends: 
Not applicable 

:1 ... 
30.2 
24.6 
11 .1, 
34.1 

The differences are not signifi<?ant,. 

had a job 
to or 

": 
" "4 

Had job 
Had no jpb 
D09SIl, "t rememberi·, I 

Not applicable ' 
(hasn't moved in this way, 
or was too young to have 
job, etc) , ' 

Probs." 
% 

... 
49.? . . .. 

'. . .. 

N.B. 
% 

6.2 

24.71 
9.9 

18.5 
40.7 .. -

N{J. 
34:.6 
16.1 

8.6 
40.7 

N.B. 
% 

34.6. 

8"6 
4.0·7 

The differences not significant._ ,. 

18. MAORITANGA 
. ':" .-: 

recorE of. race 
(-

Recorded by Probation Officers from Probation records: 
'.' 

Full Maori 
Three-Quarter Maori 
Half Maori 
Qna-auarter ,Maori:', 
Maori - not 'otherwise 

spe clflect 
Not known 

% of .74 ProQ.at1bneref" 
. 38.1 
17.2 
28.3 
12.3 

.,: . 
.2: .. 5 
1.2 

(Q6.13) 

(Q6.14) 

( Q6.15) 

. , 
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". :: " 

. 

.' This information the answers put down ,by the 
Servicemen on their Army form, previously, -
in answer to a question consisting merely of a heading RACE 
and the categories i, t, Full Maori, provided' to be -cIrcled. 
It cannot be compared in any way with the' immediately forafoing 
data. 

Full .. Maori 
Three-quarter Maori 
Half-Maori 
One-quarter Maori 
LesS' than one quarter (but some 

Maori) , 
Maori, not otherwise specified 

% of 81 N.S,. 

18.9 
, 1 .4 
16-.2 

2f,7 
55.4 

18.013 If we take "Maori,' not otherwise specified" as meaning "half' 
or more Maori" and amalgamate all categories meaning "half or 
more Maori" we f'ind that· 86.1%: the Probationers and 91.9%. s.,p 

- . , 

18.02 

, 

. of. the Servicemen are described in these records as "half 
Maori or more". However,. it is the opinion of' the writers 

- " that these figures are meaningless and·-that to ascertain the 
Maoriness of -. both gr.oups it is necessary to refer" -to the 
inf'ormation on" Maoriness' which is reported in the tables which 

Self-identification as Maori . " 

or Non=:.Maori Probs. . N.S. ( Q6.16) 
% % 

Regards self as being a 
Maori 95.2 95.0 . 

Doesn't regard self' as 
being a Maori 4.0 3.7 

Doesn't know 0.1& 1.,2. 

The dif'f'erence is not signi!'icant ,. 

18.03 Proportion of' Maori .ancestry 

Full. Maori. 
: 'Between * and Full 

Maori 
Between t and 
t-Maori " 
Be tween "* and t 
{-Maori 
Less than "* 
Not a Maori at all 
Doesn't know 

chi-square = 3.53, 
0.5 {p <. o. 7 
The matching is close. 



18.04 Spe (Q6.18) 
" If with someone who spoke both Maori and Pakeha', slightly preferring 

Maori, USe 
'. Maori to talk to him: ' 

18.05. 

All the time 
Mostly . 
For a' ;Lot 01:,' the time 
Sometimes . 
Not at all 

Probs. 
. % 
4.0 

11'.1 

36.5 
43.6 

chi -s aua're = 13. 74, , df:=4 
0.005 <" p'< 0.01 
The differences are significant. 

. . .' . 

N.S. 
% 

18.5 
6.2' 
7.4 

29.6 
38.3 

The Servicemen more ,often claim some'acauaintance With Maori 
than do the Probationers: this claim is the more likely to be 
reliable'in that a far higher proportion of Servicemen than of 

.Probationers were interviewed by a Maori who was:a fiuent 
Maori-speaker (by his account - the matter was not otherwise 
.tested)· tVu.a· 'it is 11 reasonable assumption that the Servicemen 
would on the whole be leas likely rather than more'iikely to put 
up the. bluff which for all they knew might be called, that they 
mew' how to speak Maori when they did not. '·It could of coUrse 
happen that the fact the interviewer was a'Maori would stimulate 
the subjects to make greater claims to expertise than justified; 
this seems, intuitively, the less likely explanation of the, 
difference. 

18.06 . used in to :garents 

18.061 'used (before sub ject 
old enough to go·to school.) 
to speak to "mother": 

Maori used 
Pakeha used 
Both used ' . 

or tpatoist 
Doesn't know etc 

chi-square = 11.24, df=4 
.02<p<.05 

Probs. N.S. 
% % 

13.5 
70.6 
11 .-9 
4.i-I 

: 3.7'" 

The 4ifferences are significant 

, , 

! 
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18.062 

18.077 

18.09 

.. 

Language used (before 
old enough to go to school) 
to speak to "father": 

. 
Maori used 
Pokeha used 
Both used 
Mixture- or 'patois' 
Doesn't know, eto " 

chi-square = 10.48, 
0 .. 01 < p <: .. 

. ..! 

.. 'i! .... / :' 

Probe 
% 

13.5 
72.2 
11 1 

1 .6 
1.6 

df dl: ' 

The significant. 

N.S·. 
% 

21.0 
67_9 
. ,3.7 ... 

(Q6.20) 

There is a significant tendency for the Servicemen 
more often than the Probationers to claim that 
Maori was the as a 
to speak tQ tpe "parents". 

Cru1. state at one Canoe 
to which affiliated 

Cannot do so 

Probs'. 
%, 

N.,S. 
,"% 

(Q6.21) 

result-is anomalous On of the' 
on Maoritanga the Servicemen show 
knowledgeable, .. about Macri culture, than the 
thus' for the above ouestion the difference is in the 
oppo-site direct-ion to the one which would have been 
expect$d. The differepce is not Significant, but the 
result is still--rather puzzling.' " 

Can state at least one 
name of tribe to which 

Cannot do so 

chi-square = 8.9,' 
0.001 < rr< 0.005 

Probs. 
% 

52.3 

df=1 

. 74.1 
25.9 

.r--....... 

Significantly more National Servicemen Dan give 
the name of tribe (or a name 
to be such)·than·Probritioners.' . 

Can state a name purporting 
to be that of s hapii 

Carurot do so 
. '. 

Probs. 
% 

, t5.1 

84.9 

N.S. 
% 

" ... 7 ... :' .. 
,is not significant.' 

... . ": 

( Q6.22.) 

(Q6.23) 

.", t:' ',.r...... ., to • " .... ' .' ,'.: 

• • :. I' ':', ": 'I' 

" ' 
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18.10 Name by relatives 
'( first y. 

18.11 

. - , : , 

Maori or apparently Maori 
name8 

-Non-Maori name 
Doesn't-know or can't be 
decided whether Maori or 
Non-Maori name 2.5 

.- chi-square = 4.9 df = 1i 
0.02<'p < O.O? _ 

The difference is significant. 

Probs. 
% 

Maori or apparent ly Maor,i name 8.7 
Non-Maori name 91.2 

. chi-square = 2.64 df'=1 
0.1 <p<0.2 
The difference is not significant. 

Median number attended 
Mean number 

Probs. 

1 • ·7 -
1. 9 _ 

There is identity 

N.S. 
% 

- 17.3 
81.5 

N.S. 
% 

1.6- . 
1.9 

(Q6.26) 

. . 

Identification with a ... -- Probs. 
% 

N.S. 
% 

(Q6.28) 

I 

Names a particular 
as 'his' marae 65.0 --..-.-
Does not name any _in this 
way 35.0 

chi-square = 4.9 df=1 
0.02( p< 0.05 

.. The difference is significant., 

80.2 

19.8 

The National Servicemen are significantly more 
,t'ikelY to nominate a particular marae when asked 

"What is your maroe?". 
18.14 I Number Of times (in 

that trayelle<f. Probs. N.8". 
to 

Medlen 'number of times 1 .3 2.1 
Mean number - -2 .. 4 3.4 

The difference is not significant, nor is the aiffer-
ence in the proportions of those who have 
against those who say they have,sametimes travelled 
to another marae. , , 

'-

• . 



18.15 

• 

49. 

The two samples are very similar with respect to setf-identif-
ication as a Maori or Non-Maori, and the of Maori 
ancestry claimed. The Servicemen, however,. appear to be more -
knowledgeable about Maoritanga, and to more closely associated 
-with Maori culture, than do the Probationers. -

/ 

;-.... \ . 

. .:. 
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" 19.1-' . 

19.2. 

19.3 

20. 

20.1 

50. 

• r • 

, when the s'tudy 'planned it w'as 'mown that the rnodnl'agG fbI' 
the National Servicemen would be twenty it was expecteu 

for the Probationers it would be about the same. As the 
table in Section 4.3 shows, the modal age fer Probationers waD 
18 years. Furthermore, the age distributions of the offender 
,and non-offender samples are aui te differelli;. The distribution 
for the offenders is ll1imodal, and approximately normal: for 
the non-offenders the distribut ic,n is that of a J -curve. The 
latter distribution takes this, shape because the ballot for 
J:iational Ser-.-icemen includes only those of twenty years of age .. 
Some Servicemen have passed their twenty-first birthday by the 
time they enter camps and others are able to post-
ponements, and enter camp with later intuke3. Thus for a typical 
intake none of the Servicemen are aged less than twenty ye'ars; 
the largest age group is that rf the twenty year olds; and 
there successively smaller twenty-two, 
twenty-three and. twenty-fot::' year olda" The tliff'erence between 
the distributions of the offenders and non-offenders has the 
effect of producing an even greater between mea.'1. 
agen than there is between modal ageG" The mean aBe of the 
Probationers was 18.6 years;. the mean age of the National 
Servicem3n was 21c1 the difference is years. Another 
conse,quence of the distribution is that there is very 
little overlap betwee.a the certainly far less than 

woulQ have been if both had been normally distributed. , 
All the N?tional are twenty years or older, compared 
wi th only 19 fl3% of the Probationers.' , 

Many of questions in the Interview Schedules are 
with childhood and early' adolescence o }.::, these question!3 the 
age dii'ference affects the comparoabilit;y of' the samples only to 
the extent to which the coh01. .. t of MaOl/is bor.!1 in 
experienced a dj,f'fel"'en-c pa-: of early life from the c: hort 
born two to The extent of these differences is 
not known, but it .:ieems safe to that they arEE negligible. 
The samples are considered to be comparable with respect to 
such (luestions. 

This is not the case, however, for auestirms dealing with the 
mode of life at the time of the interview. or with such matters 
as the number c,f jobs held. For such nuestions the samples 
cannot be validly cO!llpared in u dil'ect way. With larger samples 
the standardisations would in part overcome this problem 
could be applied.' 'This has not been attempted for the present 

because the number of cases on age specific com-
parisons could be based small; the number should be consider-
ably larger when the full Probation sample has 

CIRCUMSTANCES SURROUNDInG J .... "J:ffiEST AND COURT J..PPEJ'.RllliCID .... - ...... .. -,-. ._- _ ..... --.. -....-.---......... --_-.. ....... ' .. -........ 

The results presented in the tables are somewhat hetero-
geneous, and only those of greatest interest will be-singled out 
for The se seem to the wri te'rs to be as follows: 
the surJ;:;:"ising proportion (17.5%) of offenders summonsed, by 
their account, not arrested; the high proportion admitting the 
offence when first questioned; the extremely high proportion 
who say they made pleas of "guilty"; the p8rhaps 
higher than expected, of thoae who say they vrere represented by 
counsel; the quite high proportion saying they were unemployed 
at the time of oi'f'ence; the proportion saying they had not 



• 

been drizlkirig- at all, p-r,ior.to the offenoe -the ,prop'ortion , 
apparently qui:te, ',unr,epentant aflter the offence; ahd,the greater 
,salience of se,lf-concern, as opposed ,to' any voicing' of concern for 
the "victim" (if any) of 'offence. " 

of (93% those 'arrested) say that they went 
quietly and did ,not resist arrest. AlthoUgh before the study , 
began, several senior bfficers in' the Probation Service said 
that ,it would undoubtedly be found th,at all the offender sub-jects 
without exception would have been arrested and not summonsed, no 
less a proportion than 17.5% fell in the summonsed category. 
Further data should be obtained on this question and the present 

, ;f'indjrg further analysed in its light. 
, , 

In the, Hunn, Report* (p.34) the question w'as rEt'ised of the pro-
portions of Maoris and non-Maoris who admit offences and,plead 
guilty, and the possible effect of this on the relative 'crime 
rates of Maoris and non-Maoris. In absence of more exact datn 
at the time of'publIcation of the Hunn,Report, a senior Pro-
batio,n Officer was asked t'o est imate the proportions of pleas of 
_lNilty. The estimates given were 80 '- 85 per cent 'for Maoris and, 

, 6o"per cent for Pakehas. We still have no more exact data for 
Pakehas,: but can cp.tnpare the figure for Maoris with our figure 

,pf,97.61o" It is much higher than the estimate, ,which makes it a, 
, matter of some urgency,to:try to a comparable ,figure for 
'.: a,nd: then to _attempt statistical ,analysis d-esigned to 

, - ,_answer-the (1uestion "What 'maximum and minimum Quantitative effect 
.. ,,'--- may this difference 'in to plead guilty have upon the 

statistics of -convictions;_ and so upon the differehtial of crime 
rates between Maoris and non-Maoris?" _ It wculd also:be nec-
essary to obtain data or make' a var-iety of estimates .about the 
proportions convicted-of those who plead and proportions, 
convicted of, _those who plead . .agilt.z for each r:::cial group. 
The questiOfrof the effect, on the crime rate between 

,20.3, 

'.,,"Maoris and· Non-Maoris of the probable greater of 
Maorie to admit offences and to plead guilty is clearly an im-

,por-tailt_ one, and deserves looking into in de.tail. ' 

.. A related issue. is the frequency with which .Maori offenders -
compared with offenders - .avail themselves of the right 
to be represented by legal counsel. The HunnReport offered an 
estimate of this frequency, too, and the estimate again fails to 
agree closely with the figure obtained by the study. The Hunn. __ _ 
Report suggests that 80% of Maori offenuers are not represented 
by the l?re·sent study'-s figure was only 60%.' This may' 

.the success .. of' counsel t s plea in mitigation of penalty, 
.. leading t.o fl .:-aJ.a:prQItdlrtion of represented subjects in our 

probation sample. We, have not figures· for Pakehas to' c9mpare 
:: with the Hunn Report Pakeha estimate. ,'. .",-

20.4" . In" sUmmD.ry, the low frequency of legal -(about 40%), 
the'high frequency of Signed admissions of,guilt (about 70%) and 
guilty pleas (over 90%), together with the other findings in the 
area of legal aid (only 8% of those non-represented thopght they 

- should have been , three quarters of those non-represented were 
judged likely to need some help before they could successfully go 
about getting a lawyer if they decided to try, nearly 90% of the 
total sample had never heard of "Free Legal Aidll ) support our -
preconceived notion of the typical offender as unsophisticat-
ed and rather helpless when enmeshed in the toils of the law and 
the courts. 

*J,.K.-Hunn, .'.'q!;. _" .. ... 
R.E.ONen, Government .Wellington, '--1961 
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Folksy theories of crime nearly' always list "unemployment" and, 
"drink" as factors associated with the precipitation of offend-

, "uDr1nk" and, uunemployment" may' be oausative on oocasions 
':,' "':: .(as when ,an, unemployed person'spendS::his l'ast shilling on the 

,liquor needed to give him to what he peeds 
to continue to live. ,without working) and bn oc'ca'sions may be 
associated with crimes merely as symptoms of more general 

:it ,is very difiicult to put the pieces of the .. 
.. ',_ saw toge-ther. ,So it is' with our present findings - that 75% of 
.' " , ,the; of,fenders say they were, in employment 'at the t,ime of 

, ",' ; ,pftence, and 60% that they were entirely ,sober:, something of 
, ," tne ,kind would, be, expected, but its meaning, if' any, ,is not, 
': clear. 'The" fact that most of ;the offenders were (they say) in 
.. employment and sober at the: 'tiine of offence does suggest,. 

how0ver, that 'statemente such as that attributed to" Mr" David 
Barrett* (Honorary Maori Welfare Officer, Christchurch) that 
"drink played ,a part' in the offenpes 0:f 98% of ••• Maoris" are 
likely, be exaggerated'. 

20.6 

. 

' .. : 

. 

" 'f 

" 
',i' ' 

The remaining point to be. dealt with.in this discussion of the 
, ,actual conQerns the" offender r s attitude to what' he had 

done. The'measurement of attitudes is a very difficult t and 
,(these ,days) ,technical, and it was most uhlfkely 
that the, crude questiona, that could be included in'our omnibus 
quest,ionnaire wquld tell 'Us very' much.' There however.,-
two fairly sugge sti ve results: first, when asked v/hether 
offence was worthwhile, six per cent'of"the subjects said un-
conditionally that it was, ,and, another, thirty per cent said 
that it Would' have been if,; they had not' been caUght; second, 

',when asked who' suffered from'the offence (by means bf' an 
ended f non-directive question) about half'the subjects'named 
themselves, and eighteen per cent nominated parents or "relatives. 

"Only fourteen per cent nominated the"'victim' 'of the offence. 
It is difficult to escape the'!:conclusion that offenders 
tend to be somewhat unrepentant, 'and self-centred and· are often 
quite open about This is not nor should it 
surprise that ,the experience of appearing in Court'and 'of 
Probation (still very limited at the time of interview) has 
probably 'done little to alter basic attitudes. The information 
in this section will be more interesting and interpretable w.hen 
'results of follow up become available; it may turn out ,that' ' 
the avowedly unrepentant subjects are more likely than many of 
the others" to 'offend again. ' 

21'. 

21.',1,: 
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The ,most' S'triking finding 'on upbr'inging is the almost total 
J,.ack of:any ',d'ifference between offenders and non-offenders in, 

, .. As expe'cte:d, ""the' information made clear 
that ,.8 upbringing in the'supporti ve atmosphere of the 
original biological.,nuclear family, (regarded by those with 
Pakeha middle-class ,value-orientations as deSirable, even 
necessary, for adequate socialisation Of the qhildren),has ' 
quite commonly not the lot, of the young in the 

I .,' •• , 

. " " ... I ' 
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,. : f ••• 

.. .'.' ,J ,," f .. , • " ," 

,; . .;.... . .. 
" .... J 'J •• 

. ' J' .... 
, 'r , r ,', . 

, ' ': .. .... ," " 

lie ;EyeniMf_ost, 9 Apri,l 1963. In fairness to N!l' Barrett, it 
must .'be 'added that he has 'said tha:t the' report completely 

di,stprted hi,S 

, .l 
! 
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• ." ." ':' ;: .'. is :'s"llrprtsing is. that tJie. and 
.; .. " _ early "Uppringing of the,·,.non-offenders. seem to been very 

'" . '. much tb,e same •.. -In fac:t . the:r;-e is u,auall;)1' 'a mat.ch of 
proportions of and non-offenders' falling in the 
various categoriE:s define'd by Questions dealing with hoine 

.-.: .' an.d. family • 
.. ' " 

21 .2, , ... : An apparent exception :to this· should be noted:- nameiy, the 
'. qUestion asking family or household. tl:Le subjects lived 
with at the .time· 0:e' school·... 'Serviqemen 

,lD,ore ,fre.quently to be living wi tl:l either, a biological 
paren,t . (qr :parents) ,or with tended 
more often.:to, be wi.th "other (not =!-P:'cluding 
biological parents) 0 In .this .it .. is nec-
essary to take account of the proportions boarding awa¥ from 
home to attend school (for example, at boarding school) and 
this has 'been done because with our incomplete-sample" 
tne breakdown' results ir( categories' containing" numbers' of . 

, subjects too small f'or a proper statisticalelaluation. The " .' 
it stands is sugges'tive of· 'a gx-eater degree of e., 

. from biological parents amongst Probationers during 
require that 

. soon be possible when the larger ·sample ot Probat1oners 
. has accumulated before any positive 'assertion can' .be . made • 

. :" ," 

For·' the r::mainder of the upbringing questions" .:no dif'ference 
was sl.gr1ificant. ·The 'greatest 'di-:rference f'o'und' was on infor-
mation about whether the biological parents, i:f living, are 
·li ving together or apart·; and this did' not reach even the fi , . 

, . per cent lev'el' of statistical significance. However,: though 
, " it· f.ails to 'differentiate offenders and non"':offenders,·· the 

·lritere'st of the' Inf'ormatiob is not· restricted ,to ",the comparison .. 
Consider the :following summary of the ·more striking information 
(m'aily gained in the' first se'ction of the 'f)te stionnaire). . 

• t'. • , • 

21.4 . SUmmar,.Y of infc:'matio:n on fami.ly. .. "'/"" . 

.,,' " 
-' I .. 

... . '" 

.,. " 

Data for National Servicemen' 
,difrerent :from 

data for Probationers) '. 
Not mainly brought up until ','. . 

age 6 by both biological 
parents to"gether: 30% of· sample of 81.,.' 

, -. 
Not many brought up by· both 
parents, 0-:16 years: .. 

At least one parent dead at .. time 

I3Qth l1C:.!'e;;:r"''3 alive and . living 
.'. ··"gether ,at time 'ot: 

Average. number' of di:fferent· 
.. househOlds lived in: '. . . .. . . . . ." . 

. ". ProPortion who' have lived awaY 
from uhor'.ett. :for a time 

. .. as u a l.engthy period: 
.-.:,::.. sa·y·· 'a "month 01;' more lf (where"j .-: , " , . 

. ' .'uJ;l.ome ll is def1.ned· ·as·· the liouse-" 
.. ; hola ·-thilt,· had ··the :'mii-jor share ... ' ... 

: .. by' time ·iii the:' sub·ject t S ':,' .. 
; :',".'. ,." . ' .. ". . . : 0 

Average number of brothers and/or 
sisters of subjects: . 

33% \I 
II . . . II It 

... 
37% II II 

. . 
It If 

.33% II " .'" II 

3 , .... : 

. ' . : .... . ... 

7 (siblings) 
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It is apparent that' a high proportion of cases depart from the 
Pakeha middle-class ideal of the close-knit nuclear family. 
For Pakehas, the figures would be taken as indicating a high 

.-' ·in·c1dence. of family pathology, though 'in fact reliable similar 
is lacking for Pakehaa, and it is possible - but 

Unlikely - that the general picture in Pakeha working clas8 
society might not be ver¥ different. 

21.6 The general conclusion must be that there is no evidence here 
supporting.the hypothesis that the expected high degree of dis-
.;ruption in family.backgr0'lll1:d, with departure from the family" 
!3truc,ture conventionally thought desirable for adequate social-
isation of children in our society, is with increased 
delinquency In particular, the corollary of this 
hypothesis that a much higher in9idence of tnformal adoption by 

ves would be found. amongst the offenders than amongst the 
non-o:t'fenders is contradicted.' 

22. FAMILY HEALTH, RELATIONS::TS. AND DISCIPBINE 

, 22.1 

. , 

r'"' 
A number'of questions mainly concerned with the heaith and 
emploYment of the breadwinner,. and his or her consor,t,'in 
the family which most to do with the upbringing of the 

. interviewee largely failed to discriminate offenders trom 
'non-offenders; closely matching proportions continued to be 
'found. On one question concerning serious illnesses of the 

the matching was not close, with the trend being 
,towards illness in the families' of the offenders t . however" 

.... ,,·this -difference was not large enough to be significan1i. 

22.2 . Information, obtained in this part of the study failed to bear 
out an hypotheSiS, derived from ',the general picture of the 
young New'Zealand offender prepared by Child Division 
in 19ry.{ (see ,p.eRBi.t.J!l.,E}.!lt o..f Edupati.ol1 (E1), 1957, 
pp •. 44), that 1n,dico.tions of' ill-health would be found to be ' 
more prevalent in the families of the offenders compared with 
non-offenders, The samples were similar not only with respect 
to p&rental health, but also with'respect to the health of the:'-
subjects themselves. Nearly the same of the non-
offenders as o:hnthe offenders had been in hospital (36% vs 42%J, 
and differenoee between proportions admitt-
ed to hospital at ages.. Similarly, muoh the same pro-
portion (around 10%) had been in health camp at some . 

, , ' 
22.3 Questions touching on family relationships, the drinf-ing habits 

of the "fatherll , _ and family disoipline, yielded some signif'ioant 
differences. Probo.tioners were more ready than offenders to 
nominate .one member of the frun:i:J.y as lithe one they got on best 
wi thtl; most often they nominated the "mother" and elid so far 
more often than did the non-offenders. Similarly, Probationers 
were more ready to nominate ·someone in the family as IIhardest 
to get on wi.th", andg far more often than' for the· National 
Servicemen, this person the "fathe;r:>lI. The suggestion is 

" strong that somewhat more diffioult relations were 
istic of the Probationers f families, and that the father, or 
man in loco was the focus these diffi-
culties. 

There were also indications that the "father" indulged in drink 
on more frequent that his drinking likely 
to impair relations with the boyp in the Probationers' families. 
A question intended t,o throw some light on the heaviness of the 
"father t SU drinking gave no sign1f'icant difference. 

'. ' 
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22.5 Results of the questions on family discipline suggested that 
, . p\Ufi,shment. wa,s .. .ll m.atte.r. of ·P:robationel's.t. 

: • .r' - _ !t. :i'tl. .. general dis-

"''..'' . 

23 •. 1 

- obedience, 1.ess consistent, and generally sllt.;i.sfactory. 
Good questions in the area of discipline were hard to 
and additionally the results could in part reflect an awtifact 
of the experimental design, but there is some evidence that.tti1s 
is not a complete explanation of the ·significant'aifferences. 

',' , .. , . 

" . " . 
• • I 

EDUCATION' • -... T . 
. " . 

. . - ··The. 'general .. .. the questions conce'rnlng education 
was. that educational eXperiences of' the Probationers would 

. turn. out t·o _have ·been·more ·.disrupted, .limit·ed, :ahd generally , 
unsatisfactory than those of the 

'-I' ·The two groups did not' differ .on the 'nuinber br primary 
or: secondary schools attended, but the ;9robat.i.one·rs tended to 
leave-··school·. at· .·an earl'ier"age, 'and from'a lOWer (both 
these rashlts·:highlY· reliable) 0 None- ot:- the Probationers 
acquil'ed any educational qualification, while. 1 of the Netio!,\.-
81 Servicemen obtained School Certificate or some 
ification. -

, The Probationers having liked 
.' schoof·J.eSIB, but·:.the J;l:j..:ff'En';¢nces·· :cr.om -National. ·S.ervicemen 
.: .h:ere A s,iza.Oie proportion (3.3%) 

. of - .. J,.oners , sal.d· tha.t the.ir. ts". would. not mind 
. if t.hey· stayed away, .. scho,ol even when not sipk.; _the pro-

portion or the National Servicemen' (11%)' saying the same was 
significantly smaller. 

',' 0" • ',' ',:':. .. ..... 

. ,The general' expectation about is thus 
.... '.-: J 'borne out by i.these data'. l' 

.. 10 .. •••• 

... : .. 

.... , . ,,' 
. ,:E.MPLOYMENT . . ... 

,. ' ,I 

: .-

An imprecisely but commonsensical expectation con-
cerning questions on employment was that the Probationers 
would turn out to be more unstable in employment; would be . 
unemployed for longer periods; hold jobs for shorter period3j 
change jobs mo:t'e frequently; more :frequently undertake "dead-end" 
jobs;. and so on. In the event 'significant differences were 
found in:line with this ,expectation.·Thus Probationerti· remaineq. 
in their. first job,:(after leaving school)"for a" shorter time, on 
the .. average;, were .paid less i!J. :their' most recent:' job; and spent 
less:tine·in·the job' they said:they liked best of those they had 
n.eld. ' ·The- longest time in: any one.,.job was greater for National 

... : ........ arid' the longest time out "ofemployment.:was greater 
; ·: ..... ·for ·P.robationers, on:the-.averaBe.· .. a<1:dition results, 
.L· a. ... nwnbeX'·;o1' othe'ps showed ·differences·:in the eXpected directions, 

(e.g., a&ightly lower proportion of Probationers took up 
apprenticeships); these were not large enough differences to 
:reach significance? however. 

24.2 The results. on employment are likely to be biasefr as a con-
sequence of the age difference between the samples. Fortunately 
(for the purposes of interpretation) differences indicative of. 
less stable employment histories on the part of Probationers 
emerge not only on questions for which one would expect such 
differences to be exaggerated by the age but also on 
questions for which one might have expected the differences to be 
reduced, and perhaps even reversed in direction •. For example, 
a smaller proportion of Probationers were still in their first 
job, and Probationers had had a greater number of jobs, even 
though the length of time since they had left school was, on 
the average, less than for National Servicremen. 
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.... ' :The progrios.t1oat:i,.on the Probationers would turn ou.t to 
':.1 'haye:'had, .ion' theJ:average, more work histories 1s I 

;" thUs upp.eld.' '. ' .. ' '. , ' 
'0' , • -

'" HANDLING 01", MONEY . 
l' ,... 1"" " J • a. I ..... 

?5 ..• 2 ' . . " 
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The Probationers were more likely to have debts; this tengency 
is to be accounted for partly but'not completely by the fact' 
that they more often have court costa, and fines to pay. 
trend after allowing for fines, costs, etc, is not strong. , 
PropoJ;'t1ons of Na.tional Servicemen owing large, middling and '.' 

, small sums (ther,ange being between £0 and, about £200) were 
significantly different from corresponding proportions of 

•. 

In summary, there is some'rather weak eVidence' that pro-
portionately m9re.of National Servicemen can manage their 
money without borrowing, which is in accord'with 
the stereotype of. the more feckles$ delinquent. 

'. LEISURE 

26.1. Taking account only of such differences as are significant at. " 
" .', ,I', ':' .5% level at least,. I was' found that the Probationers le's's" 

. .". frequently belong to clubs; less often work overtime on l3"at-
,'r: ", urday mornings; less otten play or practise some -phYsically 

?7 .. 
. .. 

,. I; 
\ .. t 

r • 

" . '.' ... 
. ',f 

.,' 

,. " 

demanding sport'; often billiardffi; more· often watch 
. sport; and 'drink in 

. " . 
When the general trend of' both the significant and non-significant 

are together, the decided impression.can 
be gained that differences between Probationers and National 
Servicemen in this area probably reflect a difference on a 
passivity-activity dimension. Probationers are less active, 
and report doing less of everything save for such paSsive 
pastimes as Itmucking about" and "loafing arOlmd"' and, of course 
playing' billiards. . . . . 

. , ., 

DittNKiNG 
,-

. It to the questions on drinking beoause 
the.extent to which-distortions have been the 
age difference. between the samples·is not known. OVerall, the 
results.for the samples were very similar. The National Service-
men'had been drunk significantly 'more often than the Probationers, 
but none of the othQr questions yielded differences that were ' . 
statistically significant at the 5% level. The age 
may be obscuring dirferences here; but 'it is not possible to 
determine this is the case without further 

--.' . 
. ! 
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27. SEXUAL BEHAVIOUR 
..... 

, 23.'1 ,when: .is .o( the' age differences ,between the 
offeIl9.e.r ' .. differences of reported 

behaviour between them becOme·triviel. According to 
. information, 90% of ,.the ybtmg . have engaged 

in pre-marital sexual intercourse by'the time they reach 
their maJority.. '. . '. . 

28.2 This is about ·the incidence that the writers, from their 
acquaintance with the attitudes and of present day 
young working class men in New Zealand would have expected; if 
anything, it is slightly greater ·than the fairly liberal amount 

" information S9 tar is mown, the only. 
available, information: on the topic obtained .first-hand from'· . 
'Young 'New Zealanders" . 'perhaps its main importance, 

the perhaps be a surprise to 
. some, and. Useful because of. this.. COIllP.arable data .on Pakehas 
wQuld be of equal interest; probably·the results for'working 

;'.: '. ,'.' . class youths would not be greatly d.ifferent '. but how 
the figures would vary with social class. is not !mown and 
cannot confidently be guessed. The desirability of further 

. " .. of sexual behaviour and attitudes amongst New 
Zealand young people is reinforced by the suggestive nature" 

.... . of' the meagre and rather crude. we have o'btained in this 

, 

.. 

29 ... 

29.1 

29.2 

30. 
30.1 

·,·'study. '. 

.' ... =AC,;;..;C_O_MM=OD ..... p;.;,;;;;;T=I;.;;,O;;.;.N ' 
. . 

Of dealing with accommodation/the. only oneill; which 
y;:l.elded· 'significant those' om whomthe subject -
was living with at the time he left school .. ' These are discussed 
in Section 21 .. 2,,' .,.. . .-

The ratio of persons to rooms (for the house in which the sub-
ject lived at the time he. left scbool) was slightly higher _for 

.... Probationers than t:or but the difference -was not 
significant .... For the remaining on ac<?Pmmod.ation the 
match;i.ng between the was close.. Socio-ec.onom;lc 
of the origins ·01' crime wouJd suggest that' differences could 
be e;x:pected', :and .the absence of . such' differences: 1:8 :rather 
surprisiI},g.. . 'one. eXplanatiqn is that· measures ·.used were 
not sufficiently sensitive. This point is worth looking into 
further, as most views of crime amongst Maoris (including those 
expressed in the Hunn Report*) place considerable on 
poor hOUSing and material conditions generally as being 
features of the background of offenderS' ... 

.M!..QJlATION 

Most questions in this area did not y:eld significant differences 1 
but one very strongly significant difference was as follows: 
more National Servicemen were' still living in the town regarded 
as their "old home town". Where subjects had moved from this 

.town, National Servicemen tended to have done so at a later age 
than Probationers.. 7% of National Servicemen but 21% of 
Probatipners had moved before age 15 years: and 33% of the __ .... 
Servicemen but only 11% of Probationers had moved at an age' 
upwards on 19 years" 

* J.K. Hunn, op, cit. 
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The suggestion is strong that the two groups differ with respect 
to ',their past of migration, and, some support is given by 
,these data, to the ,idea' that cqtting adI:ift during early or " 
middle adolescence fr9m earlier patterns of be 
associated with criminogenic factors. analysis of 
these data is called for in order to decide such as 
whether solitary or family migrations are characteristic of the 
offender groups, whether the move is frequently made prior 
to leaving ,school, the family, and so on. 

, , . 
.... 

, :.," • I .' ", • !.: I 'I 'I" ,j .,,' . 

There is near identity between the samples on the ,proportionffi 
of those who say they regard themselves as Maoris, and on the 
proportions of those the various fractions of Maori 
ancestry, from Full Maori'down to Non-Maori. This iS,a pleas-
ing of the' sampling. for it means that a variable 
which should be controlled is indeed because of 
this, the differences on Questions about ,Maoritanga are rendered 
more interesting, 

, , 

The differences are indeed interesting, being as 'follows: 

The National Servicemen make more freauent claims to be 
able to speak Maori and more often say that Maori was the 
language used to talk to "parents" during pre-school years. 
They more often kn0W the name of their tribes and are more 
often called by a Maori name by close relat::ves (but are not 
more often called a Maori name by friends). They more often 
claim a sense of iC-:'ntification with a particular 
Matters on which there were no significant differenc'es were: 
knowledge of Canoe; knowledge of extended family name (hapu); 
attendance at Maori gatherings; frequency with which 
has travelled to another than his own. I 

It is hard to escape the impress'ion that while the' two groups are 
to the same extent by the formal indices of seIr-identif-

ication and fraction of Maori ancestry claimed, the National 
Servicemen are more closely bound 'up with Maori things and are 
culturally more "Maori" than the of'feneers o It will be inter-
'esting to see if this ,trend is present also when the offenders 
: amongst the National Servicemen are compared with the non-
offenders. ' 

" 

, " 

I 

• , 

.. 
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32. CVERALL CONCLUSIONS 
-, -

32.01,;' .. OI:lly' a, simple ,'analysis'- of 'the ':data has been'maq.e for this 
'iiiter,im report; and the information' on which iii is ,.based 
deriveS an incomplete sample' of Probationers. 
sophisticated and exhaustive,analyses will pc made for the 
main'report of the study, and points ,of particular interest 
,wiil be examined in more detail. Any conclusions made at 
present must be considered therefore as tentative,,', and might 
well unde'rgo modification when data' on t:p.e complete sample 
becomes available o ,The writers offer the followi,ng comments 
as their own impressions, rather than as firmly'established 
conclusions. .. 

" 

32.02 It'is sometimes held that juvenile crime is a consequence of 
qhaot,ic and tions, eXperienced during the 

,;.formative years of life., The break' up. of, family 
of the ,natural pore"nts, unemPloyment, drunkermess and 
criminality ,on the par,t. of parents' or parent-figures, migration 
and poor housing are, it.is often presumed, prominent 
of the background pi' the The Hunn Report*, for 

.. ':",: .. example, :that,the causes .of. ... are not 
,,',:: " t·,- , :known. with exactness, suggests .. it can reasonably; supposed 

that a list of the chief causative factors 
.. "insecurity in modern urban life ll ; in poor 

_,- ,:: l tenemental'; "Ii v,ing apar,t fI,'om home or parentstl. . . 

32.0'; 

..... 

The results of t:qe present s.t·udy serve to confirm', as has often 
been asserted, that Maori 'offenders come from'backgrounds 
Which" by F",keha middle, class standards, are highly disrupted , 

For about three ouarters of the Probationers 
. appearing :ip. 'the study 'the of· the natural parents had been 
broken by de'ath or sepa'ration,. and their upbringing had -been 
divided., :onthe average, aplOngst "three distinct' hous,eholds. 

'For a,bout a third, riot even the first'six 'years .of life' had 
'peeri'spe,nt with the natural pa:r·ents. They, came from 

(the' average number, of children is eight) and gpew up 
which overcrowded by "conventional (Pakeha) 

stan'dar'ds " Inevitably, migr'ation and breakEi in the frunily, 
particularly ih early life,. 'are reflected in disruptions in 
education • 

. ' 

32.04 
. . ' .. ' ".. . . : . ,. 

Thus :fur, the, picture is very much 'the one which would have been 
expec':" '.. It comes thep-' as a major surprise to learn that in 

of the above respects the'non-offenders ,showed 'the srune 
pattern, and that for the present srunples factors do not 
discriminate at all between the offenders' and the non-offenders. 
IIi the p?-st," findings about the 'of offenders (in the 
absence of cbout comparison groups 
have been a relationship be--
tween delinquency 'and family disruption simply because the 

"signs of disruption emerged with' such dramatic and disturbing 
'clEU'ity,for the only subject's closely studied - the offenders. 
'It is: often, tempting to ass·'U.Qle that a control group providing 

information,is 9.rine.cessarY: 
, sample ,from the general population could not have 
, backgro\ll1q.s' as baa! '., OUr information shows "that.' such 

glil;> hbwevep, safe t'hey 'may appear, ': be com-
,;: pletely:,unf'ounded" as they have beeI:i if made here. 

, , 

/ 
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where'; 'then, do the major ,differences between' the delinquents" ,:':,', 
and one area is in the relationships 
w;l.thin the "home" .. irrespective of its cOnstitution., 
the -result,s the cri tica.l factors were not "objective 

such as and severity with' ,which the sub-
ject was punished, the heaviness of the father's drinking, and 
such lilce, but the attitudes of his parents towards him; and 
his towards. them. The 'offenders were more ready to nominate 
some, member:' of: family that, they tt got on' best wi th"', and 

also to nominate a member they found it "hardest to get on'with." 
Furthermore, they more often nominated 'the "mothern as the 
person with th,ey had the. besi; relationship, and the" 
as the v/1th whom they had the worst. The questions on .:- . 

t drinking indica.ted no significant difference on 
heaviness of drtnking,but there were indications that 'drinking 

-had ,impaired the relationship with the "'father" more ot'!;en 
for the offenders than for the non-offenders. The results on 
,fami.1y discipline sUggest that in the 'offenders t . family 
punishment was more to, be a matter of impulse, waB 
more erratic and 1ess effective in curbing disobedience through 
the conditioning of, conformity to cC'lnsistent rules of 

" , 

It is suggested that the factor here appears to' be 
attitudes and the patterns of values, expectations and motiV-
ations built up through familial interaction, rather. than 
'actual overt behaviour and circumstances (as recorded through' 
the contained in the schedules, anyway) of the 
parents or of the child. An additional piece of evidence for 
this view can be noted. The questions 'on attitude to schools 
eovered: whether the subject ever had to stay "home" when not ... 

,"sick, to look after brothers and sisters etc.; whether he 
'truanted;, whether he ever worked instead of going to school; 
whether he liked school; and so on. The only in 

the samples differed significantly was: ,WOUld your 
',n:garents" mind' if you just stayed at home sometime.s, even 

though not sick?t The parents of offenders were lesffi likely 
, to object than were the parents of the non-offenders. 

The view suggested above is' not, of course, a new one,'nor is 
it one which most people would to aooept.. , 
What is surprising is that impairment of relationships between 
parents and children do not appear to be closely related to 
poor material. conditions or to breaks in· the family. ' ,Probably 
what most people have in mind whem they cite the up of 
the nuclear family, overcrowding, and so, on, as probablr causes 

:01''' crime is that these factors are likely to·:have a damaging 
,e'f'fect on the child's emoti,onal development, and that,.they 
provide good'indices of the probable: of the damage. 
'This presumed causal re1atic:nship does no:t, for thE;! sut>jects 
of the present appear to hold. ,While the .offenders 
show more signs of unsatisfactory relationships. than 
db the ne,n-offenders, the degree of, family. disruption and , 

. instability for the two groups is, the same. It is not known 
whether this would also be ·found for Pakehas. The 
are hesitant ,about hazarding a guess, but suggest that ,the 
more, hierarchical, less "parent-centred" of' the 
Maori nuclear family the 60cial support available 
from the extended, family and in general the wider 
community - support often summed up as stemming from 
the "highly communal. nature of Maori - might have the 
effect of cushioning the impact of family disruptions. Thus, 
Maori young people would ,perhaps be rendered lessEUsceptible 
to effects that would be damaging to their Pakeha counterpaFts 
in otherwise similar circumstances. 

" 
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differ,ences between the samples fo.:tmd" in the areas 
of, ,and employment'.. The offenderis ,left school at a 
lower age, and from lower class. : None achieved., any' educational 
qualification, while cent of,the'noh-offenaers obtained 
School 'Certificate or some higher oualificatton." Of:Cehders 
showed a 'more unstable employment record. 'They remained in 
the first job after leaving school longer than did the non-
offenders; remained for a shorter in the job 
be,st, anq. ,changed jobs more frequently. The common-sense :' ... 
hYPothese.s that offenders would, be, found to have a lower'level 
of e'ducation a.chievement and more erratic ahd unsatisfactory 

thus 

32.09 .. The preQeding comment,s apply to. what might be called: defelopment-
, al factors. It is often, suggested that influences of a differ-

'type, which might, be called si faotor,s, are also 
'important determinants of Drinlq migration, to. the city, 
and becoming associated 'with ,bad compantons are three which 
are often cited. These will therefore be briefly examined. 

32.10 ' 'The"results on drinking can not at' oe, 
interpret'ed because of the difference in mean' age be'tw:een the 

" " ',: Th'ey yielded o.nly .one significan,t namely 
that the non-offenders had been drunk, on tb,e )nore 

3Z.11 

32.12 

32.13 

'. , 

',' often 'had the This, d:i,ft'erence' is in t;he 
opposite' direction to that Vlould have been ,expected, and 
while no firm conclus1:on can' be "the :results: do ,not 

. 'suggest :that, the are m9re ,l:!kely to, be "boqzers" than 
: the C?i;x:ty per cent ,of, ,the, claimed 
they had not had'tinythi;ng to' "drink "prior to the; off'engej' very 
few gave drunkenness as cause of offence when, asked 
"Why' did 'you do it?." Again, the significance of these ';findings , 
is not ciear., but they suggest ,that, some of, 
Which 'have been made linking crime by young Maoris with drinking 
have been rathe'r reckl-e'ss ex agge r,at ions " ,., 

, " ' - ' 

Tp.e evidence on migration' that" thlc; 'might .. crimino-
, genic factor. A smaller proportion of' than:' of', non,. 

of'fenders were still living' in the t'own" they' regarded as their 
"home, town" , and off'enders tended to move from the , 
town" at, a younger age 'This suggests, a pattern of' offenders-
being m0re to cut adrift of home and community .. 
ties'in middle adolescence, but examination of this hypotheSiS 
will have to wait on a fuller analysis of the data. 

In the absence af' any control .inf'ormation it is dif'ficult to 
know how the data on companions in the 'of'fence should be 
interpreted. About forty cent of' the offended 
alone, and about. eithty':'f'iv,e per cent had less than,three com-
panions. ',Only eleven per· c'en'f offep.ded with a companion who 
was older by five years pr more. The stereQtype of' the Maori 
as o.ff'ending a Rang,is thus not supported. This 
is consistent with the f'inding of an C'f'.rli.:":-: Joint Comm:i. i;tee 
study of Children's Court cases*, where it was found that 
YO"..lIlg Maori off'enders were more likely to offend alone than 
Pekehas ... 

In their leisure time activities the of'fenders gave the im-
pression of being more passive than the non-of'f'enders in 
almost all respects. A smaller proportion belonged to clubs 
and at times when the uon-off'ender& were likely to be practiSing 
sport, ,playing sport or working overtime, f'or eXample, the ' 

'offenders were more likely to be playing billiards, watching 
sport, or Itmucking about". 
___ .-_ ..... ___ ...... n.-. ..... U· __ • .......... ___________ __________ _ 



aotivity-passivity dimension appears to extend ,to sooial 
The non-offenders are more sooiable everi to' the extent that they 

" " are more likely to' be found in a' hotel dr1nk:1ng on Saturday 
afternoon, although this', resUlt may bean artifaot' of the 
age differenoe ,between the samples. The difference in sooial 
and reoreat'ional :aotiveness' is not refleoted 'in the sexual 
behaviour of the subjeot's. When acoount was taken of age, the 
results'for the, two samples were very similar. 

, \, 

32.14 ' Final:J.y,. the, offenders and non-offenders differed substantially 
.;,:, " in the', de'gree "of' assooiat'ion with Maori oulture.': ".An:thoUgh the 

",,', ' two groups were almost identioal in the proportions of' Maori 
anoestry olaimed, a higher proportion of the non-offenders 
claimed to be aqle ,to speak Maori, had 
a wider' knovlleclge' 'of' Maoritrolga, and' more frequently a, tended 
Maori gat'heririgs and visited a marae' other than their 'own. 
The impression gained, is that the were more - '_ 

,deeply anohored :l.n· traditional Maori oulture:, and show,ed a ' 
greater degree of self-identifioation with it. 

, " 

32.15 .. ,In summary, the pioture which the results of the study'suggest;:,,--, 
,', 'i,s as follows! the offender has not, in general, suff'ered: 

greater disruption of his fanily lif'e tnrough deaths, ohanges 
, , of household, and so on, than the non-offender (alta?ugh for 

both groups the degree of disruption is great) but1J8 more 
that the interpersonal relationships between parents 

,.,', ohild have been strained, and the parental disoipline 
and ineffect'ual. His progress at sohool is inf'erior 

.. to that of the non-of'f'ender, and he .is less likely to achieve 
, .. : 'an 'ed'llcational He is more likely to his 

tf..lit!me towntt , and when he does so it is likely to be a 
younger. age than thr , age at leave. He is 
likely to have had a less stable employment reoord o ' He 'appears 
to be ,somewhat more passive in his and probably 
rather less sooiable than the non--of'f'ender. The part whioh 
drinking and "bad oompanionship" play in his of'fending is not 
olear. The offender is likeltalthan the non-offender to be 
poorly· ,. acquainted with ,Maori culture, to have a lesser 
sense qf identifioation with it Q " :,,:' -: , ' 

32.16',.u It should be emphasised once again that' oonolusiOllJS, 
-,:j- , . V oan at present be regarded as no more than' 'tentative. 

·S. W. Slater 
(Researoh Of'f'ioer) 

" . J Jensen 
'(Assistant 1 

, . Researoh Unit' " 
Joint Committee on Yo.ung Off',ehders 
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