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CRIMINAL FUTURES ON THE RURALSIDE: A PRELIMINARY

EXAMINATION OF ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIORS OF RURAL AND

URBAN STUDENTS
  

RAYMOND BIGGAR, JR.
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA, LAFAYETTE

  

JING CHEN
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA, LAFAYETTE

 

and
  

CRAIG J. FORSYTH
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA, LAFAYETTE

ABSTRACT

Based on data from the 2012 Communities that Care Youth Survey (CCYS), the authors compare the

delinquency of rural and urban adolescents across eight behaviors that comprise the surveys antisocial behavior

profile. The authors created a two category urban/rural variable. 

The idea of urban-rural differences has been integrated into the sociological

literature since the study of crime began. In 1930, Sorokin, Zimmerman and Galpin

published a Sourcebook for Rural Sociology; which indicates there was a cache of

knowledge that existed before then. Scholarly attention to urban rural differences

continued with the result being that by the 1950s there existed stacks of knowledge

devoted to a host of sociological variables (Lentz 1956). Yet criminology has given

little attention to the subject of rural crime or police officers (Bankston and Jenkins

1982; Gibbons 1972). The exception may be the occupation of game warden and the

crime of poaching which has received recent scholarly attention (Carter 2004, 2006;

Dizard 2003; Eliason 2003, 2008; Eliason and Dodder 1999; Forsyth 1993a, 1993b,

1994, 2008; Forsyth and Forsyth 2009; 2010; 2012; Forsyth and Marckese 1993a,

1993b; Forsyth, Gramling and Wooddell 1998; Hampshire et al. 2004; Jacoby 2001;

Lawson 2002, 2003; McMullan and Perrier 2002; Sherblom, Keranen and Withers

2002; Tobias 1998). Recently, rural sociology has become more focused on

environmental crime, corporate mistakes, and pollution. In addition, most

criminologists have not bothered looking directly at the problem; taking for

granted that nothing of interest was there; until the manufacture of

16
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CRIMINAL FUTURES ON THE RURALSIDE 17

methamphetamine became part of rural commerce and marijuana redefined the

terms cash crop and truck farming. The purpose of this research is to broaden the

scholarly interest in rural crime by focusing on the delinquency of rural students. 

In the study of crime, rural data like the theft of farm equipment and livestock

have been lacking; however, rural-urban differences in crime and delinquency

formed an extensive literature in the past. Lower rates of crime were found in rural

places as compared with urban areas; yet since the collection and study of crime

data originated in the urban arenas and the concepts framing such behaviors were

created there, looking for the same acts in rural became fruitless. Interestingly it

was the rural police force of game wardens who were first burdened with a rural

crime ripple. Recent research on game wardens has served notice that their jobs had

become increasingly dangerous and both crime and criminals had moved into the

hinterlands of America (Gibbons 1972). The literature of the dangers of policing in

rural environments is evident in wildlife law enforcement (Carter 2004), and

recently on drug criminals. The idea is that rural America had become more urban-

like regarding crime and change in the work of game wardens is representative

(Osgood and Chambers 2002; Ousey and Wilcox 2007).

The literature on game wardens has mainly focused on the interactional

dynamics of warden/poacher confrontations. Forsyth (1993b, 2008) describe the

factors associated with likelihood of poachers being caught. These included:

poaching alone, very experienced at poaching, never talks about their poaching

activities, the use of informants, remaining mobile, being familiar with the

geographic area in which one poaches, and poaching in a large area (not relegated

to hunting in a relatively small specific area). Forsyth and Marckese (1993a)

describe the thrill seeking and skill level of poachers as they out maneuver game

wardens. The data reveal the high skill level of poachers and the risks that game

wardens face as they encounter hunters who will use deadly force to escape capture.

Forsyth et al. (1998) studied poaching as a folk crime and the culture conflict that

exist among poachers in the Atchafalaya River Basin of south-central Louisiana.

Eliason and Dodder (1999) revealed excuses and justifications for poacher behavior.

While all work on game wardens and poachers (Hampshire et al. 2004; McMullan

and Perrier 2002; Lawson 2002, 2003; Tobias 1998; Sherblom et al. 2002; Jacoby

2001) implicitly focus on the dangers of the job, only Carter (2004), Forsyth (1993b;

2008), Palmer and Bryant (1985) and Walsh and Donovan (1984) contain data on

the dangers of the work of game wardens. 
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18 JOURNAL OF RURAL SOCIAL SCIENCES

The work of game wardens, in isolated areas, is made even more dangerous in

a night time environment (Dizard 2003; Forsyth 2008). Additionally there are less

than 8000 Federal and state wilderness officers in the United States. Previous

research (Carter 2004; Forsyth 1993b; Palmer and Bryant 1985) has found that

most wardens considered their work to be physically hazardous. The job is

dangerous with wardens getting killed and assaulted on the job (Eliason 2008).

Carter’s (2004) research that compared the dangerousness of the work of police and

game wardens supports these ideas. Wardens are seven times more likely to be

assaulted with a firearm or cutting object than police and game wardens are more

than twice as likely to be injured by an assault than are police (Carter 2004).

Implicit in these foci are the parallels that can be drawn between literature on urban

police officers and game wardens and poachers, drug dealers, and other criminals. 

Game wardens work in a dangerous environment. Complicating that danger is

that wardens are usually unaccompanied in remote areas far from a backup,

encountering individuals who are nearly always armed with and proficient in the

use of weapons. The fact that game wardens more often encounter lawfully and

unlawfully armed citizens may have attributed to the higher rate of use of force by

game wardens than state police (Carter 2004). Reisner (1991) describes a group of

poachers in California. “These outlaws . . . were a well-armed, violent, and

suspicious bunch, and beyond fear when drunk” (p. 75). As indicated by this

research and supported by the research of others even fishers can present dangers

to the game wardens. In addition, the apprehension of drug sales and manufacture

is more likely to occur in rural areas than in the past. The point taken is that these

rural police officers perform more dangerous work than urban police officers;

because the settings are more dangerous and becoming increasingly so.1 Still the

general feeling in criminology is that these crimes are committed by urban visitors

and represent urban problems/influences in rural areas. This small amount of

research makes a very conclusive point: that police work in rural areas is becoming

1Louisiana State Game Wardens are federally commissioned which allows them to enforce

fisheries laws in the United States Territorial Seas, and laws associated with the United States

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Additionally, all Louisiana State Game Wardens are POST certified.

POST (Peace Officer Standards and Training) certified law enforcement officers of the state can

enforce all laws within the state. While the emphasis is on wildlife, fisheries, and boating laws, they

are tasked regularly with enforcing other laws such as: criminal, traffic, and drugs. Increasingly their

jobs are more like traditional police officers and less like the descendants of the keepers of king’s

game.
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CRIMINAL FUTURES ON THE RURALSIDE 19

remarkably similar to more urban arenas- urban problems of drug, crimes, violence,

gangs has crept into the rural areas (Gibbons 1972). 

Ecological systems also play a vital role in students’ perceptions of school

safety. According to Bronfenbrenner (1977), the microsystem more directly affects

the individual than other ecological systems. At this level social and physical

interactions during school can influence perceptions of school safety. Schools that

are disorganized or fail to enforce rules increase student fears of becoming a victim

of school violence (Akiba 2008). Peer influence and/or association also have an

influence on perception of school safety. Association with delinquent friends

increases fear of victimization while association with prosocial groups has a

protective effect (Schreck and Miller 2003; Welsh 2000). Urban students often

attend more populated schools. This increases the risk of negative peer groups, such

as gangs, which can negatively affect safety concerns. This is particularly relevant

among inner city communities where students report higher rates of witnessing

violence or being a victim of a violent crime (Scherzer and Pinderhughes 2002).

According to a study conducted by the National Center for Educational Statistics

(1996), students attending urban schools were more likely to bring a weapon (e.g.,

gun) to school than students attending rural schools.

Rural/urban differences in social interaction and institutions are frequency

attributed to corresponding differences in value systems. In delinquency reference

can be made to informal means of social control employed in rural areas; compared

with the more formal means used in urban areas (Osgood and Chambers 2002).

Rural areas are seen as places where everyone knows what everybody does so that

every act is visible. Local law enforcement is also less likely to formally charge any

but the most serious crime. Yet explanations of delinquency still revolve around the

idea regarding urbanization of the area. Approximately 50 percent of the U.S.

population lives in urban areas of 500,000 or more, but much of what we know

about youth crime is based on those communities. Indeed, one in four Americans

lives in a rural community with a population of 2,500 or fewer, and an additional 12

percent live in towns or cities with populations below 50,000. 

For as long as arrests data have been compiled in the United States the number

of arrests has been highest in large cities; moderate in suburban communities, and

lowest in rural places. This pattern of crime partially reflects that a large part of the

population of the United States has lived in urban areas for more than a century.

But FBI arrest rates confirm that the larger the community, town, or city the

higher the arrest rate. While the number of offenses cleared by arrest still reflects

4
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20 JOURNAL OF RURAL SOCIAL SCIENCES

a profoundly urban concentration; the gap in arrest rates between cities; suburban

communities, and rural places has been narrowing. The tendency toward the

equalization of arrest rates is said to be due to the expansion of the urban

population and concomitant social problems into smaller places that extend the

fringe of the central cities. Several theories of juvenile delinquency exist but all

were constructed with urban delinquency data in mind. Research that has been

mainly urban in character has produced nearly all the current sociological

explanations of delinquency (Lentz 1956). 

Rural communities have been characterized as dominated by extended family

where traditional values were not penetrated and supervision was constant. Is

criminology/sociology mired in these tired stereotypes in which rural

characteristics are seen as protective factors for youth while urban characteristics

are seen as risk factors? 

METHODOLOGY 

This research compares the self-reported delinquency of rural youth because

their behaviors reflect the criminal future for the area. We compare their behavior

with urban youth to examine differences. This is a preliminary study of antisocial

behaviors collected from the 2012 CCYS. Subsequent studies will use data from

additional years and include salient risk and protective factors associated with

antisocial behaviors and any differences between rural and urban factors.

Data for this study was collected from the 2012 Louisiana Communities that

Care Youth Survey (CCYS). This biennial survey is administered on even years, to

sixth, eighth, tenth, and twelfth grade private or public school students. A report

is completed by late March of the following year. The survey is designed to assess

students’ involvement in a specific set of indicators, as well as, their exposure to a

scientifically valid risk and protective factors identified in the Risk and Protective

Factor Model of adolescent problem behaviors. Examples of indicators include:

drug use prevalence, antisocial behaviors, bullying, mental health, etc. Table 1

shows the number of students and the characteristics of survey participants in 2012.

Each student completes the survey via pencil during a designated class period/time.

The survey is administered on paper, in Scantron format. Students are given

approximately 60 minutes to complete 131 questions. Passive consent was used to

secure parental permission for participation. Teachers were provided with a short

script to read to students just before administration. The script served as informed

assent and included references to the voluntary nature of the survey and privacy.
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CRIMINAL FUTURES ON THE RURALSIDE 21

No identifiable data is collected from the survey. The data was analyzed using

optical mark recognition imaging scanners and populated into reports. The results

are disseminated at various aggregated levels, including State, region, and parish

and by individual schools. All school level reports are password protected and

require consent to access. Analysis of rural and urban differences are not included

as part of the CCYS analysis at any level. Therefore, reporting differences that may

exist will add to existing reports and begin to fill the reporting gap that accounts

for differences in populations. 

The survey focuses on students across Louisiana in grades 6, 8, 10, and 12.

Because some schools surveyed students in the odd grades and some students were

eliminated because they were not honest in their responses, the final statewide

sample in grades 6, 8, 10, and 12 used for the statewide summary was 92,605

students. Participation in the CCYS across Louisiana has been consistent over the

past seven administrations, but showed a decrease in 2014. In 2002 there were

107,357 participants, in 2004 there were 97,449 participants, in 2006 there were

106,357 participants, in 2008 there were 109,765 participants, in 2010 there were

105,514 participants, and in 2012 there were 111,135 participants in grades 6, 8, 10,

and 12 that participated in the CCYS. Table 1 contains the characteristics of the

students from the State of Louisiana who completed the survey in 2012:

TABLE 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF LOUISIANA STUDENTS COMPLETING CCYS IN 2012.

NUMBER PERCENT

GRADE

6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,720 31.2
8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,590 28.4
10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,144 22.6
12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,681 17.7

GENDER

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51,667 47.8
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,332 52.2

ETHNICITY

African American . . . 41,174 35.1
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,081 2.6
Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . 5,758 4.9
Native American. . . . 4,420 3.8
Pacific Islander . . . . . 1,978 1.7
White . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,522 48.2
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,412 3.6
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This research compares antisocial behaviors across the four (6, 8, 10, 12) grades

in the year 2012 comparing rural and urban students. The rural/urban variable

created from the 2010 U.S. Census data has ten categories; each calculated by

percent rural starting with less than 10 percent and ending with more than 90

percent with a zip code. Table 2 has the number of zip codes in each category. The

zip codes shown in Table 2 show uneven/lower numbers in some categories. The

categories can be seen as a continuous variable or it could be collapsed into fewer

categories. We choose two extreme categories (0-10% and 90.1-100%) because it

is a more valid reflection of the difference between urban/rural. However, future

studies may want to stratify beyond two categories to capture suburban population

characteristics. Students taking this anonymous survey were asked to provide their

zip code of residence. Researchers using CCYS data are not allowed to report zip codes

in any research or reports nor are they allowed to report numbers within any single zip code.

Table 2 represents allowed data that protects school identity, a requirement of the

Louisiana Office of Behavioral Health (OBH). The data was collected by individual

schools, under guidance provided by the Cecil Picard Center for Child Development

and Lifelong Learning on the campus of the University of Louisiana at Lafayette. 

TABLE 2. NUMBER OF ZIP CODES IN EACH CATEGORY

Percent Rural No of zip codes
0% - 10% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111
10.1% - 20% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
20.1% - 30% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
30.1% - 40% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
40.1% - 50% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
50.1% - 60% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
60.1% - 70% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
70.1% - 80% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
80.1% - 90% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
90.1% - 100%. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 232

Self-report surveys are one of three major ways of measuring involvement in

delinquent and criminal behavior. The basic approach of the self-report method is

to ask individuals if they have engaged in delinquent or criminal behavior, and if so,

how often they have done so. The growth and refinement of the self-report since

its initial use in the 1950’s in criminological research, especially longitudinal

research on the etiology of delinquent and criminal behavior.
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Particular attention is paid to assessing the reliability and validity of self-

reported measures of delinquency. We also discuss specialized data collection

methods, such as random response techniques and audio assisted computer-based

interviewing, which have the potential to increase the accuracy of responses.

Overall, we conclude that the psychometric quality of the self-report method has

increased considerably since its inception in the 1950s. Although there is much

room for continued improvement, self-report data appear acceptably valid and reliable

for most research purposes.

Some limitations of FBI crime data are overcome by self-report studies. Several

researchers rather than relying on official reports of arrests, have drawn upon

samples of various populations and have directly inquired through survey

questionnaires regarding the respondents past delinquent behavior. This method

aimed at adolescents not identified by law enforcement agencies as juvenile

delinquents is designed to reveal and measure under identified and unreported

instances of juvenile delinquency. Self-report studies clearly show that delinquent

behavior is far more common and widespread than is indicated by official statistics.

Findings from these studies over time have led researchers to conclude that

enormous numbers of young people may be involved in delinquent acts. The

conclusion does not deny that crime may be more concentrated in some groups, but

that being absent in other groups is also unlikely. Such studies clearly support the

contention that official statistics fail to completely measure delinquency and the

incidence of many specific delinquent acts. (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 1979;

Hirschi 1969) 

Every delinquent act committed by a person is witnessed by him; he cannot

commit delinquency acts without knowing it (otherwise, there is nothing to

explain). Obviously, the police do not have such omnipresence…In short,

the records of the police are, on a priori grounds, a weaker measure of the

commission of delinquent acts than presumably honest self-reports (Hirschi

1969, p.64). 

Other researchers indicate that, besides delinquency self-report measures has

been considered valid data sources for sex, race social class, general demographic

data and domains of behavior (Arnold and Brungardt 1983; Hindelang et al. 1979).

A self-report study is a type of survey, questionnaire, or poll in which respondents

read the question and select a response by themselves without researcher

8
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interference. A self-report is any method that involves asking a participant about

their feelings, attitudes, and beliefs and so on.

Self-report surveys also provide demographic information about offenders,

such as age, race, gender, as well as information-unavailable through official

data or victimization surveys-about personal characteristics of offenders,

such as family backgrounds and social class. Importantly, self-report

surveys enable researchers to explore the attitudes, beliefs, motivations, and

personality characteristics of offenders (Burfeind and Bartusch 2006, p.93).

FINDINGS 

The findings of this research are presented in Table 3. The table presents the

behavior and corresponding rate on eight antisocial behaviors captured by the

survey. Students are asked how often they have engaged in the behavior(s) in the

past year (e.g., attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting them, stolen a

vehicle) or related consequences (e.g., been suspended from school, been arrested).

Antisocial behavior (ASB) is a measure of the percentage of students who report

any involvement with the eight antisocial behaviors listed in the charts (see Table

3) during the past year. In most ASBs throughout all four grade levels rural

students had lower levels. This is as expected; yet exceptions exist and many of

these differences were not significant. Out of 32 possible comparisons rural students

had higher frequencies in 5 and same in 2 and lower in 25 ASBs. Twenty of the

differences were significant (p<.05) and 12 were not significant. 

Carrying a Handgun and Carrying a Handgun to School 

Within all grade levels rural students had higher levels of carrying a handgun

(in grade 12 the differences were not significant). Yet further inquiry indicated that

the circumstances of rural and urban students carrying a gun are very different. For

example, rural students carrying a handgun when hunting and fishing is probably

much more common than their urban counterparts. Interestingly, the percentage

of rural students that endorsed (answered yes) carrying a handgun declined after

8th grade. The exact opposite occurred among urban students. Looking at carrying

a handgun to school reveals different findings. Urban students were more likely to

carry a handgun to school when compared with their rural cohorts. The exception

was 10th grade, where the percentage was equal. However, only the differences in 
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TABLE 3. EIGHT MEASURES OF ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR BY GRADE LEVEL.  

Grade 6

Antisocial Behavior

Percent Rural

0.0-10.0% 90.1%–100.0%

Percent Sample Percent Sample P2 p-value Significant? Cramer’s V

Been suspended from school . . . . . . . . 16.8% 9017 13.8% 3985 19.0 .000 Yes 0.04

Been drunk or high at school . . . . . . . 2.9% 8959 2.3% 3976 3.8 .052 No 0.02

Sold illegal drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.8% 8905 0.6% 3958 1.6 .205 No 0.01

Stolen or tried to steal a motor

vehicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5% 8974 1.5% 3972 0.0 .848 No 0.00

Been arrested. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2% 8956 2.2% 3975 9.9 .002 Yes 0.03

Attacked someone with the idea of

seriously hurting them . . . . . . . . . 13.9% 8963 12.2% 3981 7.6 .006 Yes 0.02

Carried a handgun . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.1% 9010 7.8% 3975 79.6 .000 Yes 0.08

Carried a handgun to school . . . . . . . . 0.6% 8918 0.4% 3958 3.1 .078 No 0.02

10
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TABLE 3. EIGHT MEASURES OF ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR BY GRADE LEVEL (CONTINUED).  

Grade 8

Antisocial Behavior

Percent Rural

0.0-10.0% 90.1%–100.0%

Percent Sample Percent Sample P2 p-value Significant? Cramer’s V

Been suspended from school . . . . . . . . 21.5% 8797 17.2% 3459 28.3 .000 Yes 0.05

Been drunk or high at school . . . . . . . 8.5% 8755 5.9% 3445 22.9 .000 Yes 0.04

Sold illegal drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.7% 8725 1.4% 3426 18.8 .000 Yes 0.04

Stolen or tried to steal a motor

vehicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.3% 8765 1.9% 3444 2.2 .138 No 0.01

Been arrested. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.2% 8748 3.6% 3449 56.7 .000 Yes 0.07

Attacked someone with the idea of

seriously hurting them . . . . . . . . . 18.7% 8766 15.4% 3452 17.8 .000 Yes 0.04

Carried a handgun . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.6% 8790 8.1% 3450 26.6 .000 Yes 0.05

Carried a handgun to school . . . . . . . . 1.2% 8716 0.8% 3444 4.1 .043 Yes 0.02
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TABLE 3. EIGHT MEASURES OF ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR BY GRADE LEVEL (CONTINUED).  

Grade 10

Antisocial Behavior

Percent Rural

0.0-10.0% 90.1%–100.0%

Percent Sample Percent Sample P2 p-value Significant? Cramer’s V

Been suspended from school . . . . . . . . 15.0% 7391 13.2% 2847 5.0 .025 Yes 0.02

Been drunk or high at school . . . . . . . 13.4% 7352 10.5% 2833 15.4 .000 Yes 0.04

Sold illegal drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.0% 7327 3.7% 2820 7.7 .005 Yes 0.03

Stolen or tried to steal a motor

vehicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.5% 7379 2.2% 2838 1.1 .287 No 0.01

Been arrested. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.7% 7355 5.5% 2834 4.3 .037 Yes 0.02

Attacked someone with the idea of

seriously hurting them . . . . . . . . . 14.6% 7366 13.2% 2838 3.3 .068 No 0.02

Carried a handgun . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.2% 7376 7.0% 2841 12.1 .000 Yes 0.03

Carried a handgun to school . . . . . . . . 1.2% 7330 1.2% 2825 0.1 .763 No 0.00
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TABLE 3. EIGHT MEASURES OF ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR BY GRADE LEVEL (CONTINUED).  

Grade 12

Antisocial Behavior

Percent Rural

0.0-10.0% 90.1%–100.0%

Percent Sample Percent Sample P2 p-value Significant? Cramer’s V

Been suspended from school . . . . . . . . 11.0% 5936 11.2% 2248 0.1 .815 No 0.00

Been drunk or high at school . . . . . . . 15.3% 5904 11.5% 2238 19.0 .000 Yes 0.05

Sold illegal drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.7% 5896 3.9% 2238 22.5 .000 Yes 0.05

Stolen or tried to steal a motor

vehicle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.1% 5915 1.3% 2242 5.0 .025 Yes 0.02

Been arrested. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.0% 5906 4.1% 2240 12.1 .001 Yes 0.04

Attacked someone with the idea of

seriously hurting them . . . . . . . . . 11.8% 5913 11.3% 2247 0.5 .493 No 0.01

Carried a handgun . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.1% 5929 6.4% 2248 0.1 .710 No 0.00

Carried a handgun to school . . . . . . . . 1.6% 5894 1.1% 2233 2.7 .101 No 0.02
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grade 8 were significant. The carrying of a handgun by rural students although for

protection from game during hunting and fishing is exactly the type of problems

encounter by rural police and game wardens. This cultural habit combined with

alcohol creates has created violent situations. Much like urban youth –the presence

of a firearm can escalate any event into violence. 

Attacked Someone with the Idea of Hurting Them

Rural students in all grades had lower levels attacking someone with the idea

of hurting them. These differences were significant in all but grade 12. This has

important implications for juvenile delinquency. One early predictor of future

delinquency is physical aggression or aggressive acts toward another individual.

Been Arrested

Rural students in all grades had been arrested less than urban students. These

differences were very significant across levels. This suggests urban students are

much more likely to be arrested than their rural cohorts.

Stolen or Tried to Steal a Motor Vehicle

Rural students were involved in the theft of a motor vehicle at the same level

in grade 6; at less but not significant levels in grades 8 and 10; and a lesser and

significant level in grade 12. 

Sold Illegal Drugs 

Rural students sold illegal drugs at lower frequencies than urban students at

every grade level. These differences were significant at all grades but grade 6. 

Been Drunk or High at School

Rural students had been drunk or high at school at lower frequencies than

urban students at every grade level. These differences were significant at all grades

but grade 6. This is not surprising given, illegal drug activity (e.g., selling)

occurred less frequently among rural students. 

Been Suspended from School

Rural students had been suspended from school at lower frequencies than urban

students at grades 6, 8, and 10. These differences were significant. At grade 12

rural students were suspended more; but the differences were not significant.
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Suspensions are good indicators of future prior research indicates that

approximately 80 percent of students are never suspended, while 15 percent are

suspended are relatively low number. Those students who comprised the highest

5 percent deserve more attention if they are to exit their current paths (Forsyth et

al. 2013, 2014, 2015). Additionally, rural schools are more likely to use corporal

punishment for delinquent behaviors in lieu of suspension. Corporal punishment

serves as the need to control rebellious behaviors that are frequently exhibited by

juveniles (Wallace 2001). 

DISCUSSION

Research on the delinquency of students is important because it reflects the

criminal future for an area. Our findings indicated that rural students are closer to

urban students in antisocial behaviors than the literature indicates. Researchers

(Forsyth et al. 2011; Patterson 1986; Patterson, DeBaryche and Ramsey 1989;

Ratcliff and Robins 1979) found that serious antisocial behavior in adults rarely

takes place without high levels of childhood antisocial behavior. The best predictor

of criminal behavior at any age is prior criminal behavior. Many researchers claim

that 5 to 10 percent of delinquents commit the vast majority, 75 to 90 percent, of

serious offenses by delinquents. These chronic or habitual delinquents typically

begin committing serious offenses before 13 years of age (Forsyth et al. 2011;

Kempf-Leonard, Tracy, and Howell 2001; Shoemaker 2009; Tracy, Wolfgang and

Figlio 1990; Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin 1972). Generally, the earlier the age

delinquency begins the more persistent and serious the later crimes (Wolfgang,

Thornberry, and Figlio 1987). Further research will examine risk and protective

factors within these same areas. 

Examining the ecological systems along with social control theory will add to

the robustness of potential findings related to antisocial behaviors and risk and

protective factors. Attachment, community norms and school environment are

related to perceptions of safety within the school setting (Hong and Eamon 2012).

A closer examination of macro (culture) and microsystems and their interactions

with individuals will add to the preliminary findings of this study. Social control

theory and its dimensions are also congruent with the literature on risk and

protective factors (Wallace 2001).
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