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DELINQUENCY IN THE
PHILIPPINES:
A DESCRIPTION!

Donald1 Shoemaker

Self-report surveys ofattitudes andbehaviors were completed byhigh
school; college, and schooldrop-au Filipinos. Dataanalysis reveals the
extent ofself-reponed delinquency to be low. Statistical comparisons in­
dicate theoverallfrequency ofdelinquency issignificantly associated wit."
gender, yearin school; attachment toparents, attachment to peers, com­
mitment, and SES (middle-class youth being more delinquent than
lower-class respondents). Multivariate analysis reveals that several at­
titudinal factors, including peer attachments are significantly associated
with delinquency, iIJ support ofsocialbond theory. The results are dis­
cussed relative to ideas concerning delinquency andmodemization: -----

The subject of Filipino juvenile
delinquency, or misbehavior in general,
has received scant attention in the past
generation. Carlota (1982-83) lists
several studies of delinquency in the
Philippines, but most of the references
are unpublished theses and dissertations.
Moreover, of the 44 citations to any kind
of analysis of delinquency listed by Car­
Iota, only two were produced after 1972.2

Carlota's study and one other (Esguerra
1979) represent the only two published
reports of Philippine delinquency in the
past 10 years located by the author, and
both of these articles were based on offi­
cial data.

Carlota compared several psycho­
logical characteristics of 31 institutional­
ized female delinquents with a sample of
31 "non-delinquents," who were match­
ed with the delinquents relative to "age,

sex, and socio-economic status" (Car­
Iota, p.6). In general she concluded
Filipina delinquents w.ere significantly
less intelligent, more emotionally
deprived, and less attached to their
families than were the non-delinquents.
Also, more delinquents than non-delin­
quents came from broken homes. In ad­
dition, Carlota observed that Filipina
delinquents were frequently absent from
school, were unsure of themselves scho­
lastically, and had lower educational
aspirations than their non-delinquent
counterparts.

Esguerra's paper (1979) is basically
a review of "descriptive studies" of
delinquency, studies conducted by prac­
titioners and social scientists, all of which
were published before 1972. He con­
cludes that delinquency rates are higher
in Manila than in other parts of the



country, although research outside the
Metropolitan area of Manila. is rare. In
addition, Esguerra characterizes the
Filipino delinquent as a male, 13-18
years of age (typically between 13 and
16).

][n another comparative study,
Aldaba-Lim (1969) examined the per­
sonal and social characteristics of 5{)

institutionalized male delinquents and
those of a matched sample of SO male
"non-delinquents" in Metro Manila. In
general, Aldaba-Lim found more social
than personal differences between the
two samples. In particular, she con­
cluded that the delinquents had poorer
school records and came from less sup­
portive family background than did the
non-delinquents. In addition, the delin­
quents interacted with, and were in­
fluenced more by delinquent peers (the
"barkada") than the non-delinquents. '
Overall, 'the characteristics of delin­
quents indicate they have poor social
skills, tend to come from family back­
grounds in which positive feedback and
reinforcement are lacking, do not per­
form well in school, and develop
relationships withpeers whoare similar­
lysocially disadvantaged.

Official characteristics of delin­
quents, however, do not always match
profilesobtainedfrom other, largely self­
report, studies (see Thornton et at.
1987). This paper presents a social
profileof delinquency in the Philippines,
administeredto Filipinostudents usinga
self-report delinquency scale. No claims
are made however to extendthis descrip­
tion to all of the country's youth. The
description though provides another
source of information on delinquency
other than those given nearly a genera-

tion earlier, and usingonlyjuveniles who
were arrested, referred to the courts
and/or institutionalized.

The data for this study were
gathered from selected samples of male
and female studentsat publicand private
schools in Cagayan de Oro City in
Januaryto February1987. Studentswere
selected fromthe first throughthe fourth
year high schoolclassesof these schools
and from the college freshmen English
classes of Xavier University in Cagayan
de Oro. The' sampling procedure was
purposive and not random. Thus,
generalizations of the findings beyond
the present sampleare not warranted.

The survey instrument was based
largely on one used by Gardner (1984),
in a studyof delinquency in Virginia, The
measurementofdelinquency' in thatstudy
was, in tum,' based upon earlier self­
report investigations of delinquency, in­
cluding Hirschi (1969), Nye and Short
(1957), Dentler and Monroe (1961),
Gibson (1971), Reichel (1975), and El­
liott and Ageton (1980). The American
versionof the instrument was altered to
correspondwith': Philippineculture. The
Filipino version ofthe instrument was
also given to a group of young people
whohad dropped out of schooland were
currently enrolled in a jobs program
which emphasized training for skilled
labor. These respondentsare referred to
in the present analysis as "out-of-school
youth."

Appointments were made with ap­
propriate schoolor program officials for
the purpose of distributing the surveys.
Students were given the instrument in
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group settings. In the private high
schools (one all male, the other all
female) and in the University freshmen
English classes (co-ed), the respondents
were allowed to remain together in their
class group. In the public high school,
and with the out-of-school youth, sub­
jects were assembled in one common
meeting area. Excellentcooperation was
received from both students and school
administrators. There wasgenuine inter­
est in the study expressed by the students
who responded to the questionnaire, and
by those administering the survey
instrument.

The surveyinstrument comprised of
several delinquency items further '
dividedinto some four subsca1es pertain-
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ing to various forms of status, property,
violence, and drug offenses (see Appen­
dix). Items on these four subsca1es are
summated to produce a total delinquen­
cy scale. Respondents were asked to in­
dicate whether they had committed any
of these acts. Responses were coded as
follows; never = 0; once or twice = 1;
several times = 2. Altogether, there
were 24 offenses listed, so the range of
scores for the total delinquency scale was
oto 48.

The Alpha coefficients of reliability
(standardized) for the instrument are as
follows: status = .66; property = :n;
violent = .36; drug = .76; and total =
.84. The analyses of delinquency in this
paper utilizesthe total delinquencyscale.

Table 1. Distribution or Respondents bySchool and Year In School

ITEM NUMBER PER CENT

School
XavierUniversity(co-ed private) 178 23.3
XavierHigh School(allmale private) 200 26.1
Lourdes High School (allfemaleprivate) 108 14.1
Misamis Oriental General 198 25.9
Comprehensive High School (co-ed public)

Out-of-School Youth 78 10.2
No Response 3 0.4

Year in School
College(freshmen,sophomore) 160 20.0

1st Year High School 127 16.6
2nd Year High School 126 16.5
3rd Year High School 125 16.3
4th Year High School 127 16.6
Out-or-School 78 10.2
No Response 22 2.9

Total 765 100.0



Table 2. Delinquency and Year in School- ANOVA
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RESULTS

A. Sample Oiaractesistics

A total of 765 people answered the
questionnaire. Table 1 which presents
the distribution of the respondents by
school and year in school shows the out-
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considered largely a male problem in the
country, the larger number of males is
unlikely to underestimate the extent of
self-report misbehavior in the present
sample. Furthermore, the number of
females in the sample (283, or 37%) is
large enough to allow meaningful statisti-

•
:YEAR IN SCHOOL MEAN SD N

First Year High School 3.14 2.89 107
Second Year High School 2.93 3.92 109
Third Year High School 3.18 3.72 110
Fourth Year High School 4.13 4.33 105
Freshmen and Sophomores in College 4.21 3.71 133
Out-of-School Youth 3.61 4.49 41

Totals 3.55 3.82 605
F = 2.35. 5 and 599 d. f., p S 0.04

of-school youth a minority of the sample,
as they also constitute a small portion of
youth in the province, according to local
sources. The other schools are fairly
evenly represented, with the exception of
the all female private high school. The
distribution of the sample by year in
school is also evenly divided, the only ex­
ception again being the category of out­
of-school youth.

. The ages of the respondents range
from 11 to 40. Some of the out-of-school
"youth" .are no longer youth, and some
of those in freshmen English classes are
also well beyond adolescence. The bulk
of the respondents (nearly 85%) are be­
tween 13 and 18 years of age, and less
than 6% are over 21.

Most of the respondents are male
(62.6%). However, since delinquency is

cal calculations and interpretations.

b. Extent ofDelinquentBehavior

The figures in Table 2 indicate
slight significant differences in total
delinquency by year in school. The mean
levels of delinquency are lower among
out-of-school youth than among fourth
year high school and the college students
in the sample.

However, the out-of-school youth
are older than the others in the sample,
and questions concerning attitudes
toward family and school matters may
not be as relevant to them as these issues
would be to younger youth. For these
reasons, the out-of-school youth are not
included in further analyses of the data.

Frequencies and percentages of ad­
mission of delinquent behavior among
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Table3. Frequency and PercentofAdmitted Delinquent Acts

OFFENCE ONCE OR TWICE SEVERAL TIMES
TYPE N PeTCenl N Percent

Status
Marking up property 194 29.2 57 8.6
Making anonymous phonecalls 114 17.1 26 3.9
Drinking alcoholic beverages 155 23.3 82 12.3
Skipping school 169 25.4 39 5.9
Defying parents 146 22.0 18 2.7
Runningaway 41 6.2 8 1.2

Property
Breaking windows SS 8.3 S 0.8
Lettingair fromtires 60 9.0 16 2.4
Takingthings of value less 13S 20.3 23 3.5

than 50pesos
Ta1cing things ofvalue from 19 2.9 7 1.1

50-500 pesos
TakingtlVngsofvalueov~ 7 1.1 2 0.3

500pesos
Breaking intoa building 19 2.9 2 0.3
Stealing a car 21 3.2 6 0.9
Banging up others' properties 72 10.8 4 0.6
Breaking down property 114 17.1 12 1.8

Violent
Hittingsomeone 208 31.3 29 4.4
High on coughsyrup 22 3.3 6 0.9
Highonglue 16 2.4 3 0.5
High on toothpastecovered 8 1.2 2 0.3

cigarettes
Beatingup someone and breaking 65 9.8 7 1.1

bonesor causing disfigurement
Robbery 17 2.6 2 0.3

Drug Possession or Use
Marijuana 35 5.3 10 1.5
Drugs(heroin,cocaine) 6 0.9 3 0.5
Amphetamines 13 2.0 3 0.5
Highon coughsyrup 22 3.3 6 0.5
High onglue 16 2.4 3 0.5
High on toothpastecovered 8 1.2 2 0.3

cigarettes



the respondents are presented in Table
3. Overall, the youth in the present
sample are a fairly law-abiding group.
Most indicate never having committed a
delinquent act, with varying percentages
admitting to specific illegal activities.
For the most part, very few respondents
admit to committing an offense several
times. Offenses for which the sample
collectively acknowledge rather frequent
involvement include skipping school,
defying parents (but, interestingly, not
running away), drinking alcoholic
beverages, stealing items worth less than
50 pesos, marking up property, and hit­
ting someone. Thefts involving items
worth modest or large amounts of
money, extreme violence, robbery,
burglary, and drug use (other than al­
cohol) are admitted to by a relatively
small percentage of the respondents.
The total delinquency mean is 3.67, on a
scale ranging from 0 to 48.

Compared to self-report studies of
delinquency in America, delinquency in
this sample of Filipino youth is par­
ticularly low. Surveys of high school stu­
dents in the United States indicate that
around 90 per cent of juveniles commit
some kind of delinquent acts, and that
offense rates are especially high for
minor offenses and drug offenses
(Thornton et al, 1987). To some extent,
furthermore, the estimates of delinquen­
cy in the present sample of Filipino
youth allows for relatively high rates to
be reported, since the respondents were
asked to indicate offenses ever com­
mitted.

These figures are also lower than
those reported by the previously men­
tioned Virginia sample of juvenile, in
which essentially the same definition of
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delinquency was utilized (Gardner
1984). In that study, the overall rate of
delinquency was 8.68, again on a scale
ranging from 0 to 48. In addition, the
Virginia sample admitted to more delin­
quent activity than the Filipino youth for
every act of delinquency except letting
air out of tires and running away, for
which reported instances were nearly
equal.

On the other hand, the present
results are similar to those found in
studies of delinquency in India (Hartjen
and Priyadarsini 1984) and Korea (Shim
1987). Of course, the current study and
those conducted in India and Korea are
not directly comparable, but it is inter­
esting to note the similarities in the find­
ings of relatively low frequencies of
delinquency in all three countries. In ad­
dition, the results of the present inves­
tigation are consistent with available
statistical information on crime rates in
the Philippines in general. Archer and
Fartner's (1984) comparative analysis
reports relatively low rates of serious
criminal activity in the Philippines, espe­
cially when compared to the United
States. The Philippine rates presented in
these comparisons, however, are based
on data gathered before 1972 and from
Metropolitan Manila.

c. VariationsinDelinquency

While the overall frequency of delin­
quency in the sample is low, variations
were observed. This section presents an
analysis of variations in delinquency, par­
ticularly in terms of those factors iden­
tified as related to official rates of delin­
quency in the country. Again, com­
parisons should be interpreted cautiously
since official estimates are usually based
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on data gathered several years ago and
collected in and around Manila.

A finding which is consistent with
earlier studies of official delinquency
in the Philippines (Aldaba-Lim 1969;
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tween total delinquency and age (Table
5). Thisfinding is not consistent with the
previously discussed association between
delinquency and year in school. Al­
though the data indicate that mean rates

Table 4. Delinquencyby Gender- ANOVA

Gender

Male
Female

Totals

Mean

3.91
2.02

3.11

SD

4.00
2.92

3.70

N

327
240

567

F = 38.49,1 and 565 d. f., p sO.OOI

Esguerra 1979) is that delinquency in the
present sample is largely a male
phenomenon. Table 4 shows that the
mean level of delinquency among males
is almost twice that of females. Thisdif­
ference is statistically significant beyond
the.OO1level.

Previous research on delinquency in
the Philippines also indicate that the
"typical" offender is around 15 or 16
years of age. In the present sample,
there is no significant relationship be-

of delinquency increase with age, the dif­
ferences are statistically small. The over­
all lack of a significant association be­
tween age and delinquency is a little
surprising, particularly in view of the
documented connection between the
two variables in previous Filipino re­
search. Perhaps the lack of any sig­
nificant age differences in self-reported
delinquency in thissample isan anomaly,
or maybe it is the pattern in the Philip­
pines and deserves further attention.

Table S. Delinquency by Age-ANOVA

Age Mean SO N

11-13 3.16 2.81 94
14-15 3.26 435 202
16 -17 3.94 3.99 205
18 and over 4.09 427 58

Totals 3.58 3.99 559

F = 165, 3 and 555 dJ., n.s.



Another potential source of delin­
quency in Philippine society, according
to previous analyses, is family structure,
The broken home has been identified as
a significant source of both male and
female delinquents (Aldaba-Lim 1969:. ,
Carlota 1982-83). In the present sample,
however, the variancein family structure
is quite restrictive. Over 75 per cent of
the respondents report living with both
parents. An additiona110 per cent are
living with a guardian, which does not
necessarily imply a broken home. Many
students live with relatives, or friends,
while they attend schooL This arrange­
ment does not always mean that the
youth are alienated from their parents,
for they might still communicate with
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their parents and visit them whenever
possible.

Becauseof this restrictedvariancein
living arrangements, the respondents are
divided into two categories, living with
both parents and other (which includes
living with guardians). This forced
division is compared with delinquency.
The results indicate no significant dif­
ference between living arrangement and
delinquency (Table 6), due in part to the
lack of·variance in living arrangement
However, it is possible that broken
homes do contribute to delinquent~
tivity in the Philippines, but the lack Of
large numbers of youth from broken
homes in the present sample masks the
existence of sucheffects.

Table6. Delinquency byFamilyFactors- ANOVA

ITEMS

UvlngArrangement
Both parents
Others

Totals

F = 0.20, 1 and 553dJ., n.s.

Father Employed
No
Yes

Totals

F = 3.63, 1 and 529dJ., n.s.

Mother Employed
No
Yes

Totals

F =3.26, 1and 548d.t, n.s.

MEAN

353
3.72
357

2.83
3.73
359

3.24
3.84
355

SD

3.88
4.39
3.72

3.38
4.08
3.99

3.91
3.99
395

N

435
120
555

84
447
531

267
283
550
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An additional indication of family
togetherness is the workingstatus of the
father or mother. An important con­
sideration is the kind of supervisionar­
rangement(s) which have been provided
in the absence of the mother (Hirschi
1985 and Thornton et al. 1987). The ab­
sence of a mother, or father, because of
working conditions may not mean less
supervision because of the presence of
maids and/or relatives in the home.
However, a working parent may lead to
problems with a child, in that an
authorityfigure is not always present.

An examination of working parents
in the present sample indicates no
relationship with total delinquency. In
this case, parents are reported as work­
ing or not working. There is no sig­
nificant relationshipbetween delinquen­
cy and fathers or mothers working
(Table 6). Thus, it would seem that
working parents do not contributegreat­
ly to delinquen~ among this sample of
Philippineyouth.

Another measure of family life used
in thisstudy is an attitudinalscalenamed
"attachment to parents." This scale was
developed in accordance with the social
bond theory proposed byHirschi (1969),
whichpredicts an inverseassociation be­
tween delinquency and the social bond.
Elements of the bond include attach­
ment, involvement, commitment, and
belief. Attachment entails attitudes
toward law and conventional authority,
and toward those who enforce laws. In­
volvement refers to activities connected
with an institutional setting, such as the
school Commitment represents the ra­
tional, goal-oriented component of the
bond. The measurements of these scales
were derived from those used in the pre-
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viously discussed study of self-report
delinquency in Virginia (Gardner 1984).

The attachment to parents scale is
composed of nine items,whichare listed
in the appendix.All responsesare scored
lowto highand summated.

The standardized alpha coefficient:
of reliability for this scale is 0.74. Cor­
relational analysis between delinquency
and attachment to parents revealsa sig­
nificantassociation (r = -0.15, P s (01),
with the direction of the correlation in­
dicating more delinquency committed
amongyouth expressing low levels of at-
tachmemtoparen~ .

Overall, it would seem from the
results of this analysis that structural
family factors, such as living arrange­
ments and working parents have little to
do with delinquency in thissample. It is
interesting to note that these results are
consistentwithother studies.whichoften
conclude that there is no association
between broken homes and self-report
delinquency. However, these investi­
gations usually find significant
relationships between self-report
delinquency and family-oriented
attitudinal constructs, such as attachment
to parents (Shoemaker 1984 and Thorn
ton et al. 1987), and this conclusion is
consistent with the results of the present
analysis.

Yet another factor identifiedby pre­
vious Filipinoresearch as contnbuting to
delinquency is adjustment to school
(Aldaba-Lim 1969; Carlota 1982-83),
and this observation has been observed
in research conducted in America (see,
for example, Polk and Shafer 1972;
Empey 1982:271-272; Elliott and Voss
1974; Phillips and Kelly 1979; Mann
1981; and Thornton et al. 1987:217-222),
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as well as in the Netherlands (Nijbuer
and Dijksterhuis 1983).

In the present research, school ad­
justment is approximated by three at­
titudinal scalesderived fromsocial bond
theory, attachment to teachers, involve­
ment, and commitment. Attachment to
teachers is also listed in the appendix.
Again, all responses are scored low to
high. The standardized alpha reliability
coefficient of this scaleis 0.60.

Involvement in school includes the
number of hours per week spent on
school-related activities (other than
homework), the numberofhoursper day
spent on homework, and the number of
school-related activities participated in
by the respondent. . The standardized
alpha reliability coefficient for this scale
is0.37.

Commitment to school is operation­
alized by a six-item scale whichincludes
the folloWing items: "in comparison with
other students in yourschool, howwould
you rate yourself in school ability?"
(scored as among the best, above
average, average, belowaverage, among
the worst); ''I try hard in school;" "I dis­
like school;" "the things I do in school
seemworthwhile and meaningful to me;"
"getting good grades is important to
me;" "school attendance is important to
me" (these last five items are scored as
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never, sometimes, usually, always). The
standardized alpha reliability coefficient
for this scaleis0.60.

As the correlations in Table 7 indi­
cate, delinquency is not associated with
attachment to school However, there
are significant relationships between
delinquency and involvement in school
(positive) and, especially, commitment to
school For the most part, the commit­
ment scaleutilizedin this studymeasures
the respondents' attitudes toward
academic performance. Although the
items in the commitment scale are not
direct indicators of grades in school, or
academic achievement, they represent
approximations of such activity. It would
seem from the results in Table 7, there­
fore, that academic performance, or
more accurately, attitudes relative to
academics, is a stronger determinant of
delinquency than are attitudes toward
teachers or hours spent on homework or
schoolactivities in general.

Since the attitudinal constructs dis­
play some significant association with
delinquency among those in the sample,
a fuller analysis of these variables is
presented. This analysis involves multi­
ple regression, in which total delinquen­
cy is regressed (stepwise) on several at­
titudinal scales. These scales reflect the
four components of the social bond, at-

Table7. Correlations Between Delinquency and School AdjustmentScales

SCALES CORRELATION (SIGNIFICANCE) N

Attachmentto School
Involvement in School
Commitment to School

-0.03
0.11

-0.25

(0.239)
(0.007)
(0.001)

488
488
488



(0.79); attachment to conventional peers
(0.68); attachment to conventional
parents (0.53); attachment to church
people (0.71); involvement (0.48), com­
mitment (0.68); and belief(0.38).

The resultsof the regression analysis
are presented in Table 8. The stand­
ardized regression coefficients in that
table indicate that the attitude scale with
the strongest comparative relationship
with delinquency is commitment. In
addition, these beta weights suggest that
peer associations are also significantly
associated with delinquency, and both
measures of peer relations are related to
delinquency in the predicted directions
(attachmentto peers would be predicted
to havea positive connection withdelin­
quency; attachment to conventional
peers would be expected to have an in­
verserelationship withdelinquency).

Overall, the figures in Table 8 indi­
catethat severaldimensions of the social
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tac:hment, involvement, commitment,
andbelief, asmentioned earlier.

In the bivariate analyses discussed
above, significant relationships were
found between delinquency and attach­
ment to parents, commitment to sc:hoo~

and involvement in school(although the
relationship here was in the opposite
direction of that predicted by social
bond theory). In the multivariate
analysis, allof the bondingscales,includ­
ing attachments to peers, are considered
together, to measure their simultan~us
connection withdelinquency. Moreover,
in the multiple. regression, the involve­
ment and commitment scales include
relationships withschooland churchset­
tings. On allscales, coding is fromlowto
high. The specific items for each of
these scales are listed in the appendix.
Alpha coefficients of reliabilities (stand­
ardized) for these scalesare as fonows:
attachmentto parents (0.74); attachment
to teacher (0.60); attachment to peers

Table8. Total Delinquency ScaleRegressed on Soda! BondScales (N = 459)
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SOCIAL BOND SCALES BETA WEIGHTS SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL

Attachment to Peers
Involvement
Commitment
Attachment to Conventional Peers
Attachment to Parents

R2 (adjusted) = .169

Variables NotEntered

Attachment to Teacher
Attachment to Church
Belief
Attachment to Conventional Parents

0.219
0.166

-0.278
-0.194
-0.124

s 0.001
s 0\001
s 0.001

\

s 0.001
s 0.010



A final comment on the data in
Table 8 concerns the scale of involve­
ment. It displayed the only relationship
with delinquency which was significant,
but in the opposite direction of that
which was predicted. The same pattern
was observed in Table 7. In the Virginia

bond are significantly associated with
delinquency. A total explained variance
of 17 per cent (adjusted R2

) , however,
suggests that many other factors are
responsible for the admitted acts of
delinquency among this sample.

It is also worthy to note that attach­
ment to teachers drops out of the
analysis presented in Table 8. Again, it is
observed that what these youth feel
teachers think of them, or do withthem,
has little connection with their self­
reported commission of delinquent ac­
tivity.
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study referred to earlier, in which the
measures of delinquency and attitudes
were similar to those of the present re­
search, involvement was also positively
associated with delinquency (Gardner
1984; Gardner and Shoemaker 1989).
Apparently, thisscale, as constructed, is
tapping some dimension or pattern not
anticipated by the social bond theory.
Those youth who are more involved in
community, school, and church activities
are more delinquent. The interpretation
of this relationship is unclear and should
be addressed with additional observa­
tions and information.

Previous studies of officially labeled
delinquents in the Philippines indicate
that most of these juveniles are from the
lower social classes. In the present
sample, an approximation of social class
is provided by the educational and oc­
cupational backgrounds of a youth's

Table 9. Delinquency by Educational Status of Father and Mother· ANOVA

EDUCATION MEAN SD N

Father
Low 290 3.82 110
Middle 3.09 3.87 134
High 3.91 3.92 299

Totals 3.50 3.89 543

F = 3.72,2 and 540 dJ., p s .oJ

Mother
Low 274 3.64 109
Middle 3.06 3.76 133
High 4.07 4.08 304

Totals 3.56 3.95 546

F = 6.01,2 and 543 d.f, p s .003

\
\

•
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parents. Educational background of
parents ranged from no formal schooling
to advanced graduate work. However,
the distribution is heavily skewed toward
the higher education end of the
spectrum. Over one-third of both fathers
and mothers are reported to have earned
a college degree, nearly 17 per cent of
the fathers have post-graduate educa­
tion, and 14 per cent of the mothers have
post-graduate education.

A comparison of delinquency by
educational status of parents is
presented in Table 9. The educational
categories collapse several lower level
educational divisions in order to provide
as balanced a distribution as possible.
Specifically, no schooling through some
high school is coded as low, high school
graduate and some college are named
middle, and college graduate and
beyond are categorized as high. None­
theless, over half of the fathers and
mothers are placed in the highest educa­
tional category.

The statistics presented in Table 9
reveals a significant association between
delinquency and educational back­
ground of parents, but the direction is
opposite that of previous studies in the
Philippines. In the present sample, mid­
die-class are the most delinquent

The relationship between delin­
quency and social class is also examined
by comparing delinquency with the oc­
cupational status of the respondents'
parents. For purposes of the parent
analysis, occupational position is divided
into four categories: upper middle, mid­
dle, working and lower, and un­
employed. The specific occupations
which fit into each of these categories
were sorted in accordance with the pres-
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tige rankings offered byVoth (1970) and
Trieman (1977), and then cross-checked
for accuracy by faculty members of the
Department of Sociology at Xavier
University. In addition, these classifica­
tions were cross-tabulated with father's
and mother's education, and the two
variables were highly associated. Over
half of the fathers are classified in middle
or upper-middle class occupations. Ap­
proxi mately 46 per cent of the mothers
are placed into middle or upper-middle
class occupations. However, nearly half
of the mothers are unemployed, com­
pared to about 17 per cent of the fathers.

The results of the comparisons of
delinquency by parental occupation are'
presented in Table 10. As was the case
with delinquency and parental educa­
tion, there is a significant relationship
between delinquency and parental oc­
cupation, but, again, it is the children of
higher status parents who are most delin­
quent.

With both measures of social class
used in this study, the results are consis­
tent and rather striking; middle-class
children are more delinquent than the
sons and daughters of working and lower
class parents. These results need to be
explained, for they are contrary to offi­
cial data. Perhaps these statistics merely
reflect the sample's imbalance of higher
social status backgrounds. To some ex­
tent, this may be the case. The proba­
bility levels of significance in Table 9,
however, are too large to be solely reflec­
tive of a skewed distribution, particularly
when each educational category contains
over 100 cases. The occupational cate­
gories in Table 10 are also skewed in the
direc tion of middle class status, but,
again, the level of probability is too high
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Table 10. Delinquency byFather's and Mother's Occ:upatfon ·ANOVA

OCCUPATIONAL
CLASSIFICATION MEAN SD N

Father
Upper Middle 4.04 4.18 189
Middle 3.88 3.87 116
Workingand Lower 2.84 3.85 103
Unemployed 2.87 3.36 84

Totals 3.55 3.91, 492

F = 3.25. 3 and 488ar, p < .D2

Mother
Upper Middle 4.55 4.66 60
Middle 3.75 3.89 184
Workingand Lower 1.38 1.72 21
Unemployed 3.27 3.92 263

Totals 3.51 3.94 582

F = 3.99.3 and 524df., p < .008
-----_.

A

to becompletelyaffected by sample dis­
tnbutions.

Working status of parents has al­
ready been analyzed in thissample,how­
ever, and was found to be negligibly re­
lated to delinquency.

Some studies suggest that self­
reported middle-class delinquency is lar­
gely a collection of drug, status, and
property offenses (Vaz 1967; Elliott and
Ageton 1980; Shoemaker 1984). To ex­
amine this possibility in the present
sample, parental education and occupa­
tion are compared with the four delin­
quencysubscalesidentifiedin the appen­
dix. The results indicate significantly

higher mean levels of deliquencyamong
middle-class youth with respect to all
subscales, except drug offenses (al­
though, again, admitted incidences of
drug use are verylow). In particular, the
differencesare most strikingfor property
offenses and somewhat less. significant
for violent and status acts. These results
suggest that the greater participation in
delinquent activity among middle-class
youth is not attributable to their dis­
proportionate involvement in status and
drug offenses, as compared to property
and violent delinquent behavior.

It is possible that the lower-status
youth are not as truthfully responding to
this type of survey as are middle-class
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stu~ents. Furthermore, perhaps many
delinquent youth, especially lower-class
juveniles, are not in school, and thus
would not be reflected in present figures.
For that matter, it is possible that the
delinquencyscale used is not adequately
consonant with Filipino culture and cus­
toms, and this does not reflect the fuller
range of delinquent activity among this
sample.Such a situation, however, would
seem to apply to all youth and thus
would not affect the relationship be­
tween delinquencyand socialclass. Still,
it must be considered that, compared to
young people from middle-class back­
grounds, lower-class youth maybe more
likely to drop out of school,or not com­
pletely answer questions concerning
delinquency, and, therefore, reflect a
seemingly lowerrate of delinquency.

Another interpretation of the
present results is that the associations are
real and attributable to qualitative dif­
ferences in the lives of middle-class,
versus lower-class, young people. Per­
haps there are attitudinal differences be­
tween middle and lower-class juveniles
which may help to explain the higher
levels of delinquency among middle­
class youth. These youth may be
pampered, to the point that theymayfeel
themselves to be above the law in many
cases.4

Conclusion

Delinquency in the Philippines is a
reality,but the scope and gravity of such
behavior appears to be less than in other
countries, such as the United States.

In addition, the results of the
present analysis indicate commonalities
and differences with previous studies of
delinquency in the Philippines. Consis-
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tent with earlier investigations, for ex­
ample, the present results indicate delin­
quencyto be a male phenomenon,

Contrary to other research, delin­
quency in this sample is concentrated
among the older youth of the present
sample, although differences by age are
not significant for all delinquent acts
combined. Previous studles of delin­
quency in the Philippines, based upon
official data, indicate the "typical" delin­
quent to be 15-16 years of age. The age
categories of highest delinquency invol­
vement in the present sample are 16-17
and 18 and over. It should be remem­
bered, however, that the measure of
delinquency in this study spanned a
juvenile's lifetime, thus allowing for the
possibility of higher levelsof involvement
amongolder youth.

Also, broken homes have been con­
nected with studies of delinquent
po~ulations in previous investigations of
delinquency in the Philippines, but no
such association is found in this study.
~athert parental attachment is sig­
nificantly related to delinquency, and
strongly so.

An examination of school-related
factors yields no significant association
between delinquency and attachment to
school. This finding is not consistent
with previousresearch on delinquencyin
the P~ppines. However, the present
analysis does showa highly significant as­
sociationbetween delinquencyand com­
mitmentto school.

A multivariate analysis indicatesthat
s:veral attitudinal variables are sig­
nificantly associated with delinquency.
Noteworthy among these factors an
commitment (to school and church ac



tivities), attachments to peers, and at­
tachment to parents. These associa­
tions, furthermore, are supportive of
Hirschi's social bond theory, which
predicts an inverse relationship between
these attitudes and delinquency.

A significant departure from official
reports of delinquency in the Philippines
is the positive relationship between
delinquency and social class, as
measured by educational and occupa­
tional status. Significantly higher levels
of delinquency among children of more
highly educated parents occurred for
property and violent crimes, less so for
status offenses, and. not at all for drug
use.

Overall, the data in this study reveals
a relatively low, and mild, level of delin­
quency among the sample. This result
may be affected by the middle-class bias
which the sample reflects. However, the
middle-class youth are the most delin­
quent, according to their self-report
responses. If these juveniles were
removed from the analysis, the level of
delinquency would decline.

Although the reported amounts of
delinquency in this sample are low, this
finding isconsistent with studies of delin­
quency in other developing countries,
and with comparative criminal statistics
using official data from the Philippines
and other societies.

Many commentators have noted, or
predicted, an increase in crime and
delinquency in societies which ex­
perience industrial growth and modern­
ization (Cavan and Cavan 1968; Clinard
and Abbott 1913; Shelley 1981; Hartjen
and Priyadarsini 1984). Several reasons
are offered for this observation, such as
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an increase in competing value systems;
an increase in personal alienation from
society; increases in technological
capacities to detect criminality; expan­
sion of specialized facilities to imprison
or rehabilitate offenders; and specializa­
tion of social services to deal formally
with criminals, delinquents, and others
exhibitingdeviant behavior. Such trends,
however, are not automatic (Adler
1983).For example, the relationship be­
tween modernization and criminality
may be altered by age distributions,
economic patterns, and criminal justice
procedures (Steffensmeir et al. 1989).

A rather common theme in this
literature is the identification of a break­
down in the traditional functions of basic
institutions, especially the family, in the
socialization and control of members of
society, particularly juveniles, as growth
and modernization occur. Typically, the
extended family gives way to a smaller,
nuclear familystructure and socialization
and personal care functions of the family
become assumed by agencies and or­
ganizations that lie outside the family
network (see, Cavan and Cavan 1968;
Shelley 1981; Adler 1983; also, Parsons
1966for a general discussion on the con­
nection between societal development
and familystructure).

So important is a strong family unit
to the Filipino people that the preserva­
tion of the family, and care for its mem­
bers, was embodied in the new constitu­
tion of the country, which was ratified in
February 1987. A further indication of
this value is the lack of any appreciable
degree of parental separation among the
youth in the present sample. Given this
fact, it is not surprising to see that
"broken homes" is not related to delia-
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quency. Even among youth where
mothers are employed outsidethe home,
there is no significant difference in delin­
quency, perhaps because other family
members, or adult supervisors such as
maids, are stillpresent in the home.

It may be the case, therefore, that
this strong family system is significantly
associatedwith the relatively low rate of
delinquency reported in thisstudy. Since
little information, official or otherwise,
on delinquency in the Philippines exist
especially since the early 19708, it is not
possible to establish any trend in the
relationshipbetween delinquency, mod­
ernization and family structure in this
study.

Future research, however, may be
able to address these issues, especially if
better monitoring of delinquent (and
criminal) behavior is accomplished. It is
possible that, despite the country'scom­
mitment to a strong family system, the
forces of modernization will begin to
alter the family structure, and other in­
stitutions as well, in the Philippines. As
this occurs, an increase in the rate of
delinquency is expected, but accurate
observations of juvenile criminality are
necessary in order for such a connection
to be established.

APPENDIX

DELINQUENTSCALECOM­
PONENTS

Status: marking up property; making
anonymous phone calls; drinking
wine, beer, or liquor; skipping
school; defying parents; and running
away fromhome.

Property: breaking windows; letting air
out of tires; taking things of value
less than 50 pesos; taking tb.i.np of
value up to 500 pesos; taking things
of value over 500 pesos; breaking
into a building; stealinga car; bang­
ing up others' property; breaking
downproperty.

Violent: hitting someone; beating ViP

someone and breaking bones or
causing disfigurement; robbing
someone.

Drug: been in possession of marijuana,
amphetamines, heroin or cocaine;
been high on cough syrup, glue
(rugby) or toothpaste covered
cigarettes.

SOCIALBONDSCALES

Attachmentto Parents: would youliketo
be the kind of person your parents
are (in every way, in most ways, in
some ways, in a few ways, not at all);
my family knows where I am when I
am away from home; my famiry
knows who I am with when I am
away fromhome;myfamily wants to
help me when I have a problem;my
family knows what isbest for me; my
family and I talk over my future
plans; my family explains why they
feel the waytheydo; I can share my
thoughts and feelings with my fami­
ly; when my family makes a rule I
don't understand, they will explain
the reason (never,sometimes, usual!­
ly, always).

Attachment to Teachers: wouldyou like
to be the kind of person yoW'
teachers are (in every way, in most
ways, in some ways, in a few ways,
not at all); I care what my teachers
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think of me; my teachers know what
is best for me; my teachers want to
help me when I have problems; I
share my thoughts and feelings with
my teachers (never, sometimes,
usually, always).

Attachment to Peers: would you like to
be the kind of person your friends
are (in every way, in most ways, in
some ways, not at all); my friends
understand my needs and problems;
my friends would stick with me if I
really got myself into trouble; I can
share my thoughts and feelings with
my friends; my friends want to help
me when I have problems (never,
sometimes, usually, always).

Attachment to Church: the people in my
church want to help me when I have
problems; I can share my thoughts
and feelings with the people in my
church (never, sometimes, usually,
always).

Involvement: how often do you attend
meetings of organizations and
groups outside of your school
(never, less than once a month, once
a month, twice or three times a
month, once a week or more); in
which of the following school-re­
lated activities do you par ticipate
(none, one, two, three to five, six or
more); approximately how many
houn per day do you spend on
homework (none at all,less than one
hour, one to two hours, three to five
hours, more than five hours); ap­
proximately how many hours per
week do you spend in school-related
activities other than homework and
attending classes (none at all, .less
than one hour, one to two hours,
three to five hours, more than five
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hours); how. often do you attend
religious services (never, onlyon im­
portant holidays, sometimes, as
often as I can).

Commitment: in comparison with other
students in your school, how would
you rate yourself in school ability
(among the best, above average,
average, below average, among the
worst); I try hard in school; I dis1ike
school; the things I do in school
seem worthwhile and meaningful to
me; getting good grades is important
to me; school attendance is impor­
tant to me; whatever my goals, I try
hard to achievethem; the things I do.
in church seem meaningful and
worthwhile to me; regular church at­
tendance is important to me (never,
sometimes,usually, always).

BeUer: it isall right to get around the law
if you get awaywith it; to get ahead,
you have to do some things which
are not right; I have a lot of respect
for the barangay (police) officials;
police try to give all kids a break
(another chance); I can't seem to
stay out of trouble no matter how
hard I try; suckers deserve to be
taken advantage of; most things
people call "getting into trouble"
don't really hurt anyone (never,
sometimes, usually, always).

Attachment to Conventional Peers: are
your friends active in school ac­
tivities(veryactive, somewhat active,
not very active, not active at all); my
close friends respect the barangay
officials; my friends tend to get into
trouble with their parents; my
friends respect their teachers; my
friends tend to get into trouble in
school; my friends try to follow the
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rules and stay out of trouble; my
friends respect their parents (never,
sometimes, usually, always).

Attachment to Conventional Parents:
my parents respect the barangay of­
ficials; regular church attendance is
important to my family; my family
tries to obeythe lawand stay out of
trouble (never, sometimes, usually,
always).

NOTES

l Revised version of a paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Society of Criminology,
Montreal, Quebec, November 11-14,
1987.

2Aldaba-Lim (1978) and Esguerra
(1979) note that separateprocedures for
handling most juvenile offenders were
established byPresidential Decree Num­
ber 603, in 1974. However, the provisions
for implementing these procedureswere
rarely supplied, especially in the provin­
ces.

3.rheemployed-unemployed distinc­
tion utilized in the questionnaire asked
the respondents to indicatethe main oc­
cupation, or the job, of the working
parent Discussions with Filipino col­
leagues (Imelda G. Pagtolun-an and
Gloria D. Benigno) suggest that in some
cases this type of question maynot yield
consistentanswers for working mothers,
because if the mother is working at a
varietyof odd jobs, such as house clean­
ing, tutoring, vending, and so on, the
children may not consider her
"employed" because she has no per­
manent, full-time job. That this indeed
may be the case is reflected in the high
percentage of "unemployed" mothers
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reported in the sample. Thus, some of
the unemployed mothersmayactually be
working, and therefore away from the
homefor extendedperiodsof time. This
situation should be remembered when
interpreting the relationship between
working status of mothers and delin­
quency.

4.rhis interpretation was offered in
a personal communication by Father
Francis Madigan, SJ.. former chair of
the Department of Sociology and Direc­
tor of the Research Institute for Min­
danao Culture, Xavier University.
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