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AcKNm.;u:O~;'\4f.NTS 

Ac~no~ledqm9nt is made to thos~ who have recognizpd the 

Importanc~ nf ~d~quately fundprl sust~in~rl res~arch and m~de it 

oossibl~ by continue~ flnancl~l and administrative SUPDort~ 

(lur first thanl(s is to the Col1~gp of liberal Arts? thp 

C::'rarlUi'lt>-:' r;oll(~qt~}lH)c1 the 'lffic p of thf~ Vice President for 

~ducntion~l OeveloDm~nt 3nd R8s~~rch for theIr continuous su~port 

of the:> 10lf/a Urhdn Cf)~:llunity R~s"".,rch Center 5inc,~ lqfif{.,. thi:! v~?ar 

of its tDundin'1'15 m. inti'7-!)~nrlent interdisciplinary n~s'~'lich 

c~nt'''r ,rJj th in t h "" Co 11 ""'J f'> 0 f l iI) er-::'.l Arts.. Alt hOUilh funt! I'td ,~t 

its Incaption orlnclpAllv by the Colleg~ of Liber31 Arts (~~~n 

Dew~V;$ stuit) ana thp ~~d~r~l qoyprnm?nt {~3tional O~ten5e 

E~ucRtian~l Act', it h~s sinco h~en liherally su?rycrted oy th~ 

~r~auRt~ CollQ~? ~na th~ DFfic~ 0f thp Vic@ Pr~sidpnt for 

~dOc~tion~l Davnln?m~n~ ~n~ Rps~3rc~ (Vlc~ Pr~si~~nt U~C9 

3Drie~t?r5bach) ~~ w~ll as t~~ C011eqe of Llber~l ~rts (0edns 

C~ntar .r,"!sDlJrCqSi t'3.cilitl<:s., st:~ff s11arlp.s, ~nJ flJrHIS f""r "ldY 

to dav ~o~put~r usa~~t without which It would hav~ ~q?n 

ii!ij')()ssi;)lp. b1 "ve r..:.<;n~rch co~tinuity fln1 'Hfficult ttl 

'SY5t p ;') .. 'li:ic,"Illy ;;'::i',< tile Elxt'?nsiv"? ,'30d continuous outsit~:· fU!1dinq 

tn~t W1~ nec~ss~ry for th~ lonqltudinal ~irth cohort 5~u~i~s 

whiCh 0 A h3ve np0n con1uctinl 1urin1 the last 1~C~j0 or ;0 and 

~.Jh i c p co V p r ~ d ,q t:1 :; pan 0 f f!I (' r >? t f1_~ n '3 Ci v.:! 3 r 5 ... 

dlthoU1h our first funds for r~se!rc~ on i~llnQu~ncy ~nj 

Crif"l~ Ci;,lC>. from t,")(.> rl?iSch':l::an FOl1n.:!atlQl"l of ~p.n,)l' li;~v·d.", ;.,tron;~ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-2-

support ~nd frequent support since 1974 h3S been qiven by th~ 

~atlonal InstItute of Juv~nile Justire and Delin~uency 

Preventi~n. WP received our first gra~t from th~ N~tlo"~l 

Instituta of Justice in 1979 and sinc~ th~n have rec~lved ot~Rr5, 

inclu1inq our Cllrrent grant fro~ NIJ. Jur relati~nshlp hdG ~cen 

extr~m~ly close with many peopla in Washingtcno Ae wish that ali 

of the r~~p~rch diractors an~ monitors would hav~ ~Aen a)l~ to 

visit to?! I('Ild~ Urban Cr}ln:nunity r~asearch Center., 

Continuing SUPDort from MIJ ~nd NIJJUP r~veal th~t th~v ~ava 

beco~@ increasingly awar a of th~ shortcominqs of a patc~work 

dPprr~ch tn res?3rch on delinau~ncy and crime~ ~e see th0 

continuity in curr?nt fundin1 of simil~r hasie r~s~arch proj~cts 

3S 2 r~~llzation th~t 1 concertsd move toward unierstanding the 

natur~ ~nd C3US8S of da linquency and cri~e in ~odern urbd~ 

socipty is imp~i~ttvq to ~lannin1 proqra~s for their control. 

for this ~e ~P91aud thos~ whQ ar~ r~sponslhleQ 

~s f0r ~s ~c~nowl~d1m~nts i~ r0spect to the current pro'~ct1 

this (~Hj;t inclu1:> thvs~ mr.-:mbers of the Cpnter's st.:iff "4110 b.1V:':; 

plav~d ~ cruci~l rnl~ in the entire endeavor durinJ thp past f~~ 

YI-li;lrs vr 'ryore'l/ Jujith Lo '1::!Om (S,:lnior ~oci"l ScL::.ncs: ,::o;'jf'.)p:li 

4S5ist~ntJ? w. Edq~r ~urDh (Pr0qramroer Analyst)9 L,wrenc0 H~ffn~r 

(PrOqra~~0r An~lystt now Dir~ctor of Ac~d@mic Computin~ ~~rvlc~s 

at H3rry a r CollpQe)~ T~is uDdatPj v@rsion of th~ report has neen 

a malor un~@rtdklnQ for K~thlpen ~~ Anderson (~radud~8 ~asaarc~ 

Assi~ta"t)o Prof~ssor POb~rt N~sh Dark~r (n~~artffient of 

:)l"IIciolf')'1 v 'I UnivArstty of IT)' .. la)., <;?rved 3:5 5t.nt:is"":ic~1~f)d 
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computer consultant, while Profes~or ~arvin Fv ~olfgan, 

• (Director, Cent~r fer Studies in CriMinology an~ CriminRl law, 

Univprsity of Ponnsylvania) and Dean TerAnce Pa Thornb~rr~ (0aan, 

School of CriMinal Justlcp, State University of ~~W York at 

• Albany) wpre consulti~q criminololists~ None, of course, lrQ 

re5Donsible +or !ny of th~ unique or cDnfoundin~ intErrrpt~tions 
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A~1STRACT 

Very fpw youth com~ence their miscreant behavior at an ~arly 

aq~ and continua into adult crim~s TWo-thirds of thB mql~s in 

three R~cine birt~ cohorts d~sisted after their fifth contact ~n1 

an even gr@at~r or0DDrtion cease1 to havA f~lony-l~v~l police 

cont~ct5 at that tin~o 

41thouQh nu~~rous studies have shown that sanctions, as 

~aminlst~red, navp Deen ineffective in deterrlnJ youth anct ddults 

from furth~r dslinquDncy and crl~~, there ar~ p~Dple who contend 

that ~or~ ~pvere 53nctions for ~ Jreater proportion nf t~e 

offenipr population w~uld increase the effectiveness of th~ 

ju:;tic,' svsr~m4 

lultipl~ cPlr~5siDn and other ~nalytlc stcat@pi?s ~re 

utiliz~1 to ~et~r~inn soecific detprrent ~ffqcts of nu~b~r of 

jujici~l Int~rvpntions and sev~rity of sanctions (~r~sa~t 3nri 

cu~ul~tlve) with c~ntrn15 for S~X, raca, ~qe at ~DlicA cnntact, 

nei~hDarhDnd of r?siaence, ~n~ offp~se s~riousness Ipr0~~nt ~nfi 

CU1llu11"tivf") .. 

Th""! \!r-un 1pr tiH..: cohort ffiEHllt.;:>! .'1 t "i nv !:1 i Vf"n po 11 c e c;)n t de t 

level~ +-h.;:. less Uk'''ly U~""ir CO"lt'lct \yould lH;' th,? l?st .. Cf \!v~!n 

roor~ conc~rn is thP findinq th3t the e~rlipr and th~ m0r~ 

sev@re)v fplony-iaVml offenses lr~ 5anction~dt t~e mor~ lik~lY 

ar~ th.;~ cohort ~~A0~rs to h~v~ f~lony-lpvpl police cnntdcts in 

judici~l intprvp~tion~ had con$istant or hcn~~-f?r ~ff~cts 0" 

futur" otti"ns':' s"'cif)usn(.'ls<; or tnl':> ct~cision 170 d8Si~t frOi!; futlJr~ 

offofi"iA;; .. 
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!:XECUTIVF~EPORT 

INTRODUCTlf)i:\l 

~han th? s~me miscreant youth ~opear in court ~aain ~nd 

again, when the ~3me younq adults are Arrested and r~ferr~rl t~ 

~dult$ wIth lengthy r~cDrds of felonious b~haviorl the 1ttentlJn 

nf person~ in the justice systAm has invariably been turn~d to 

Droportion of t~~ community 0f Drlsoners has had len~t~y oFficial 

sImillr ~inds of 3CtS which ~rinq t~~m into cont~ct wlt~ th~ 

1 r~is Is ~ c~ntlnu~ttnn of Jur lon1iturlinJl stu~y of thr~~ 
hirth cohorts, IG4~, lQ49, ~nd 1~55 (6,127 D~rsons of ~hn~ 4,070 
had continuous r~sijqncp in r~cine, Hisconsin)~ 

Th", first st-l~n of tl-tis rl"'<::;p·~rch not only if'rDonstri'!":,'c,.j ~h::;t 
the li~~ h0tw8an juv~nll~ ~pli"qu~ncy ln~ adult cri~~ W~~ pr~g~nt 
for rmly ~)(,H!h?llor':> ~\'''rious juvI?nile off<:>nJ'i'ns, that l1l')St 

d~linlu~nts 11~ not contirue 1"+0 ~Ault crime, but Rlsr') ~h9t ~~ny 
>-.Ih':'l h-1'~ O-)t h;:>(o11 i'rl trr')fJhl,? "lith ti1'~ polic'''' \)r h'lrl not NhL3l.j:'>'~: in 
sarious ~lsn~h~vior ~s juvpnil~s co~~itt~d serir')U5 off0n~e~ 8~ 
adults4 b~~~~~lll~ ~i~ E~l~iiQn~hlQ Qf ~rlyll k£iain21 k3L~gr~ iQ 
4Y~::.nilil t.aLf!st!:S' \)":)0 n;::;)"lrtment f)f Just ic p , 'lffic'~ of Juv?nl1? 
JIJstic'J ;.md O'?lin'1l1~ncv Pr~v'~ntion (Natl{wAl Cri!T\in~l .Jo:;Uc'.~ 

L..........--....... -"-:-..... ........... ~-""-"-=~-"-=~=~. '';'-:'':::''::':'''::':::;:';::;.;.:.~~:=':''::;;:::::..:..:.J..'"~; ~.~..::::~.:.::.:...:",.~.'.:. ~:.1:::C'5L":Cctct:.~;, i' '''r':.'!·:·'_'''.·"',~';:'''''''''''·''''''(' ·";:,.'·,·'!":t·,,_";·, «1'P~.''''''~;,;;;I''''~.'~.''';·'''~l..-.«-,t''~'·''l:'';''~''F~\.;h''-(\.. ·~:.:r;.·...t:"O·,--1>''T..-'''~:';)'.~, \·U",,",:' ~:I;·hl>-':;":"'-;';~·~·f.."'""""'J.\7""'iif.".j<:';::;;",,,,.:.%,..:.":':::'\tM;Ii~ 
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morA likglV auto-rplat~do Qf those who hav~ non-tr~ffic police 

contacts hefore th~ ~rye of lS, only ana ~ut of 10 in thA cohQrts 

Darn in 1~42 ~nd lq4~ had ~ felony-lpvel contact aftrr th~ ~~~ of 

Cohort ... 

Very f~w youth co~mence thpir dppre1ations ~t an ~3rly ~~e 

~dult or adult crlm~o 0esist~nce {discontinuity rath~r than 

contInuity} is t~e rule~ Ovpr tWo-thirds of th~ males I~ edch 

:~~t('r<'f\C~ ::~(~rvicC;' 1'1:.J7774,tHt )~1 1)~·~'''s) f l':)~L~", t;4 1('1-:);31" SUIl,f11"rv 
by th~ author i5 ~lso ~v~ilahl~ frn~ NCJ~Scl 

' ... l ." ___________ .--_ ........ "-'-'--"--='-"-""--"~-""" ... =' "." ~ ~." .. ,_ >,-,'". ,~ "H'l."~.:::':::;:::::~ .. ~~.::.:.::::~~:::~~:~,~ __ ".:-::t,..::."I"y:".~";>i.~_~'~""'·,:·-!·~:"''''~-·.·I'~'''·..".,.,'' ,~, ~",. .. ~:. ".",-,,,,,~;~",~~,,".,~y:¢". ~,' .. '·"1<"~"":"~"·~"')'<'~"'~.j<~·.!~'a ~";;:'1:~·_·'~"~t.1.'A •. ,::,tF"';;;,\·,~-r.:-::D.n·.:'\..'\1:.~; ... 'r:*;:Yk"..~~w"~~"""'(A"$~\lVc',",""''''k.k.';''.~~r.." 
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continuity is thD p~ttern, how do we pxplain d~sistanc~? Thp 

reSDons~ qiven to this questian varies d~Dendinq upon a ~erson's 

Do~i+lon in society lnd hls/hAr DPrception of thA role th~t 

he/sh o ryl-1YSo Th~ ~nllcp officpr prefers to think thdt ~ffectiv~ 

from continuity. An~ we h~v? founn that mRny yo~th cit? th0ir 
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~Acin~, hut not new to th05~ who have done simi13r r~saarch, w~s 

~iSbBhnvlor In t~~ followina perinrl. 2 Th~t W~ ha~ hit ~ ~~nsitiv~ 

Ali~g~.tiiD::l {our firHl report to \!IJJOPl in I-:hich l:h<:>s0' findinls 

lett~rs to the princiPRl invpstiqator decryinq his @rror in 

out ()f crIme .. 

fA~li~~s is 3n i3~ortant criterion, th~ ~ational Institute ~f 

2 HAss~ssing th~ ~el~tionshtp of Adult Cri~ln31 C~r~pr~ to 
Juve n i ll~ r.i:l rp-:::;r; 7 u t f'\ £'X:Qh.le.ma in Aillgr:i!;';,,!fl iQJ:i~l !:Qll£JL 
3.~S.e.ar:.£o.", Clark C .. Ant (~d")l1 Aht (:'looks: C~nlbrifh:/:" 19,;0, 
ap .. 23;!.-24i? .. 

'3 :Philip J .. C~ok, Jlll,8'51"~~rch in Crimini11 !);:d::=rr'Hlcn: L'wln:;J thi? 
r;roundlr<lork for tl,0 ~;:;conri fl~c~de?U in .c.r:imS! an£! J.11s.1i&.f::.v Vol .. ?'\I 
'jorval~orris 'HHi :Hch,q;:>l Tnnry (;ads .. )" Chicago: Th",,· tjniv":r~ity 
of Chlc~~o Press, lQdOg p~~ Zll-2084 
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Justice probably showed 100d ]udQment In not pu~lishin~ ito This 

report concludpd th~t ~s th~ justice system ooer~tps, It returns 

l~v~l wnich would m~~? law dbiriinq b~havlor a mp~nlngful option. 

[t W3~ also pvidunt th1t the courts had not s~nt ~ mQSs3q~ to 

oth~r nersons in the~~ n~iG~DOrhoods throyqh thos~ who h~~ be~n 

evid0nt in tho inn~r city, t~0 OPPosit~ of wh~t nODular 

4 .'5 P? Ihft B.fll.:J.112Us.b.12 nf .J.u:it!nili U.,gllIl..flY!!.Q£Y .anf! A.11l1t kr.im!! 
tQ .th:z hhii!H!in.a f~n12dl£31 St.r:w;.I.ur:.2 .Q.f 1 h2 ['ii~ 9 4 71 p ~, ,. 'i 1 "f q 1 <e 

Final ~~port to th~ Nation~l Institu~e of Justic~, ~~p~r+ment of 
JustiC!9 ~rant ~um~~r 79NI-~X-00~1, avallablA from NCJ?S. Tn~ 
major flndinqs ~rn summarizpd In ftFcoloqic~1 2viJenca of th2 
Hara""nin"l of th'" Inn~r Cityv U l:.::2.tx:.Q12Qli.t.an :C..r:iro:i EB.lt.Ll:.D.5.' noh:.rt 
~o Fiqlio, Simon ri3kiT, 3nd G~orn~ C Q ~~nq.rt, (~rlS~}9 ~illo~ 
Tree ~r~ss, 19~~, Dp& 27-51& 

!i S ft i? Ib~ nA~l!!!lS1nill.9;ni .of 's.ar:in!J.£ kclilllna.l !:.s..L.9fLt:~ .ani .tU.e 
Dglln2ll~nl J~lgbhQ~hAgd, 144 000, 19849 Fin~l q~DDrt to thm 
Nation~l Instltut~ ~f Juv2nil~ Justice ~nd ~~lin1uencv 
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'11 of thes~ fi~dinqq werp IntrlQuinq to the quizzical or 

questioninq D~r~nni f3~iliar to those who have b~en on tne firlnq 

linp 10nl pnouqh to b~ jaded or cynical, 3n~ disturhinQ to those 

who ~r~ sure thAt wi~ldlnq a h~avy '5tick w~rks bettpr th~n no 

stick ~t ~ll and illost of all ~ C3rrot on 3 5tick. 

Th~ results ryf our e~rliDr res83rch have ~0pn 3D pr0voc~tive 

th~t ~~ belipved th~t an entir@ ?r~1ect sh~uli ba CD~c~ntr~t~J on 

,'in al'HlY5is of th,;:' ""ff\·~ctiv!.?nes'5 of sanctio"ls ... P', for~·xE\,n?l/.!, 

intervention in itsplf is ~orp affpctlvp , D3rticul~rly if 

frequent, ~11 oth~r thlnqs Dqin~ equal, W2 shou11 fin1 nUMh~r of 

prior Int~rventIQ~s 1r ~nd~st s~nctions to ~R a i~t~rr€n~ to 

tutur,;.> ot!f0i1S<;~ s"'ri'1u<;;f1ess." ,'\y c":mtr"lst, if '};~colllin<l +ou;.1lv:r is 

th~ .'nsw(~r +:0 dnlin'lut'ncv ,'no Crii!1P,? tlll"n 5",v~rity ar :')rior 

sanct\on<;'I'.:l\t-;>r;q·~o 'S!"v~rity of orin!" s:'Iflctions, dnd ot'!'.;!r 

It may not h? qult~ that cle~r9 

L~t us now 10 ~~C~ to tha hp1inni~~ anrl t~~~ a quick look at 

th,":' ldnd:; of s"nctinns !1h}ch<jr~ ]ooli""(\ to offpr,,:l,"'rs "'lId th'21r 

imm~diat1 ~nd futur~ cons~quanc~so 
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A comDl~t~ rl~scription of th~ ~rtjudication ryrDC~S5 includinJ 

altArn~tiv~s at pach steo In handling juventlps who havp be~n 

referred to the court In wiscon~in takes l~ D3q~S of 5ch o matic 

?prsons w~os~ r~cQrd of Dolic~ contacts inrlicat~~ 1 cef0rr31 

form31 lUV0ni12 or ~Jult diSDo~'tianso Inl+i~l codlnQ incluJ~d 

c~tpqnri~s of ftn0~, 11 cate~orips for ti~~ in instItutions, 

rpsultAd in 21 codp c~t~~oriDs with v~rlation in sAverlty of 

sanctions within ~~'nr cAt~g0riDs~ 

3cor a (a Droceducp ~!kln~ use of ho~h error and non-error tyP?S 
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lowest ~~ometric score involvin~ a s@ntencA of tim~ w~s 131,072 

• 
incarc~r~teJ for a ~inimum of on~ YA~r. Whil~ S~Dmetric scnr~s 

• s~~tlstical techplqu~s~ th~v ar~ not to be us~d In corr~l~tional 

technlIJuc·", 

of s~nctions at Dr +hrouqh ~ny qtv~n 3qe to 11tpr reasons for 

• 
corr~ldt~d with the numbpr ~nd s~rinusnpss of nffens?s OurlD~ any 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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5imQllf~lng th~ Ein~in~~ 

In order to control for the numher and seriausn@ss of 

juvenile police cont~ct5 and tha sanctions met~~ out to th?~ by 

the courts, ev~rYO~8 in aach cohort was DlqcQd In on~ o~ s~v!n 

combin~tions of conticts ~nd sanctions shown on th~ 1pft of P!ch 

se~ment of Table 1. ThQ rows st~rt with persons who h~ve nad no 

pollc~ contlcts {~nd thus no s~"ctIQnsl throuqh 31@ l~ And 

desceni to thp b~ttom row of persons who havp had 5 or m3r8 

contlcts ~nd a sDrlousn~ss scarp of 6 Dr mor~ ~nj hi~h2r 

5~verity af contact~ throuah lq~ 13 or bv 5~v~rity o~ ~~nc~tons, 

it 1~ clelr th~t hot~ hav~ consistent Affects on thp proportion 

four rows are con5i1~rpd alone, loa., thos~ who haa no ~olic2 

contacts or only 1-4 cont~cts, the rolationshiD between s0v~rity 

of s~nctions and nu~~~r of cDnt~cts aftpr ~qe 19 is apD3rent. 

Mare 0r less thp 3~~~ fInding is 0btain~J by obs~rva±ion of other 

.. 
~t ~nd after aqc 19 ~r@ Dr~sant~d as illustratlv~ of thQ sev~rity 
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TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS '{HROUGH AGE 18 AND POLICE CONTACTS AT AND AFTER AGE 19 

FOR MALES IN.ALL COHORTS 

Through Age 18 Contacts at and After 19 
I . 
Number of . Severlty 

Through Age 18 Seriousness at and After 19 
I I I 
Seriousness Severity 

Con tacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + N Score of Sanctions None 1-5 6 or + N 

1942 Cohort 
I 

None None 41.0 48.5 10.4 134 None None 41.8 41.0 17.1 134 
1-4 None 15.6 61.5 22.9 122 1-5 None 19.8 46.9 33.3 81 
1-4 Lm'l 13.0 30.4 56.5 23 1-5 Low 33.3 66.6 6 
1-4 High 25.0 75.0 4 1-5 High 0 
5 or + None 5.9 32.3 61.8 34 6 or + None 6.7 29.3 64.0 75 
5 or + Low " 8.0 24.0 68.0 25 6 or + Low' 7.1 9.5 83.3 42 
5 or + High 21.4 78.6 14 6 or + High 16.6 83.3 18 

Number: 81 168 107 356 Number: 82 122 152' 356 

1949 Cohort 

None None 57.4 40.0 2.5 235 None None 57.5 34.9 7.7 235 
1-4 None 36.8 50.7 12.6 302 1-5 None 42.5 38.2 19.3 212 
1-4 Low 5.9 67.6 26.5 . 34 1-5 Low 100.0 5 
1-4 High 60.0 40.0 i 5 1-5 High 0 

None 14.0 34.5 51.5 171 
Low 6.4 30.8 62.8 78 
High 2.6 15.4 82.0 39 

3.7 45.7 50.6, 
6.1 53.1 

~~:-~ 2.9 32.3 

81 6 or + 
49 6 or + 
34 6 or + 

5 or + None 
5 or + Lm-l 
5 or + High 

Number: 255 347 138 740 Number: 255 252 233 740 

1955 Cohort 
I 

None None 75.0 24.5 .5 420 None NOTle 75.0 18.3 6.7 420 
1-4 None 56.3 39.3 4.3 300 1-5 None 59.9 30.0 10.1 227 
1-4 Low 33.6 57.6 S.O 137 1-5 Low 36.7 30.6 32.7 49 
1-4 High 47.4 42.1 10.5 19 1-5 High 100.0 2 
5 or + None 38.2 35.3 26.5 34 6 or + None 43.0 24.3 32.7 107 
5 or + Low 17.1 51.4 31.4 70 6 or + Low 26.0 29.7 44.3 159 
5 or + High 25.4 32.1 42.5 134 6 or + High 27.2 14.6 58.3 150 

Number: 599 399 116 1114 Number: 599 255 260 1114 

• 
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• s~riousn8SS of s3nctlons has b~~n ores~nt~d in coll~ps~~ for~, 

th~ b~sic ralatianrhio existpd when tha ~ntlr~ ranQe of s~nctions 

• 
c0nt~cts ~ni morq ~prious re~sons for contacts ~s s~v~rlty of 

iuvpnilA sftncti~ns increas~s, w't~ consider~hl~ r~gularity for 

• 

continued polica c~nt~cts~ 

Amon~ tnos~ fro~ tn~ 1941 Cohort who h~d 1-4 c0ntacts 

• 
incr2iS~S fro~ ?!.~. For those with no s3nctlons to 75~Q~ for 

• 
S~ri0U:!in~S5 scor~5 of! 6 or 110rl?"ln;j hlqh sancti0ns thr01H{1 "hl'2 13 

• th~rE ar~ either nonA or vary faw with no contacts ~ft~r th~t 

• betw~2n previous (ecDr1 ani s~nctiDns throuGh ~Je l~ fro~ CO~Drt 

to cohort. QDllc~ cont~ct rqcords ~t that 3~e a~i severity of 

sanctions ~i~inis~~rD~ aftAr that ~qe, s~v~rity of sanctions 

• within c~ch cat~~ory ~f cont1cts or seriousness scor~s ~~terw3rd 

• 
I 
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scorps 3nd s~nction~ meted out throuqh 180 Whil~ an a~ult 

justic p modal do~s not elll for a ona-to-on~ rel~tionshta net~~~n 

1uv~nll sanctions or s~riousness of ~dult mi~b~havior l"d 

b Thornh~rrv tpc.. uri l1ze1 thf' Phi1ad.~l ohi a dat'~l1 c:)n;trollln~1 
for sQriou~n~ss of nFf~nse and rpciiivism, to 1enonstr~t~ that 
rnor'2 s~v(!'>r'" sQ·,.te!lc n :; ;~re ;Tl8t>:>d nut to [-31acks and 10['4 :':;;'!~ m~:11bers 

of th~ cnhorto So~ Ter~nep P. Thornberry, "~ac~r Socioncono~ic 
status !nd S~nt?nCinl In th~ Jdv~nila Justic~ Syst~m,ft 4QYLnal Qf 
GrlmlD31 L~~ an1 tLi~lilnlQ~~ 64 (1973): pD. 90-q~o 

.., Jo~n i'At;:.rsili;! h]s SUllHlarized her Flndin<;i5 in £.ar:.litl 
!l1'sQ.=lLitl.:::5. in th~ krlmiu.al J!l~.tl~2 Sy~.t1!m, IJ r '? p ;:n"?·i f 1) r t h fi 
:J ~ t ion d 1 r n 5 tIt u t '" l't! Cor r~' e t i () nSf U., S" i,,~ 0·3 r tn·.m t cd J U 5 tic '! , 

Th~ Rlnd Corpor~tln" Publicltio~ S~rtes, ~-2941, ire, June lry83, 
Dn ix, "Cnrtrollin1 for the ()th~r m~jor fac~or~ th~t miqht 
influ'~nc;.~ sent:enclnq ~n(i tim+" <;a.rvej, If./<::! foun .. l 'l::~at il~innrH:i'.!ls 
r~c~lv~ h~rshpr ~pnt~nces ~nd serv~ lonq~r in prison--?~h~r 
thlnls b@inq e4u~lon In th~ paq?s ~hich f~llo~ sha goes on to 
~+ata that althDu~b th a system may ~Dt ha diserimlnatin'd In uqInJ 
r~ei~ivi5~ inrlic~t~rs in s~ntpneinq, this rpfl~cts t~~ r~el~l 
ornbl~ms of the 1~r~3r socletyo 45 the system reli~s ~Dre 
h~~vilv on recidivism indic3tors w~ich ~r0 not raci011y n~utr01, 
th~ oro~lem is intensified. ~]so spp ~~rjori~ S~ latz, "Rac~1 
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~inql~ corr~lati0n th~t would indicate that thos~ who r~cpiv0J 

more s~vQre s~nctions thrnu~h a aivpn an8 ~ad few~r polic~ 

cont~cts or low~r seriousness ~cor~s than was thp C?5~ for 

~vary correlation ~~s Do~itlve, indicatinq that s@v~ri~v of 

~lt~ouqh ~~ h2V~ bri€tly dpscriberl ~he eff~cts of s~nctions 

co~ort in t~rms of ~tffer~ncA~ ~urlnq th~ juv~nilE ?~rioi or 

IP5S sprious th~n institutionalization, ~nd sanctions involving 

l:t.hnicity, <'inn j"lt~tF'r:nil1i-1tf! ~r-mtpncir)(hn C.Li!:l11nQ1QQ~ 2'?{1.):.~4': 
DD~ 147-171, h!s revl~wad thn r~s@arch nn Chican~ sentancinq ~nd 
~lso USA~ d~ta on California sentencing in 147& to show th~t 
factor;; r~1.3t,;;r,.,d to lr.>n<Jtl) of' spnt~nc~, tt3kinl>,~ into c:>n~;hlf~ratton 
t y r) <? 0 'f ,J f f <? n s .~ , ·~H f f I'l r for '-J hit p e; '} rn "l c k s, and Chi C 3 1'10':; q S :'l!'!l."! 
of the ~ie;Plritips in rQPorted rese~rch result~ ~lY hA dccDunt~d 
for t.y lur:1f.)inQ Chic')!),),,; l:.tith ~Jhltps or fHacl(sso 3'5 hAS so 
frequ~ntlv ~~~" d0n a in r~s~srch involvin0 limlt~d "umbQr~ of 
Chic:)nos .. 

8 Vprv few ~tu~[~s hav~ been d~siqned lr such a f~shinn to 
qilJf: '1 ,l!'!finitiv"" >.,.n:;\rJ"'~r to th~ ttu~5tinn of Itlh3t the C{)!1";eqU;lncl,~S 



• 

• 
I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

th~ 19~9 Cohort who~@ mem~ers h~rt sufficient tim~ ~ftar eith~r 

aqe l~ or 21 to h1V~ gotten into difflcul+y, if that WRq thDir 

b~nt. Aftpr-a~~ s~rlousn~ss scryres wer~ lowpr for thos~ who had 

not neen sanctionpd and highast For thOSR who ha1 be8n 

in5titlltionaliz~~. With controls for s~rIOU5"eSS of prior 

them from c?ntinuin~ tn dccumulAt~ fqirly high ~aricusnnS5 3cnres 

th~ ~~rylicat'on ~f ~~nctions it ~lV lS w~ll be s~id that th~ 

dpcline Is Dart of tne qeneral ~ttritlon in contacts ,15~ found 

ryf Inc~rcDr~tion ~rp? ,lthouqh thos~ th~t h!v~ att~~pt~i ~o 
intro~ucp ~~propr13t~ controls concludp th~t inc~rcqrnt!on d0~S 
not war~0 For on~ nf thp ~ore d~flnltivp studi@s SEe ~n1rclW 
Honkins! uImnrisonmpnt 3r~ R3cidivlsm: A QUBsi-cxn~rim~nt~l 
'> t u d y ,u .J.iHJ. . .r[!~l Qf S!:~s:.~r.£.n in C.r.i!!l:.'l and. D~11n!lu::m£.~ 1 ':<\ (l q 1 >-, ) ! 
PDo 11-32. Han~in~ conclud~s that incarc~r~tion m3Y ~ctu!l]y h~ 
wnrsp tn~n noninstitutional troatmantn 
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~~ hav~ ~lso shown th~t, stpo by st0P, the prores~ of 

indic~t~, t~is is ~ functton of th~ in+~raction of DllC~ of 

institutinn~lllatlo~~~ 

ohviously 5~~tU~ ~ w~ich ~~v~ i~onrtant ~ffect~ an th~ process hy 

~ As ~iw~r~ GC0 g n, "1~C~' Soci31 status ~ni Crimlnal\rr~s+7n 
Ama~l£~D SQ&iQln~i~~l ~~~i~~ 35 (lQ70): pD. 41~-49n, cnnclUjps, 
n~.othe hlqh offici~l r~tp of crim~ for ~eQro~5 cnmp~r0rl with 
whitAS r~sult5 ~rn~ominantlY from tho wider di5trihutlD~ ~MDn~ 
~~qro~s of lowDc ~l~~~ charactprtstics ~ssDcl3tpd with crime." 
To thp pxtent th~t place of resid~nce (inner city an~ 
inter5titial ar0~sl is ~n in~ic~t~r of social ClASS, it is 
aDo~rent that r~cA/~thnicity 3nri ~ocial class combinp tQ projuce 
Pi ref'?rr~ll ratf'! for "l,cKs th,3+ is hignp.t" than that \'Jhicn th?y 
would ontain from Dl~c~ of r~s~l~ncp alon~. 
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PUTTI~G TH~ RES~~~CH I~ ITS SOCIETAL PERSP~CTIVF 

0p h3ve usually noint~d out that while Racin2' ~isconsln has 

a crimq r~tp simil~r to that of major citlp~ in tha Unitpd States 

it did nJt have strpet ganqs at th~ tiMe th? jata w~ra collected 

for ~nv of our r:'sr.'''.rcl1 ;:>roj1?cts .. \'10 ~eym'i!nt of its eCOnO!ilV ~jr3S 

cQntr011e~ by DrQ~nizpd crime ~nrl rackete~ringo Drua use was on 

th...- W'l<;HiJ"ltJ but OrtlllS uer~ not supplied hy OlD unden'Jorl,'l link,~d 

to thp intcrnation~l n1rcotics trqdp which we nnw rp~j 3~out and 

pOrJul''lr t;.")l<"'>vision nrCHlr·qms .. ilH)r Vi:!S l,~."!ci~"'·s UQP'?r cl-\~,'5 'Ei 

mint~tur~ of thp UD9~r cld<;sPs ot m?~~lODOllsD5Q PpoolR in 

R~cin·-" ~"arf'pJ :) 11virq by ;n,l'>t,'ll fabric'ltion"lnri they s\v"nt thHir 

;j)o:],"'st Inco~,f'S (<='>VPfl h1~ w",~lthv -=1r" st:~id in ~t"lcin>:~)!)n 

co~rnnnnl~c~ m~t~ri~l ~oDds advertised on TV, in thp Dr~s~, ini in 

outdDor spor.i~~ 1nJ r~cr~~tiDn~l maqazin~so 

Alth0uq~ ~aclne ~~S i~s sh~ra of violent ha~ici1es, some as 

an "'Jllt"~r'1;'lth I)tH"!1?,i rl)hhpry'1 .:;rPIlI:> q.?ne":-:3.bHi in t:lv··?rn 

intflrlctionw "!'1d SI)'1P stp.F!ll1inq fr,)m unrfJ'quito:j l')v"" or 101V''Stic 

disput':"S·,:2.dcirv,:' is not Crill'l'9v t llp9 USt\,. It is nnt nn€' of thosl? 

smlll towns Which, ~y its dlssl~ilarlty to ordinary cnr~uni~ies, 

is a 'H ,', ::. !H n ~j (I :r ') t! n rI f I) r C r 1 m ~~ n d vii:;'''.. r t 5 n 0 1 i tic 1.1 n S'1 r E! not 

tn" -:t ft',.'r'>? it.. po 11 C""' :,] re I"'ot burg 1 ',U"S, '=II'H.! its 1 "l.nor 1 J~ :f.·~p.rs 31" ':= 

.,ot racl'(.:d:'?~rs .. ,;ut (1 .. ~linq\FHiCV ~n:j crltne an? p~rcei'J-:=d ny its 

aood cltize~s ~~ Lrabl~~s~ 

,1;,. l' i n ;3 t t ~lm ti n -1 t.: 0 ,3 ceo U n t 'f () r t h"'! d >? 11 '1 q u.~ n t <': n ,1 C!~ i:l~ ina 1 

bp~Rvlor of thOS0 who ~n13ryp in th~sn b~~avior~~ do no~ ~ardon 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-11-

it, jus~lfy it. condone it~ Our concern is for how this tYD~ of 

b~navlor rlpvelops, is continu~d hv som~ juv~nlles ~nd lriults, and 

how ~ff0rts to 1~~1 with rlelinquency an~ crt~~ S~0m to h~ so 

i n ~ f f :!> C t i v ~ .. 

continu?11 

C~,VjSI\h':li\TI j;.; ,.·IF;;::;::~:\S!": :-::,~~ Tf~tI~"·WSS, HF O;:;CI'SUI1'J r::!'r<:;;',' 'f A'\l:.1 
SiVt!lfV ~F ~A~CTro'~~ 

mor~ tnln with 421in~uency ~nd crim~ in ~en~ral, cOhort, time 

10 Lvla J. ~h~nnon, uThe Pr~~lction Probl~~ ~s it 40D]i~s to 
;)<:~lin'HIency and f.ris::> Control'}" or(,s0nt,~>d to 1:l-u~ First,J'ltional 
Sy~p0siu~ on Crl~~ Control, ~stion~l Cri~inal Justice 
~ssoci~tiDn'f P~il~dplphia, 1~B1Q This p~ppr rlealt with thF 
failur D of t~~ ~~cin~ data to p~rmit accurat~ pr~dictions of 
futur~ criminal C1rpers ~~ w~ll 35 thp failure {unr9coqniz~dJ of 
other hi'?hlY V:'lltlr,,; 'Studi'!':;" A lenqthy l:-oihlioQr:'1ohv Or) C'3ref"r 
crlmln~ls, nrpjic+tnn, ~nd the problems of man~atory s?nte~cil')g 
i <; :'>rov i d,~d" 

11 ,s;::> ,~ A r n 0 1 ~ , '~ r net r'l n dAn tho n V J '" U) fa s {) ~ uSe 1 ~ c ~ 1 v"": 
IncOjpaci tiition ,;.nd thf' ;)hl1~df.'lphia Cohort flata.,n l!H.u:n..al Qf 
~u~D1i!~~iu~ t~i~inQ1Qgy 1(19B~}: PD~ 3-36, ~5 3n pxampl~ of 
D~rc2~tiv~ ~v~luqtinl') of th~ Iltpratur~ ~nd an exc~ll~nt Diqce of 
r~s~3rch naspd on th~ 194~ Philarl~lphia cohort. 
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batter oicture of bastc effects on offense seriousn~ss. Very 

• littl& of the vari~ncA (less than 6%) in offense seriouQn@ss is 

accountpd for and cohort pffect~ remain qreater than do nu~ber of 

prior police cont~cts. fv~n whan pollee contacts for tC3ffic 

• offenses wer~ plt~inated the accounted-for varlanc~ 1~crpa5ed to 

only 3~'; .. 

• Jnly 20~.;; of th"" v1ri-3ncp. in th~ decision to r..:?fer ~'F1S 

~ccDunt~d for bv cohort, tlm~ ppriod, aqe~ offense seriousness, 

~nd num~er of prior contacts~ Fliminatlnq traffic offenses 

• 
and coMort wer~ corr~l~ted -.427, and rlecade dn~ age w~r~ 

• correl~ted .410. 

• 
of th8 v~ri!nc~ W1S ~ccounted for~ 

• That juv~nl1e r~sidence in thp inner city h~s littl~ ~ff2Ct 

on th~ rl~cision to refpr 0r an th~ severity of sanctions In this 

kind of st~tlc 3~~lY5is does not hplie ~ cu~u13tive ~ff~ct D~ 

• inner city resid~ncp. Althouqh h~lnQ malA was ~ssociat~i with 

referrals, thesp correlations were IOWa Whll~ oldqr d~~ dS ~ 

juvenllR Droduce~ positive cDrrel~tlons, ~11 were ~a"ativ~ for 

• 

• 
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The l~rg~r th~ numb~r of DPrsons involved in ~ contact, thA less 

likely ~ cohort mBmh~r was to D~ referr~d as 3 juvenile~ In thp 

casn of M~ults, there was littlB relationship o¥ the nu~ber 

involved to the likQlihood of referralo 

5~~fr£i1~ nf SEn~ti~n~ 

~e next turne~ to some of the ~asic effects on 3Bverity of 

sanctions. Durinq juvenile carp~rs, cohort, time period, d1~' 

offensD s~riousnQss, and numDer of prior cont~cts ha~ ~iqnificant 

eff~ct5 on s~verity 0f sanctionSe Aqe had th~ 1rqat~st impact on 

sever1ty of sanctions. 9urinQ adult careers, offense spriousness 

~ni nu~~~r of prior cont~cts had siqnificant ~nrt rel~tlv~ly 

stron1 ~ffpcts on sqvArity of sanctionso Cohort, tim~ opriod, 

an1 a1E h~d vir~ual1y no imD3ct~ For th@ totql c~re~r, cohort 

~nd tim~ period haj r01atively little ~ff~ct on 5 D verity of 

sanctions whil~ nffAnsD serlousnFss 3nd numb~r of prior contacts 

had consist~ntly ~0~itive efFActs.On sAverity of sancti0ns. Very 

littl~ 1iff~renc2 i, eff~ct5 or account~d for v3rl~nc~ W1S found 

whpn c~nt~cts for tr~ffic off~n5Ps were ~limin!t~1 fro~ th~ 

~naly~~sQ 

Spv~rdl Dth~r ~n11vs~s w~re conduc~Ad with o~f~ns~s 

contr~lled for tVO? of cont~ct, rO~Dery~ Durglary, theft, ~uto 

t~eft, ptc~ 123 ~lff~rp"t contact tynAslc Controls for rac~ were 

ins~rtD1 as well ~ut ~herp w~s no con~lstant pattern of Incr~a5e 

or d0crA~SQ in s~v~r~ty of s~ncti0ns with thas~ control~ with one 

~xceptio~. In th~ CiS~ of armed rohbery, thp pr0"ortiD~ who w~rg 

institution~ltz~~, whpth~r WhitB or non-jhit~, h~d dQclineJ fro~ 
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cohort to cohort, with the proportIon of non-Whites who had been 

institutlonallz~1 ~lways cDm~ininq higher than that for ~hltes~ 

S~me of thp com~lexitles an~ what might appe~r to he 

inconsistencies in ~¥fects ~r~ .relat~d to thp fact th~t meln age 

dl?clinf's !tJlth cohor{: Jut I v :t";·.,-.···.it'"1 ":I<l'!c·~de at thE' first-ordpr 

lev~l~ e~ch co~~rt w· I'r y~ars but W!S larger 

th-3n the Dr~viou~ conoct. 

Jh-lt all .qf this ·i1~C~ '_; .. ::1{ i<; to"l!. if ltJe 3re 1-0 evaluate 

the .'i!tf'?ctiYeness ryf 'sanction~ 1fL,tt!.~t not only 10 an ov!'>rilll 

an~lysis but mu;t eXRmine effpcts durinQ tha juvenile D~riod ani 

thp adult perIod 5~~~rately as well ~s combinpdo Furtharr~re, we 

iiHJst, as suqQ""5t,,:,d \."\~for;:>f not ov'~rlook :jiffl-~r~nc'?s rceL'lt",d to 

cohorts, tim~ p~ri0~, and ~Q@. 

It shouli ~lso bq noted th~t comp3rison of s~v~rity of 

s3nctions for ~~ctn2 with 5RvArity of sanctions for m~jor ur~an 

ar~a~ such as ?hl1~~~lDhia and such crimino~enlc ar?~s ~s 

Calii~rnla9 ~icniq3n~ .nd T~xas (as shown by p~t~rsili~1~ 

rese1rc:l) reve::tls th,'lt offf.>ndprs ,ri'> de.::!lt ~.;ith less s,,,v,-'rely in 

:{:lein" th':lf'l in t)th'~r ·!lrt:o:ljs .. "ih?lt is surprisirq is th:;t ,?v:\n th'i! 

SU')o(!sr\,llv mor~ $~enliqht""necP' i'!ldmlnistr?tion ofsancthm5 oy 

~~cinp jUjq~5 is RS in~ff@ctiv~ ~s that found In arElS r91attv.ly 

urit~uch~d by (or un~bla to r A sQon1 to current knowledQ~) 

rese2rC~t reS~lr~~ th~t h~s inrlicated t~a in~fF~ctivDn~ss of 

sanctt0ns dDqian~j to "brRa~n the offender~ 

1u r ':t t d tis tic <;; '1 r1 S rl () 0 t h '" i S"9 nom 3 t t f' r h O\'J t h "a Y ,:; p" 

~V~lUltpi9 show t~R~ 0hites tAnrylosJ do better whpn th0V ~~D~ar 
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50ffie ~r0~lems in m~kl"g this aSS~5s~ent becaus~ dis~rimi~ation 

diff~rs from Dff~~s~ to offen5~y ev~n thouph the results m~y not 

be rp~dilv ~ssi~npj tD racism in Itself. Petersilia has pointed 

~Y51ed. Th@ precisft comp~rison of studies iSt of course, always 

difficult because most r@s~~rchers ~re really ~utte i~d~D~nd~nt 

studi~s, thus ~ot Dr6ducing completely comparRbla results. 12 

jHven i 1e or ,HIt! 1 t S 1t'1Ct ions" S?ri Dusn~S5 of oresent off~ns c h:id 

whll@ numhpr 2n1 s~v~rity of Drlor sanctions h~d siqniflcant but 

12 ~n1ion~1 11ff~r~ncps in sentpnclng dlsQarlties hlV a d1so 
ne~n deRlt wit~ most recently In PetBr w~ Sr~9nwood, Allan 
AD r:3 h::a!li;i ~, and F r ,'1 n k 1 i n Z i mr in '1 t Ei1&.:t.Q.l:.1i Afffr£11na SBlli2ll&'!t. 
~t!Y£r.l!!! fQ.r. Y2!J!.l£. ;20.1111 Off.:1D.:i£:.t5 {S il n t d""10 n i c ,'!\ : !:~.~ n:h 1 ~# .~1'~ 1 
and in a ~urpau of Justic~ Statistics Special ~epDrtt E~lQnx 
S.enl.e.n£inQ in 13 .1...Q~£.l J.ur.i!iQir;..tl£!.n.s., :'1 ay , 1 913:5 .. 
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DIAGRA:4 1. ANALYTIC SCHEME FOR OFFICIAL RECORDS AND RESIDENTIAL DATA 

Computer-Ready Data on Police Contacts for 4079 
Persons with Continuous Residence: 

1. When and where contact took place: 

Date of Contact 
Place of Contact 

Block 
Neighborhood 

2. Characteristics of Alleged Offender: 

Cohort: 1942, 1949, 1955 
Sex 
Race/Ethnicity 
Age at Time of Contact 
Neighborhood of Residence at Time of Contact 

3. Reason for Contact: 

26 Categories of Offenses; may be dichotomized: 

a) Traffic vs. Non-Traffic 
b) Part I vs. Part II 
c) Felony vs. Non-Felony 

4. Interview Data for 889 Persons 

Cohort: 1942, 1949 
All variables in 1, 2, and 3 and the following 
in addition: 

Transi tion ~Ieasures 
Home Conditions 
Employment 
Education 
World View 
Associations 
Current Status 

---------_._------" 

Computer-Ready Data on 
Police Disposition 

Released 

Referred 

• • 

Computer-Ready Future 
Contact Record 

Number of Contacts 
Seriousness of Contacts 

Computer-Ready Court Dispositions Data 

Type of Disposition and Sanctions 
Date of Disposition 
Severity of Past Sanctions 

Time lag between contacts 
and sanctions 

Prior number of contacts 
Seriousness of past contacts 

• • 
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Althouqh WP hav~ indic~t@d that only 25% of the v2riancp in 

severity of s~nctions could be accouncpd fer by prior offens? 

sprlousness, prior s?verity of sanctions, number of Drior 

offen5~s9 numb~r of prior ~3nctions, ~tc#, t~is analysis was 

without controls for whethgr it w~s ~ first, second, third, etc~, 

offens?o Wh~n this was done, ev~n less of the v~ridnc~ In 

severity of sBnctions was accounted for ~y th~ basic rl~mogr~Dhic 

and cara~r v?riAbl~s~ S~riousn~ss of present offens~ 1nd 

saverlty of Drior ssnctlons wer o th~ only v~riables with 

consist~nt ~ffpcts ~urlng the juvenile pprl"d~ Seriousness of 

present offens~ hid consist~nt ~ff0cts durlnq thp ~dult Qeriod9 

Whpn tn~ luv~nil~ ~nj ~dult periods werp combinpj, s0ri~usngs5 of 

Dresent offense ~od spveritv of prior s2ncti~ns h~d consistent 

!~£2Yntin2 fQ~ S~LiQll~D~~~ a£ N~xt Qif2n~ft 

Ie) this Dcini: I1f~.h'1d onlv -?xplored th'i? imn"'lct of th,::> 

indeD~ndpnt v~ri~hlp~ li5t~d in Diagram 1 D~ Qollc~ dispositions 

~n1 s~ncttons 3S ~~ indic~tpd would be dona in the first sta~es 

of th~ ~nalvsis. ~~ n~xt turnerl to th@ ~or? difficult orobl~m of 

d9terminina what follows wnen cohort members hav~ beBn sanctioned 

or not sanctioned or s~nctione~ with varylnq d~~r~~s af 5~verity. 

~Q ill~ttnr bQ~ 5~~iQli~ i~g fiL~i QQli£g &Qnt~£i ~nQ ~h~t 

haQQ~nej 2~ a &Q~~~~u~n~~, th~ ngxt £Qnt~~1 ~~~ mQ~t llkgly tQ Q~ 

.a ml!l.2!. rul!idf.ill~iinQ.r." Alth')ugh felonies ag,:l1nst proPtC'rtv pr"ducl:~1 

more s~v~rR sanctioP5 than 1id th~ other first off~n~~5, sev~rity 

.,f s~nctions at first co~tact had littl~ pffect on s~riousness of 
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the n'~ x t 0 f f Q t'lS'" ... At .to!:. iYlLQ.!lll~ l~~gl' in lhl.r..tl£!.llilI:? 

~an£tiQn~ rllg nni ll2YE ID!.l£b .r.~latlQn~hlQ iQ n~xt Qff~n&~ 

lig£lQY2n=~5. Ih~ DYm~~.r. n£ n.r.inL ju~~nlla ~Qnt~£iE ~lQn2 h~~ 

liltl~ Infly~n£~ nn EeygLlt~ Qf Enn~ilQn~ LQL fl.r.~i 2Quli 

£llnt~£k. Although Drlor contacts may h~ve 10 iMDact 0" severity 

of sanctions w~~n all oth@r varjabl~s ~r~ holrl cnnstftnt, they do 

not hlV~ th~ allA«e~ impa~t that some would s~y th~t th~y hava, 

that Is, thosa p~rson5 who con~pn~ thAt oneJs juvenilE r~cord 

fQllo;.rs on!? int,fl idult court .. 

T? m~h~ ~ure that th~ r~~rl~r w~s ~W3r~ of thQ ~~n~2r of 

"v~rsi~Dlific~ti~n 1f r~lAtlDnships or thp ·00 hlSty c0ncluslon 

tnAt Ilttlp or "0 relationship 8xists betwe~n sev2ral v~ria~le51 

l tn~ln ~~s?d on t~~6~ Riult (~~~ lA or old0r) first cont~cts, 

WJ~ nr~~~nt~1G A hatt~r un1erstandinq of wha+ was golna on W~5 

th~n o~~aln~d ~v ~x~;~inin1 sPQ~~nts of thp tab18 N~ich w~rn 

consL1,?p",j cruciAll t~ ~;O'Pf> suhst:;;ntive issu,'" or <;C:>1mAnts in .vhich 

~ Idrl~ orODortinn of th~ contacts ~re foun~~ 

ani inv~stiqati0n l~v~l (about 60~) thin at any othpr. Sli1ntly 

h~s') "':n:F'l h~lf ,:>f t:F1 adult contJc'h:; \-fer€> no+- 0nly first a·lult 

coni~cts hut first contacts a~ well. Gnp mus+ 9150 reMD~b~r that 

~ sm~11~r proportion of tho fpmal~~ th~n wales h3d juv~nilQ 

~ontlC+5 so th!t, 0f th~ t0t~1, a siz€>3bl~ proportion ~0uld hlV~ 

thAlr first cont~ct~ ~s 3dults. CO~Dar~tivelv f~w ~ir~+ ~jult 

c0nt'lct~ ,\lprE' I)r"'cp,i.Q,i by <:; or nlOre Juvl"!r,il(~ conto'!cts (l;;~,~l", 
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j~yond that v~st majority of the minor misdem~~nors in which 

sanctions were not ~iven, th~re were also soma which rec~ived a 

wi~e ranae ~f sevprity of s~nctions even though th~v wer~ 

prec"'<1:;d :t)\I' no ;->rior or very fj<!>j'J orior polic~ contacts .. !j}-lile 

th~re were rel~~iv~ly few Dolic~ contac~s for major mlsddmeanors 

or felo~ies, Dron0rtionat~ly mor@ of th~m h~d b~~n prec~d~d by 

nUMerous prior c0ntact5 an~ rql~tively more severe sanctions. 

dV,?riilll,l1S •• },:> have pr~viously sho\'m flV multivuri3ta 

~nalysi5, thpre is a Dositive rplatlonship bptw~en the number of 

Drior police cnnt3cts ~nd the severity of s~nctlons for Rny 1iven 

crintact. Tnis r~l~tiDnshiD is almost non-existent ~~ th~ 1~a5t 

serious off~nso l~v~ls {1-3J but is quit~ aPDar~nt at th8 8~re 

serious offens~ l@v@ls (4-~)D Dismissal is included as a 

sanction hecause it 1o~s involve thq traum~ of ~ court 

aPQ~8r~ncA. Thus, it miqht he that inst~a1 of nu~ber OF 

sanctions it would be just ~s 3ccurat~, ~s W~ h~ve done in the 

intrryiuctory sDctlo~, to say numb?r of court int~rventionSm 

Ib~ £ff~&t Qf L~g 

dw'! fin-:11 CO~IH\1.?nt should br> mad? anollt the co rnpl,t!xity of tn,? 

data in t~rms or 13~ b~twoen police contact and court 

dispositions. T~p 1ifficulty here is also cO~Doun1ed ~y th~ fact 

th~t I)th~r ~v~nts t~~A place ~~tw~en the initial cont3ct ~nd 

court ~ispositton so that it is rlifficult t~ 1et@rmin~ whQther an 

ultim~tn dispOSitIon by the judqe is ba5~d on th~ seriousness of 

thQ initial contAct 3n~ all oth9r v~ri~blAs r@l~vant at the tIme 

or thDS~ ~nj v3ri~ble5 which th~ judq@ now c0nii1ers ~o ~0 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-26-

relpv~nt. In the case of Part I offenses and most other 

offensAs, the 10nJ~r the lag bptw~~n contact ~nd dl~Dosltion. th~ 

less severe the sanction hut overall the relati0nshlp W~; not 

sufficl~nt to consider this to be an important v~riable~ 

0EGIM~I~; ~ITH ~ Sr1PLIC!~n RES~A~CH STPATE~Y 

It should be r~memDArpd that onp advantaqe of cohort stUdies 

is that they en3bl~ us to see the problems of delinquency ~na 

crime in persP@ctiv~4 AlthoUQh thpr~ are 4,079 persons ~ith 

continuous rpsidpnc~ in thp combine~ cohorts, only 7,601 of these 

person5~ m~lp5 and fAn~le5t ~v~r h31 a nolice cont~cto ~hi19 

these D@r~on~ ~A~ 3 total of 15~245 police contacts? only Ro3~ of 

the 1~42 Cohort, 10.3~ of the 194~ Cohort. 3nd 14.~~ of the 1~S5 

Cohort had 3 polic~ contact for ~n 311e~edlY ~~lony-levnl 

offpn~~p Do not ~~k~ thp ~Istakp of thinkina th~t all fglons are 

seril)us IJr' d"tMl""r1)u'S offenders .. It is very €'1sy for ;?v~m a child 

to enl~~~ In he~Rvior th~t woul~, if ha or sh a W1S ~n n~ult, b~ 

con~i1erpd ~ f~)Dny-l8vel offense. Since we wish to COnC0"tr~te 

on how ta deal mor~ ~ffpctlyely with ~or~ sarious off~n~prs ~~ 

ShAll, with SOillP r2s~rvatlons, USD f~lony as an oppr~tlon~l 

detinition of serlousnpss in this initial and quite slmplifl~d 

an~lysi5 of wha+ haorypns to DPrsons who ar~ rpf~rrpd to luven!l? 

and/or Jdult authoriti~s as ~ conse1uence of their polic~ 

contacts'll 
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~Qn&gni£3tiDn nu kQbQ£t B~IDh~£s ~ith 
~Qn=Iraffi£ kQnl~£l§? Agg~ lJ~2Z 

l~t us turn to those oersons from the combined cohorts who 

had non-traffic police contacts during the agps 13 throuqh 220 

Rather than examine their records on a yearly basis we have 

aaqreqat~d them into two-year periods, a~ shown in Tabl~ 2. Each 

of tha 1,798 persons who ha~ one of the 11 typ~s of car@ars is 

arrav~d from thosp 1~3 w~o h~d at least one non-traffic contact 

durin1 thp aqes 13-14 rlown to those 107 who h~d Rt l~ast one such 

contqct durlnq thp ~aes 21-22. Thpre wera 201 persons who had no 

non-traffic pollcD c~ntacts durinq the aqes 13 throu1h 22 who had 

one or more ?t ~n ~~rlier or l~ter ageo There wer~ 602 who h~d 

only tr1ffic con~~cts ~t ~ny ag~ period and 1,478 who n~ver h3d a 

police cont~ct* Ta~l~ 2 ciramatiZBs how varied 3re c~reprs for 

~vpn such a short ~Ddn of time. 

Th~ connl~xity of the pxperi~nce patterns that we hBVP 

attemptpj to @nc~P5ulate by codina to cateqorips and by 

controlling throuah st~tlsticHl manipulation of varlabl~s is 

furth~r rlpmonstr~t~d by Oi~gram 2. Although it is carripd 

throuryh only four of the five Bq€ periods because ~ach of th~ 

thO$p without cont~cts in aqes 21-22, thus ~roductng too complpx 

a dta1r~m, tnis diaqram makBs it even clearsr that cohort m0mbers 

driftln~ in and out ~f delinquAncy ~nd crimp Aak~ thp analysis of 

~ffects on contlnuItv quite difficult. In the last sta1e we 

would ~~ve includ~d' 101 ~~rsons ~hD had not DrAviouslV (;inc~ 3~g 
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r AdL~ 2" C DfH HHJI TV TYPES OF DEL INQlJl=:NT AND Yr1U:'~G I\DUL T CA !1f:::t"!.S 
0ASfO Cj;'J :\jm<l-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS, dY T;jO-V:::A';~ ;:;ERItJDS, 
F{'J'{ crFl'";PtED COHiJ'i,TSl 

---------------------------------------------------------------------

Age. A.;rg. A!!e !a!:l Agg 
Typ(.ls 13-14 1"'5-16 17-1q 19-20 21-22 ~-JiJ>PI~'1 

1. X l!iJ 
2- X X 75 
':) X X v 33 '" 4- X ;( X X '57 
;) X X X X X 91.') 
fJ X X X X 36 
7 )( ;( X X 20 
.] X X X 1'3 
''"i X X X 24 

111 X ;< X X 7 
11 X l( X 15 
12. X X X g 
1J " !\ X 38 
14 X X }{ 15 
Fj X X ~4 
1() X X 11 
1 r X ZiEt 
1:; X X 93 
l~ X X X itO 
20 X X X X 51 
%1 X X X ~g 

22 X X X 11 
2 :3 X X 41 
74 )( X 2" .t1 
2-":) X .2.21 
26 X X 50 
'>7 
<.- " X X X 22 ,'"' X x: 32 
:?1 X 15.~ 
?H) X X 45 
31 X lQl 
:!2 »i,) ~';on-Tr"l ff i c Cont~cts 13-2? ,201 
3J Traffic COl"ltacts onlv Qurin\] C 3r;:er 602 
34- \\la Contacts '3t Any Ti!'11'> 147,:} 

TfHAL 6h4 91-) t14·6 6,5 $~ 519 'to 7 ~J 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
1 Cohort mpmb~r h~d at least one non-traffic contact jurIng the 
tVJo-y ~ ,;.lr D p.r i at! ~ 
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Dl.AG£U,l'1 2. COltTlllUITY AND D1.SCONT~N(JIT:t FOR PERSONS 'WITH 
NO~-T~APFIC POLlCE CONTACTS, AGES 13-20, POR 
COKBllLED COHO.R:tS 

------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

Ages 13-1q Ages 15-16 

~ 
Offenders 

526 

New 
Q.ti ~I} d e 1:..§ 

664 393 

Ages 11-18 

~ 
QI.anders 

Ji>5 

261 

Ages 19-20 

~ 
Offenders 

4~ 

39 

46 

88 
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III hdd a non-tr~ffic cont~ct ~nd would have lost 352 per~ons who 

had contacts at th~ aqes of 19-20 but did not have a contact 

during tho aqes 21-22. 13 

Couoled with the forPQoinq is the f3ct th~t during ~ach ~~e 

periori a Derson ~RY h3V9 ~ore th~n one police contact with more 

than one l~vel of s~riousn~ss and that, if thAY have h@en 

referr~d, there is ~~r~ th~n one level of sev~rity of s~nction4 

To de31 with this w· h3ve r~sDrterl to a collapsing sch?m~ that 

produces 13 cat~qorips of ~omhin~tions of offpnse seriousness and 

sPveritv of s~nctions. 

ln~ fIrst c~telnry co~slsts of persons who had Dollce 

cont~cts which werB of sucn a n~ture that t~ey wer~ not ref~rred 

uy Th~ Dnllc~. Tn~ sAcD~d c~t~Qory consists of ~inor 

wer~ fln~j, th~ fourth c~t~gorv w~r~ qiven probation, and th~ 

fifth ~~ra instltutt0n~lil~do ThA n~xt set of faur cate~ori~s 

consists of D~rsons ~lth ~djor misdpme3nors Accordin~ to th~ 

consi3ts of fplonlns ~ccorrlinJ to sPveritv of sanction. 

to a oolnt th~t on~ could d~tect tr~nds ~nd r~l~tionshi~s fro~ 

tahles ~ith littl~ ~lfficulty. 

l~ rh~ compl~xjtv of th@ prohl~m ~nd Its imoact en rDs2~rc~ 
f'n~lno3 has r~c~ntly been d~tallBd by M,rjorl@ S. Zitl dnd John 
rl3g~n, aCrime, rim~t !nd Punishment: An FXDIAnation of Spl~ction 
ttidS in ;;)<'!!nt~ncinq '1ps>.?an:h., i J!u!r.n31 51,! D!J..£mt.113.:tlYE: .c..r:lilllm~lQ£!.!l 
1{19~~): PP$ l03-1~bc 
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~aQQn~E~ In EQll&g QlaQQ~ltlQnE ann ~QllLt £an~ti2oE 

tnmillan~lng at AQ~S ~l=l~. Tabl~ 3 enables us to r0tain the 

age pprsp~ctivA hut focus our att~ntlon even mor~ carpfully on 

serious offenders (the most s~rlous offense by each Qff~nder 

dUripg each +wo-ye~r PQriod)o NotA that without exception, ov~r 

h31f of the pDlic~ contacts for non-traffic offens~s wer~ not 

refprr~1. Th~ p~rc~nt of ~ll nnn-traffic ~oii~~ CQntact~ 

consisting of rpferred f~lony-level D~fenses reach~d its peak at 

a~AS l~ throuqh 20, 145 at aqps 15-16 and 138 at ages 17-13, and 

then IIJ7 "it ~9'':>S 19-20 .. They comprised 15 .. 8'~;' 16 ... 3,:., ,":\nd 16.3i':; 

of those with non-tr~ffic contacts but only 3.6~, 3.4~, and ?a6~ 

of th~ combin~d co~orts. i.~., 3.6% of thp combined cohorts had 

r~farrerl fplony-lpv~l police cont~cts at aq~~ 15 or 16. 3~4% at 

17 or 18, and 2.6~ ~t a~es 19 or 20~ Put even ~orp stmQly, ~bout 

3~ of the cohort n~rl a r~fprr8d felony-l~v~l contact 0BCh V2~r at 

aY2S 15 through 2no This is a vary sm~ll proportion of the youth 

of thns~ aqesQ An pv~n small~r ~ro~ortlon h~d a r~ferr~1 contact 

of a l~ss serious n4tur@ 3S thpir mast 5~rious justic~ 

~XtHJr i ence", 

r-rn:n the ;')$?rso{'~ctivf\ of on'? whn looks ,it cohorts? 'lost youth 

pretty well h~~~ved ~s far as their rplatlonship to the 

Dollc! is conc?rn~do From the p~rs~ectlv~ of thQs~ Wh0 h2V~ 

oV2rcrowrl~d juvenil A bur83u51 dptRntlon centArs fillorl ~ith 

unruly youn:} p,~oDl?'l' fr~nzie~ Jl..IYI~nilf> c()url- int3k"'· offic~s* 1m;:! 

crowild court $chedulR~9 it is so~ethinq elSA. The ~~rso~ctiye 

of th~ victim of ~ shatter~1 auto, v~ndalized sc~oDl, ar Am,tl~d 

no~e, differs in ~nother way. 
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TABLE 3. DISPOSITION OF THEIR MOSr SERIOUS NO~-TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR COMBINED COHORT MEM~~R5f 
AGES 13 TH~OUGH 22, BY T~O YEAR PERIOaS l 

• 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Age 13-14 Age 15-16 Age 17-18 Age 19-20 Ag~ 21-22 
N % N % N % N % N :7a 

Contact not referred 451 67 .. 9 515 56.0 439 51.9 382 58.1 355 68.4 

Misdemeanor or Other Referral of less Than a Felony Offense 

Dismissed 117 17.6 202 30 .. 0 189 2303 87 13.2 54 to.4 

Fined 10 1.1 51 6 .. 0 65 9.9 52 10.0 

Probation 16 2.4 40 4.,4 18 2.1 3 .. 5 1 .2 

Institutionalized 7 .8 11 103 14 2.1 <J 1.7 

Subtotal 133 20.0 259 28 .. 2 269 31.8 169 25.7 116 22.4 

Felony Referred 

Dismissed 38 5.7 70 7.6 8J 9 .. 5 58 8.3 3' .. 6.5 

Fined 5 .5 9 1.1 13 2.0 4 .7 

Probation 32 4 .. 8 44 4«>B 30 3.5 21 ·3.2 5 1.0 

Institutionalized 10 1.5 26 2.8 19 2 .. 2 15 2 .. 3 5 1.0 

Subtotal 80 12 .. 0 145 1508 13a 16 .. 3 107 16.3 40 9.2 

TOTAL 664 99 .. 9 919 100.0 846 100.0 658 100 .. 0 519 100.0 
-------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------
1 If a cohort member had more than one police contact during any two-year period, the m03t 

serious was selected, and if there were two of equal seriousness, the one receiving the most severe 
disposition was selected. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

That about h31f of tha rpferred felony-l~vel offpns~s r~sult 

in ~is~issal anri relatively fAW r~sult in instItutionalization is 

a concern for th'Js'~ ''''ho believ~ that \fie ,re too e"lSV on youth .. :l4 

The s e f i-J lj res dOli" + 5 h () l,.h 0 f co u r s e , t hat e v If> n .:a 5 m 3. 11 :? r j) e.r C en t 

of th~ felonY-leval offendArs ~r~ placed in what might b~ termed 

a medium securitv-l~vel institution ~nd th~t B very, very small 

percent are incarcqr~ted in maximum security institutions. For 

this ~e ~re fortun3t~, not just the ofFend~rs. The d~sistance 

r~te is hlqh for most off~ndArs who ar~ not sanction~do $om@ 

splpcrivity is involv~d in tha dacision to severely sanction but 

Socipty h3~ alw~ys thought thgt soma penitenc~ must CO~A froffi 

D~rhdD5 women), 3S we shall see~ Until it can b~ shown ~hat 

institution~lizati0n is effective in changing miscreants it is 

difficult to seA ho~ )udaAs may be f~ulted if th9Y fail to 

societv .. 

14 :=or a v?lrh-.ty 0f r(:!!)sons, !ncludlnf.'! the sm~ll 'ls inv<)lv~d 
dnd t~~ dQeS of mo~t off~n~~rsl som~ of th~ t~bles ~hich follo~ 
~ust ~e considAr~d ~orA su~gestlv~ than definitive. ~~cine's 
fAlony Dr0bation~rs iid better than thOSA sentenced to probation 
in Las AnQples and ~la~eda Counties, not surprising of course. A 
ffiore ~~finitiv9 answ~r to the qupstion, for exampl~, of the 
effectiveness of probation VSo institutionalization will be 
forthcotninQ from Ppt{)rsiliay .f!.:t ill .. See! Joan P?t$?rsilia, Susan 
TurnAr 9 J am~s i(ahan9 and ,Joyel? Petersen, !1Lfinlin2 !:.frlQn§ 
E.t.Q.n..2.1iQ!) : EYi.!li.£ ;:.U2k2 .?In.!! Altft.r.n2ilY~$... p r ~ 0 J. r ~ d for ~ h·r; 
Nation~l Institute of Justice, u.s~ De9artment of Justic~ (Santa 
Monict: Rand, lqa5J. Th~ in~ffectiveness of Drobatio~ is 
exc~~da~ only bv th~ ineffectiv~ness of instltutionaliz8tiono If 
neith~r is well-conducted, what oth~r r-sults could ~e @xp~ct.d? 
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4p next went a st@p furth~r and eX3illined th? status af 

• offeniers at one two-year age p~riDd and ~t 03Ch followinq two-

botto~ of each column corr~sDond to th~ Ns for ~ges 13-L4 in 

TaDle 49 with thp exceotion of the c3teQoriss D~itted h~c!usp 

obSArvp how the pers?ns in ~ach of the five c~teqori~s lcross t~e 

• ton of the tabl~ at qqes 13-14 w~re distributed at e~es 1~-16. 

17-1~, 1~-20, and 21-22. For example, of those 4~1 who had 

unref~rr~rl non-tr9f~ic cont~ct5 ~t the aq~s of 13-14, 47n5% n~d 

no non-tr~ffic policq cont~cts at ~gps l~-lS but this h~j 

increased to 72.S~ hy the a~es of 21-22. Similarly, if on~ 

eX~fflin~s 2dCh of th~ ot~er catE1ori~s for aaes 13-14 nn p will 

• fina ~n Increas~ in th~ percen+ with no contact from aq~ to 31E~ 

~ven those w~o w~r~ In the c~t~gory of havinq baen 

insti~utionalizp1 for 1 refprr-j f~lonY hai more and more of 

• the i r mnlhe rs ~d thou t ~ non-tr ~ f fie cont ~ct y~a r by yeilr.. nf 

coursq. th~ incr~~sn in pprc@nt who dlscontinu~d or desisted for 

this jrnup ~~s low cn~pared to other qroUDS. It should h? not~~ 

• that for those f~ln~ies which w~re sanctioned in the com~ln0d 

conviction. Thu~1 in 1 f~~ cases. thp actual i~Dosition of a 

sancti0n ~ould ~~ in ~ diff~rent two-y~ar oeriod S0 that 

desistance D~s~d on ~h~ Dositlvp Bff3CtS of incarceration, if 

• they ~xisteJ9 woul~ ~e found in thp second or later fol1awln~ 



• • • • ' . • • • • • 

TABLE 4. STATUS OF COMBINED COHORT MEMEERS ACCORDING TO DISPOSITION OF THEIR MOST ScRICUS 
NON-TRAFfIC OFFENSE AT THE AGE OF 13-14 AND ThO-YEAR AGE PERIODS FOLLOWING' 

~i~1~~t A~~~ ll=l~ ~ l2=1~ ~1~i~~, A~~~ l~=~ ~ 11=1~ 

Misd. Misd ... 
Cont. Other Ref .. Ref. Ref .. Cant. Other Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Not Re f. Fel. Fel. F~l .. Not Ref .. Fel. Fe]. Fel. 
Ref. Dis. Dis .. Probe lnst. Ref. Dis .. Dis. Probe lnst .. 

~1~1~~~~, ~~~ A~~ E~rl~~~ 

No Contact 147.51 36 .. 8 21.1 15416 154 .. 1/ 50.4 31.6 4be9 10.0 

Contact Not Referred 27.5 27 .. 4 13.2 25.0 20.0 22.8 20.5 26 .. 3 12.5 30.0 

Misdemeanor or Other Referral of Less than a felony Offense 

Dismissed 10.9 12.8 21 .. 1 21 .. 9 20.0 10 .. 2 10 .. 3 10 .. 5 15 .. 6 10.0 

Fined ",9 .9 2.9 3.4 2.6 10 .. 0 

Probation 3.1 4.3 5 .. 3 3 .. 1 .6 .9 2.6 

Institutionalized .4 1.1 1 .. 3 2.6 

SUbtotal 15 .. 3 19.7 26.4 25.0 20.0 15.0 14.5 15.6 13.6 20.0 

Felony Referred STATUS ~ AC:!E..S 13 - ,+ STATUS: AGE.S 15-16 

Dismissed 4.4 6.8 23.1 18 .. 8 20.0 1'3.3 6.0 15.8 12.5 20.0 

Fined .4 .. 9 I .Ii 
AGE.S 15"-\6 \1-18 

Probation 2.1 1.1 5.3 6.3 12.2 6.8 6.3 10.0 

Institutionalized 2.2 .9 10.5 9.4 40.0 \'1.6 1.7 7.9 6.3 10.0 

SU~ total 19.1 16.2 39.5 34.5 60 .. 01 la.o 14.5 23.7 25.1 40.0 I 
fit 451 117 38 32 10 451 117 38 32 10 

• 
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TABLE 4, Continued 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

.s..t.a.t.lJ.s, .A..Q.~.s l..3=.lli ~ 1~.=2!l ~..t~i.lJ~, A~~~ 1..3~ ] 21=22 

Misd. Misd. 
Cont .. Other Ref. Ref .. Ref. Cant. Other Ref. Ref. Kef. 

Nat Ref. Fel .. Fel. Fel. Not Ref. Fel. Fel. Fel. 
Re f. Dis. Dis. Prob .. lnst. Ref. Dis. Dis. Proh. lost. 

~1~..t~~~~, L~1~L A~~ £~£l~~~ 

No Contact 161.9/ 61.5 41.4 50 .. 0 20 .. 0 112.51 74.4 50.0 59.4 60.0 

Contact Not Referred 1a.4 14 .. 5 1.9 21.9 30.0 11.3 12.0 2900 25.0 LO.O 

Misdemeanor or Other Referral Less Than Felony 

Dismissed 3.5 7.7 2.6 9.4 10.0 3.1 2.6 5.3 3.1 

Fined 2.7 5.1 1.9 6.3 3.3 6.0 5.3 3.1 

Probation .2 .9 .9 

InstitutionalIzed .. 4 1.7 7.9 .9 2.6 

Subtotal 6.8 15.4 18 .. 4 15.1 10.0 1.3 9.5 13.2 6.2 

Felony Referred STATUS: A6ES \3-14- STATuS~ AClE.S 13-1+ 

Dismissed 4.2 3.4 10 •. 5 3 .. 1 20 .. 0 1.B 2.6 5.3 9.4 20 .. 0 

Fined .7 2 .. 6 2 .. 6 3.1 1.7 
AGES (~-20 21-22. 

Probation .9 5.3 3.1 .4 

Institutionalized 1 .. 1 2.6 7.9 3.1. 20.0 .7 2 .. 6 

SUbtotal [6 .. cju__ 8-: 5 26 • 3 12 .. 4-40-. 0--] [2 .. 9-4 .. 3 7 0 9 9 .. 4 20.-e)] 

N 451 117 38 32 10 451 117 38 32 10 

1 Categories of dispositions other than dismissal are eliminated for misdemeanor or less~r 
offenses and fines for felony-level offenses for the age 13-14 category because there were fewer than 
10 persons in each. 
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periDd~ The fin1inus indicate that lag has little effect on 

outcomes .. 

EXdmini~g the top row of figures r~veals th3t within each 

two-y~ar ~ge grou9 thera w~s a decline In the percent wh~ had no 

contact in the followinq ~1e p~riod from thOSR 451 wh~ h~d no 

referrpd non-tr~ffic contacts to those 10 who had referrpd 

felonIes r~5ultinq in institution'1lization .. ~Qt~ lb~1 .ttL! 

~ff~~t~ Qf ~E£ly insliiuilQD~ll~~tlQn ~era ~lQ~ in ~~~£ 2ff 

&nIDQ,a.r;,g!1.t.Q. fLl:n,h.atl!2!l.Q.l: .dl.s.mlli!1.al .. Th''''' firs+- row of this tahle 

quickly confir~s in ~ slmole way what WP had as 0ur e~rli~st 

concern ~bout th~ un~lanna~ consequences of s~vere sancttnnln~. 

Of t.:OllrS":'t WB havp not con+rollf>d for type of felony or Y.)ri or 

record., etc,.., vut this is not .qn pncoUr<'lgi:-FJ flndin~ 'for p.,rS0115 

en"mDUrR~ with institutionalization as an ~ff~ctivp way 0f 

chan~ln1 hehavior for the ~~ttero Althouqh 27G~~ of thpsp 451 

nad an unreferrRd non-trafFic cont~ct at th~ ag~s of l~-l~, this 

had d~clinf>1 to 1103~ ~y ~1es 21-?~o Tho~e who had ~e~n 

institutionaliz~d for ~ felony did not have a decr@as~ in th~ir 

percent with an unr?f~rred contact frOM age period to !~~ period. 

~ost imnortant, however, is th~ fact that of those wiih 

referr~d feloni~s durinq th~ aq?~ 13-14, the pgrcent Hho, in the 

n~xt ~~e ppriod. h~d rpferred felonies, increased dependlnq unon 

whether the r~ferre~ f~lony had been dismissed, had been dealt 

with by probation, Dr by institutionalization. This w~s evlrl~nt 

at th~ followin1 21~ D~rlods of 15-16, 11-1A, and 19-20~ It 

sh0uld also be noted th~t as one oroceeds From h~vlng ~ "on-
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refArr~d contact to a felony cont1ct culminating in 

institutlonBlizRtion the pprc~nt of those who have had ?t le~st 

one felony ref~rr~l increases at any givqn two-year DeriodQ ~ore 

people go on to h~vp contacts that are referr~~ and the contacts 

are mor~ conc~ntr~t~d at the felony level w~en a felony -t aGes 

13-14 is de~lt with by institutionalIzation. In oth~r words1 

institutionalization for ~ felony has as its consequence another 

felony rather than ~eslstance. As high as 60~ behave In the next 

two aq~ pqriods in cuch a fashion as to ~ave at Ip1st ~na other 

.' instttuti0nalization for felony-level polic~ cont1cts has thu 

opDositl?~ 

argued 3S an ~arly ~~e for thp first t~o years of such ~n 

analYHls~ we next turned to thos9 who had had non-traf¥ic police 

contacts at th~ agp of 15-15Q Whether they wpre first or 

wh~t~vp.r PQlic~ ccnt~cts, ~hey h~d a more rapid shift to n~ 

contAct status than did those who had parlier apDParanc~so Some 

of th~S0 had earlier 9DPearancps And somp did not (526 cnhort 

mpmDpr~ wpre adrl8d ~ho had not hBd a non-traffic contact at ages 

13-14) ~ut in th~ m~in the qrou~ shifted to contact statuses in 

rouqhly the sam~ pa~~~rn as did the earlier aroup 113-14) by ages 

17-1b# Thosq with r~fprred f~loni~s during the agp p~riods 15-16 

and +n~n 11-16, 19-'0 7 anrl 21-22 ha1 d~clines in the p~rcent with 

f' 
f 
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p@rio~ hut to essentially the 5~me extent by the age p~riod 21-22 

• ~s for those who h~d started e3rlier. The ~ost importRnt point 

is that persons with r~ferr~d fplonies resultinq in 

lnstitutt0naliz~tlon WRre mor~ llkply to h~ve referred f@loni@s 

• in the f0110Ninp period than were those cohort members whose 

refArrpd felDni~s h~d resulted in Ipss severe sanctionsQ 

• .re added for 30 P S 17-1B hut 649 desistpd for at least two years. 

Th?re was a rise in percent of those with no non-traffic contacts 

• of th~s~ with fUrther r~ferred fplonies among those from each 

qrouD with earli n r r~ferrp~ fplonl~s (1 7-18). The proDnr~lon 

with fplonv r~ferr~ls is lowpr in th~ next Deriod for those with 

• contacts ~t ~gqS 17-1~ or 19-20, a qroup, some of whoa h~d 

cont~cts ~t e~rli~r Dpriods but Many o~ whom h3d their first or 

secnn1 non-tr~ffic cont3ctss 

• institutionalization of persons with felony contacts ~t 

l~tpr duesio@s not s~em to produce proportionatply ~s ~~ny 

p~rsons with f~lonY contacts at following D0~S as it do~s for 

• persons instltutionallz@d ~t earlipc aaeso 0f CDurS0, th~ typ~ 

of institution~lizatlon offered. pxnerlences in the institution, 

and D~rc~ptio"s of inmates m~y differ wIth ageo Al~hough there 

betwe~n those wha have hpg~ institutiDnaliz~d VS~ thos1 whos~ 

• 
I 

case3 were disMisse~ lq sufficinntly large that it will r~mdin 

• 
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with tbasQ contrryls insertedo Ag~in, ther~ Is no evidence that 

early institutionaliz~tion, ia~o, severe sanctioning at an ~lrly 

age, Is an effective ripterrent to futUre serious offpn5~qc ~~ 

shall ~xa~ine this mdtter pvP~ more thoroughly in the next 

secti()n .. 

An ~Y~n J2Lg E~e&15a Ylz~ .2f th~ QYUd~i£~ 
Qf ~~lingY~n~ ~~baylQL 2nj Qffi&iEl B~EnQn5g 

r~~la 4 helped us sep why so mUch attention has be~n focused 
,,\ 

Institutionalization of thos2 with 

Immedi~~~ cont~cts but 3bout bOA have anoth~r rAferr~d fplony 

within th~ next two v~~rs and 3bout 40~ the nDxt two ynars aft~r 

that& This qiv~s rise to thA ide~ of continuity ~nctt h~yon1 

~uic~~ Hhichevpr, th~ high oroDortinn of thos~ who return to 

9hortly after Qlrly tnstttutionallz~tion (nippinq them In th~ 

~ut why is it th9~ th9 no Further cont~c~ DArcant is S~ much 

f~lonies were 1~~lt with by institutionaliz~tiryn? 



• 

• I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

-41-

h~d a ooiic9 contact 1urin1 at least one of th~ two-y~~r oeriods 

batw~an the aqes of 13 3nd 22 for other th3n traffic offAns@s~ 

younQ adults for 0n~ or mor~ of these off~ns~so In ~~dition, 

th~rp ~~re 13 Who w?re institutionalized for only ~r~fflc 

for b0th traffic ~ni non-tr~ffic off@ns~$JQ 

cohorts combinei) w~o ~ad be~n in5titu·ionaliz~d r~vealp1 thdt 

there W0r~ only 11 ~no had D~~n removed from the community long 

~noug, try h~ve b~en unablp to h~ve contacts during th~ n~xt tWQ-

If th~ other 9' n~d no contact it £Qyld have been ~~C9US~ 

institutlon~11zation was pffectiv~o Thus, failur~ to h~ve 

cnmmuni·v woul1 account for only ~ s~all Drooortion of th~ eV2n 

short-tim~ discontlnuprs. 

offEn5~ wer~ ~i who wer~ in C3r~pr continuity Tyne 5 (s~~ Tahle 

2)~ Jt th~ tot~l o~ 32 TYu~ 5 ~prsons Institutionaliz~d, four 

receiv~a their onlv institutio"~llz~tiryn(s) ~t 3J~S 21 3n1/or 22~ 

Whether or not thAY ~prD deterrpd In th~ fDllo~in~ 3Q~ Q(rioa is 
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Th~r~ were 1~279 o~rson5 in the 15 car~er types (r~~le 2} 

who de31sted Rft~r ale 14, 16, 18, or 20, i~~.9 somptime during 

~ges 13 through 2u# They comprised 71.1t of the 1,798 ngrsons 

with non-traffic c?ntactss Only 39 of thes@ 1,279 parsons in 

what mi~ht bp c~ar~cterized as "terminal career u c~teqories had 

De@n instituti~naliz@d, whiCh is only ~oOZ of those wnos@ car,ers 

G@dS0d oafor~ ~~9 21. ~vpn if it could b~ aS5umpd that 

Institutlon~l pr0gra~5 should rpceive the credit for riesist.nc~ 

this would ~nlv b~ ~ 5m3ll lercpnt of thp total nU~~0r who 

d?sisipd for w~atpv~r reasono 

Al thou'1h 'r.ff> ':?x 2'f!i n~ d co hart mE'mtH~r", cas'". 1:Jv Cl3S E'" 

oarticularly to d~t~rmine if th~r~ wa~ a link b~twpen 

discontinuity or com~lete ~e~lstance ~nd instltu+innqllz~tlon, In 

most cas~s wher~ ri~5istance could hav@ follow~j, it jid not. T~e 

re~san or r23sons hg~ind c~ss?tion of contact-qenerat[n~ b~havior 

would se~m to arise from som~tninq oth~r than time $oent in an 

institution .. 

'::Vt\LlJ6.TlfV'i OF H·F: {,·;JLTIVA.~IAT':: .\NALYSF.S 

~t th~ v~rv be1inning of this report we 5t1t~d our 5tr3t~gy 

of a1~ period ~n~lys~s of the data, juv~nil~ vs. adult, ~r 

juvenil~t youn~ ~jult? a1ult, etc4 Alt~ough the ~n31ys?s that Wp 

hai conduct~d en~hlod us to conclude th~t severA s~nctions ha~ 

littl! or no Rff~ct on th~ roduction of continuttip5 in 

dplinqu~ncy or contlnultv into young arlult or adult cri~A9 a ~ore 

precise look 3t th~ ~ffectiv~ness of 5~nctlons was r~quir~i. 
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For over 100 Da~es of t~xt, tables, and ~pP9ndices we dealt 

• with the problem ~f tho @ffectlveness of di~positto"s and 

sanctions on A cont~ct-by-contact or age-by-ag~ basis without 

producing subst~ntl~l evldencp of thp efF~ctiveness of sanctions 

• 
bettFr accou"tp~ for outcD~eso This dOBS nDt l~aly th~t the 

• ~xDl~nation for contlnuitv in careers vso ~iscontinuitv liGS 

all@q~d offpniBr ~nd r~present3tivps of the justic@ system, that 

3re most nelpful in unj~rstandin~ how so~e continue to 9is~~h~v~ 

• 
dlff~rpnt kinds o~ institutional pxppri~nces into con~i1prAtion 

• 
Juite asi1p fro~ thA criticism that m~y he lodged ~q~inst 

• 
reiation5hlns which v~ry from contact to cont~ct9 not ~l~~ys 

Dro1ucinn ~ clear tr~n1, th~r~ is thp Dossl~ility th~t ~n~lytic 

~hlcn ~r~ really R~~nln~ful to D~r~ons who ~r~ i~v01v~~ in 11Y-

• irnport~nt tn accnun~inq for continuity and future off~ns~ 

I-
[10.0' ,.""''' . ...;;; .. '"" .. ..;,;... =.o.;;.;..;..;...;."-"",,,-,-,-, • ..;::.;..,,-,,-~~.~-,-,,-~~', .. ' v ~"'::'{ ..... : '", •. ' •• , .• t.'.:.:.....>~, _'!..:!,:c_f!!.=·~_O""",,-'- ',-::_:.c:"i:':J..~''-'2Cf"''''· '':-''>''~;;--''.':: ,,' " .. t'i ..•• ''' ...... ,'~_, ~- •. ~." C"""O-~_""'.t'·'" ". ""»:'_ .~" .' ."" •• " .,.,'\'.<.<~ ,,\ __ ,,~_, ~~" ".'~')"'" ,·,i."'·'''''''.'-'''\~·4~'_"~.~<'' "~" .. ,..,:;",~",,,,-,,,_,,,,,~;.,..,,,-,..1..~.A"':"~""'~''''('_''''l',"·.;:''.~'f;!.?'oI>, 
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s~riousnASS by ~hp Fifth or sixth pollee contact, And t~~t th~rp 

• 
specific infor~~tI0n ~hout th@ consequences of de31inq with mar? 

• serious ~ffensps or nffenrl~rs in one way rather than anothar at 

~aco1~d court iisnositions and s~vprity of sanctions W0re 

This oer~ittDd ~ co~tact-by-contact analysis of iisDositions Jn~ 

• 

• which ~ivm5 diff~r~nt wai~hts to P3C~ of the 26 catpqorl~s of 

r~jsons for Dolic0 contact ~~penaing on wh~th~r th~Y f~ll in t~e 

• 
b~ consiJar~1 f~lnni~~ if ~n~~ry~d in by ~n ~dult) to t~o~~ which 

ar~ OF 8 ~inor natur1 an~ 1~n~rally result In no action n~her 

• 

• 

I. 
1L.=:«<~=::"';';"'~c=." ~'-''''-''''--'~=''''-'"'''-=~",",l=,"<='="''~~<~<'<c"<,<"<"",,,,<,,,,,,,<,,,«"<'<"""~"'<'«<"""""<""<'<'<'«"<.,.",,,,'«'<rl"~,."« .. <,,,.,,,h~>'''"<'''~<'<''"<~<~"''<'<~M'''''''<'''V'"''<1''~"".<,,,,,,,~,<, ••. ,,,.«",,<""", 
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intervi~yed from th~ 1942 Rnd lQ49 Cohorts but include~ ~ wider 

• variety of explanatory variablHs, such ~s dem~anor and attitude 

FrD~ the start we w@re concprned about a cohort ffiPmher.s 

• time ~t risk (r?sid~nce in the community) b~tween the age of 6 

1nd tn? end of th~ period for which each cohort had b~?n followed 

and, 15 a con~pqUQnC~l have conduct~d our analY5P~ whlc~ involved 

• continuity on ?nly those cohort ~~mbers who w~re deflnp~ as 

.j.4 con ... HII,IOUS Alth?uqh th~ effect of lAngth of 

incarc~ration or lnstitution~lization is controvprsidl ~nd must 

• be qiven som2 att~ntlonp ti~~ in an institution ~en~rally 

number of offensms co~~itted in the community durinq th~ partod 

• 

• rligpositl~ns record in ordpr to asspss th~ir additionAl Bffects 

• 
endeavor9 cont~ct by cont~ct. throughout th~ cohort m~mber~s 

• 
ass~~sm9nt of thA aff~cts of sqnctions than did oravious ~nalys2s 

which did not gt~tisticallv contr~l for ~ack1rou~d ~nd 

• 

I-
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were includ~d9 only those variables which could haVB eFfQcts on 

contacts and dispositions at that a~e w~re incluiedo For 

example, attitude toward the police at hiqh school ag@ or during 

adulthood cannot he includ~d wh~n attemptlnq to account for parly 

behavior hy juvRniles or pprsons in the justice system~ While 

this may se~m to ~e a quit? complex analysis, It was nac?ssary to 

avoid the charqe of spurious relationships bas~d on the ?xclusion 

of crucial varlablp$ or the inclusion of nan-antecedent vari~ble5 

If it was found, as our earlier aqqreg~ted an~lvses 

sugaested, that fi~nctions are generally ineffective AS ~pplied, 

this r~search could still suqaest that thpr~ ar~ DrDc~dur~~ clnd 

ftDDlications that produc~ ~Decific ~eterrence~ Although wn and 

ath@rs hav~ shown that sanctions do not seem to hav n q~n8ral 

d~tprrpnt ~ffectsv ~artain types and lev~ls of s~nctions ~?y work 

for cArtain tyops of D~rson5. Thus, we may turn from th~ 

position of b~inq oro-sanctions or antl-s~nctions to thp 

dpv@lopment of more fin.-tune~ procAdures for dD~lin~ with 

juvenil~ And ~dult offen1erso In othet wor~sl which kin~s of 

peopiq arR most effpctlvelv 5?nctioned in what m~nn~r? 

d££Q~nilD~ fQr S~L1Qu~n£~s Qf El£§i iQ tlinih ~Qntll&l~ 
~itll '2nlrnl fnL ~2nilnMztlQn ~§. Ql~£Qnilnllsl1Qu ~1 ~Qn!~£l 

.hlle W~ are conc.rned about what qenerates increa~lng vs. 

decreasina offense ~~riousness, p~rticul~rly th~ rol~ of 

sanction$t continu~tion VSo discontinuation is a simple 

we hav8 stat?d, hR~ shown th~t disco~tlnuation (~eslst~ric~) takes 
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Dl~cevery rapidly at first hut tapers off after the first few 

contacts p moreso for fAmales th~n males. 

kQni~~i h~ £QOi~&i, 1har~ i~ li111~ thai ~an h~ ~21d ~~Qlit 

.tUSl .f:2u!~r:l::.aD~tl~ 52£ &biV.:a.~i2r:i5.tl&5.i Q£ !2!l.Q!l1~ ~bQ d.$:t~l.£l .thf!.t liill 

~xQl~in ih~ Qff~ns~ 5Er:1Q~En~~5 Qf ib~lL las1 &Qnl~&i. ~o more 

can 1)2 snid about th,:! seriou'::;no.:;~ of th~t same number or th'3 ith 

contact fnr thosp who continue, contact by contact~ In otner 

words. ~B CAnnot ~ccount for th@ 5~riou~ness of ~ny Qiv~n off~nse 

(whic~ is t~e l~st offDns~ for tho5~ juv-nilDs who dDsistl VS~ 

that off~ns@ for those who contlnue~ With offens~ sarlousns55 

for l~st prior cnq.lct included ~mon0 the indgpen~Dnt v~ria~le5, 

only 2901~ af th~ v~ri~nc@ in ~rpsent offense s~riou5n~s5 was 

accountA~ for at th~ sIxth contact for those who had no future 

cont~cts~ In this c~s~, spriousnpss of thp previous cont2ct had 

the l~rqest imDAct on nresent offpns@ s~rlrusn~ss. follo~ed by 

total orior offpns~ s~riousn1ss~ 

For thos~ who cnntinupd to hav~ contacts after the sixth 

cont~ct» the indQP~p~£nt v~riablp5 accounterl for only ~; of thn 

v~riqncp in 5~rlousn~5s of Dres~nt nff@ns84 Dnly total ~rior 

sanctions had a siJnlficant impact on Dr~spnt offense fnr those 

cohort M~~h~rs ~ho con~inupd to h~ve polic~ cont~ct5, th~ more 

spver~lv thfty hl~ ?Sln sAnctionpd 1n the past~ the mor0 s~rl~u5 

their curr'Pnt offc:n=;l->. Altljouqh si'lnificant "lmOlmts of the 

~rQsent offense s0riDusn~s5 vari~nce are account~1 for ~~0n~ 

~dults ~ho continu~ to hava future contact~. this re~r~~~ntG only 
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a small DroDortion of th~ variance. LS 

~hen thp Deriod of police co~tact (juv~nile VS~ adult) was 

not controlled for those with future c~ntact5, the rpsults WQre 

quite siqllar to thDS~ for the juvenil~ and a~ult p~rio~s with 

relatively littla Of the v~riance in offense ~~riousne5s 

accounted foro How~vpr9 for thos~ with no futur~ contacts v when 

period of polic~ c~"tact W3S not controll~d, the amount of 

v3rianc~ explainpd w~s sm~ll ~nd roughly of the sam~ m~"nitude as 

for tn~ juvpnil~ ~n~ ~dult ~eriDd~ 

~ather th!n attempt to ~ccount for off~n5P 5@riousness from 

first to ~th contBct (wp h1d used 1" ~s the Nth ~pcause th~ 

numh~r of contacts h~yond this warp markedly reduced), the m03t 

serious cont~ct At ~q@ ~as substitut~1 for ~ontact ord~rD 

41thou~h most ~f thp first-Drd~r correlations ~~r8 signiftcant ~t 

the ~qe of 13 ~nJ o]J~r, the multivariate analysis ~aain failed 

to ~ccount for mnr~ than lO~ of th~ varianco at any ~qeQ 

furth~r~orp, 11th~u'h th~ si~ns of thA first-order corr~l~tions 

nUffiD@r of Drior contact~ (contact s~quence nu~b~r) w~r2 

at th~ ana of 11 ~n~ o110r, although n~ither was stqtlstic~lly 

l~ ~h~never rater~nc~ is marie to signific3nce we ~~~n 
5t~~i~tical1y si.Jnificant ~t +h~ =01 l~v~l or gr!a+er~ 
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significant until the age of 14$ 

4lthough th~r@ was a question of multicollinearity in 

v~riaDles such as nurnbpr nf prior s~nctions, sev~rity of prior 

sanctions, an~ total prior seriousn~sSt when the multiple 

reqr~ssions w@r~ rerun without number of prior s~nctionq Dr 

without total Drior seriousness, there was little ~iffer~nce in 

th~ a~ount of v3riance accountpd for. 

th~y ;houlds The r~13tlonships which they use as i basis for 

aither formal or i~Formal prediction are simply not strono 

s~mpl=s to be st~tistlcally slgnificant~ Dn t~~ oth0r hand v even 

thouq~ the s~riousn~ss of n~xt offense is not Dr~dictaDIA. thRt 

thOUQh most d~sist a~rly in their careers, ~ft@r a c?rtain point 

tn care~r d~vel"D~~nt rnor~ will commit another oFf~nse in the 

futur a tnan ~111 destst~ 
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Ib~ Jyygnll~ £~£iQrl 

~jh,?n th-~ mo:ir.>l ''''!5 c!'1anw=d 50 th::}t an attempt was m'Hl,~ to 

account for total future offense seriousness !t the fir~t through 

tenth juvDnil? policp con~~ct,the first-order corralation 

coeffi ci <:::nts nroduc .. d §i.9:IJlfi£!112:t £21~:tlQ!lfihlllii h~..t!l[.e~n .t.!1,t.al 

fulllL2 2ffgn~~ ~~£l~~na~s E12Q 1h~ fQll~inQ In~~Qgnd~t 

~.ttr.L1Qltilii : .iY~~nil.2 il!llgh!.lQr.nnQ!i" .t.3&.g, .2.1&1 ;' IlYIDh£r. 2.f nr:.i.Qt: 

:lidIl!.aJ.Q.D.li ~ £tUg '1 1n 5QIDg ~2i..t.~.n.t? lYnn sgr.l.Q!J.:Jinf:~2 Qf ru:::es.:::nj; 

£Q12i~£l~ aUll :ligX~ 

In ..thg illM1J;inl!: r:.~f1.1:~:liEl.Q11 ~!L~lYiiili .QulJl 2!1e u.:afi. illu£n imQ$l£.t 

Qll fll.tYI:£: !2ff£Hl&~ .E.eI:.iQY5.n~fi5... Iba Jl!H.t!l!lgI:. Qn~ l~ a1 ih.e :time. .Qf 

~nY ~lY2n &.Qnia£1 ls~~lf t2~ rr.te2i~r. ih~ Q£QDahlllty nf flliY.t~ 

£Qnl.iil£.t~o At ~ 3C!-, c')ntact IpVf'l. thp absolutp vAlu€' of the 

st::!nd2!r.(Hz~d '?s-i:i:;latn for 'C"'l'E' ~lt contact 1-; much larger tlvm for 

any other variA~l~~ ~~CA h~s the s@cond largest stand3r1ized 

esti~at~ ~t al~ost pvery contact lev~l and Is signiflc~nt at the 

first, s~cona9 third, ~nd sixth cont~cts. ~on~ of the c~r~pr 

v~ria~10s contribut~~ si~nlficantly to the mnd~l in eXD11ininq 

thp v4ri~tlon in futur D t~tal offpnse serlousness~ 

The amou~t of v~ri~nc8 accountea for by thD In~AnAnctent 

vari~bles was weak to mod~rdte and incre~se~ from 20% ~t the 

first contact lev~l to abnut 3a~ ~t the upper cont~ct l@v~lso 

Multicolline8ritv W1S not ! prohl~m durinq the juv~nil~ p~rloi, 

the highEst intercorr~latlon of in1@pendent v~riables ~8inJ 

betwA~~ numher of Dri0r ~~nctions and 5everity of prior sanctions 

~n~ only 9S76 ~t thA hi1h~$t~ Wh~n the multiple reqression was 



• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-51-

conduct~d with s~verity of prior sanctions eliminated th? 

adjust~d R2 s were the sam~ as previously and thp standardized 

estim-3t~s for nHo~b'?r of prior s"3ncti'>ns (court intE'rv€-ntions) 

remained the sam~ throuah two d~cim~ls; in other words y th?r~ was 

no dlfferr:-ncE'<> 

Ib~ Adult 2~Llarl 

In qeneral, ~h~ first-order coefficients of correlation for 

the adult perio~ wRrD weak to moder~te In strength hut not 

significant after th~ ~i0hth contact, ~xc~pt ~or 3q@ which was 

significant ~t All 10 contacts. There were clearly and 

consistqntly (at n~qrly evpry cont~ct) significant r31~fionships 

betw~~n futur~ ofF~ns~ seriousness And th~ inde~?ndent vari3bl~5 

rRce, aq., tot~l Qrior sanctions, total orlor s9riousn@ss, numher 

of prior sa~cti~~s (court IntArVAntions), and adult nei~h~orhood~ 

Sex? type 5eriousn~5s of nrespnt contact9 and court ~anction were 

also ;iqnlflc~nt at some contRC+ levels~ 

Aq~ was incre3singly n~gativelY correlated with total future 

offens~ s0rlDusn~ss~ Deakin~ ~rnund thp sevpnt~ contact, ~ft~r 

which +h~re w~s A slight ~eclinp in value~ This rnlBti~nshiDt 

aside frON the f1ct that crimp-prone youny ~rlults may Q?t into 

trounl£ ~arlier9 is ~lso due to th~ fact th~t a younger 31e ~t a 

given cD~tact numb2r p~rmits more time for futur~ crinlnal 

activity. Q0Bchin1 ~ c~rt~in cont3ct nu~bftr ~t i youn~~r 3~8 

also implies somDthinq 8hout the natur~ 0f ~ D~rSDn~s ~cttvltyp 

hls/nqr visiDllity ~o tha pollc@, and thair recaqnltlon ~r 

lab~11in~ of th~ D~rson as a 1~w~re3k2r_ ?ace w~s corr91~terl ~t 

lL..==' ~ .. " ""~,"'-'~~~~'-rc..~._~.".,._",,,_,,,,, ,·-,,"·n·',"·· .... -"''''' .. '' .-,.h. __ .. ·,.. __ .. " ___ .""'_ .. ·,,,,·_" .. ··k .. _', ___ . ___ ·'k~'.'_',.,._'", __ .... ___ ."., ____ ~ ___ "."'''' .. ,, __ '' __ ·'''"M.··''_·.,,·,',,_''''" .. ___ ,--''',"'_.,·w .... ,_,''.,~ ___ ""''~,",,~"''">, .. "'',' ___ ''.,_.,,",._ .. 
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all contact levpl~, significant at the fIrst through sev~nth, and 

• 

• Itot~l Dricr off~n~" 5 p riousnpss, tot~l prior severity of 

sanctions, Rnd numbar of orior sanctions) were Dosltiv?ly and 

siqnlficantly correl~ted with future offpnsp s~riousness ~t illOS~ 

cont~ct lqvelSe Tho corrAlatlon cQRfflcients indicat~ ~Qderdtaly 

• 

• 
futur~ off~nse ~~riou~nes~, thp corrplations wer~ slQnlfic~nt 

only for th~ first t~rough fifth contacts~ T ' • t nu 5 1 , S e"";;IS 

• d person·s adult criminal c~reer rR9ches a certain point, t~e 

pffect of inner city resl~pnc~ rli~lnlshes in t~port~nc~o 

• 

• of course, very fpw fA~Blas with l@nqthy contlnuitips In 

• 



,. 
-,3-

As w~s true for the juveniles, the strpnqth and direction of 

• the r~lationshiDs bptwAen the d~DDndent variable and th~ most . , 

immpdi~te indic~+Qrs of criminal activity, type seriousness of 

present contact and most recent 5~nction, wer~ n@ither larQc nor 

• cons i <:; t?nt .. 

Contact by contact, th~n, the correlatIons in~icat~1 th~t 

demoQrapnic char~ct~ristlrs, cumulative m~asur~s o~ Drior 

• criminal bphivior, ~nd cu~ul~tive measures of inter~ction with 

th~ justice syst@m BrB related to future ofFense s@riousn~ss but 

the mor~ immediate Rnd tiAo-sp~clflc m~~sures of crlmln~l 

• 

• 

• 
Tha staniRrdized estlmates werp always neqativ~ for ann 

• (5ignific~nt ~t ~ll contact lev~ls) and always oositiv~ for tot~l 

prior s~riou5n~ss {siqniftcant 1t th~ first throu1h fiftn 

cont:'lcts)o 

Th8 ~Daunt of v~riattnn in t0t31 future s0riousn~5s 

ranqei from 28~ at thA first contact to ll~ at the tenth contact, 

• 
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Drior s~nctlons was ~liminated from the multlDlp reqression 

ana lys i s (l eavi nil number of pr i or sanct ions or .court 

interv~ntions) th~ rA5ults, in terms of Rccountpd-for variancPf 

just 1S in the luv~nilp caSAl were ess~ntial1y the samp ~s with 

prior s~nctions mor Q than ~ouhled at several of the p~rlier 

contect Ipvels, was s+ati~ticallY significant through the third 

adult contact, ~ni r~~~incd hiaher than previously through the 

tenth contact .. 

It should b~ noted t~~t the dat~ WAre also suhmitted to a 

llsrpl analysis that emphlsized diff8rences in the imoact of 

variBJles durino th0 juvenile lnti arlult periods? to sam? extDnt 

diffprenc~s that vari~d fro~ thp ~ultiple regression 3n~lY5es, 

Althouqh the e~d pro~uct was eS5pntially th~ S~~A ~~ount of tha 

variancp ~ccountp1 For which~ver technique had b~en PffiDloyed. 

~or the tDt~l c~rppr, juv~nil? and 3dult combin~d, th~ 

corrGlation co~fficipnts inrticatRd the presence of a si~nificant 

prior ~eriousnes5, numb~r of prior s3nctions, sex, type 
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seriousness of prpspnt c?ntact, and juvpnile nei~hhorho0d_ Th~ 

other InrlpDend~nt Y~ri3bles. with the exception ?f severity of 

prior sancti~ns, ~rc never significant. Severl~y of pre5ent 

sanction is signi~ic~ntly correlated at only one contAct level. 

A~e at cont~ct ~~S, as always, siqniflcantly and 

incre~sln~ly correl~ted with future offpnsa seriousn2s5 across 

with future seri~usnASS a. ~ll contact levels but declinpd in 

strpn~th wlth nu~h~r of cont~cts~ Ther~ was ~ w~ak positive 

relatio!")ship net¥H'1?11 total prior offens,~ 5E>riousnpss1'1J tot~l 

in str p n1th, contact-by-c~ntact~ Thp correlation copffici~nt5 

siqnific.1nt'lt th(c. second thr01Jt1h tenth contacts .. :i'2inglFl.lf.:' was 

~ll c0ntactSt sionificlnt ~t the first six contact levels, hut 

decre)sed som~wh~t frnm contact to cont~ct~ Juv!nilp 

futur~ offensA s~rIQusn~ss, with significant hut not very strong 

corr~lation5 found ~t ~11 contact levels. 

L~=,-"-,-"",-,,,~,,-,,,,, __ .",_,.~._,. 
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£~~U~fr~ tb3 mQ51 imQQ£1~ni fln1ina ~~~ !h~ la~k Qf a 

~lgnlfl&dn1 ral~tlQnshlQ Q~t~~~ !h~ liE~axlty Qf urlQ£ E~n£tlQn~ 

3!.G.d .t.9..t.,al fY!llr:.:e .nff.ens..e. s.~r.l.Q.Y~n.tljili" Th ,9 reI at ion sh i p '> ,~t1tH" e n 

total future off~n5P s~rlousnp~5 dnd sev8rity of 5anction lu~t 

r~cEived was wPdk ~nd inconsistpnt In dlrpctlono 

C0ntact by cont~ct, the standardized estl~~tDs for 19? ~nd 

rnce domln~ted all nthpr variables: youthfulness at ti~~ of 

coo t: ,'3 C t '1 n (j tl e i l1 q "lo n- j 1 hi 1: "" lI/ e n~ r? 1 a + edt 0 f u 1:: u reo f f '? n 5 >P 

S e r lou S 11 I~ S <; .. i= ') r 'I ';~ t h f> va 1 tJ ~ S t-J e r '-= 5 i q n i fie <3 rd" a t t h ;;~ 0 n 1 

level or ~ptter for 0very Dolice contact, first throu~h tent~, 

while tor r~CA thr v~lues w@r~ sianitic~nt for the flrq~ throu~h 

sDventh contRctsa 

Twenty-two D~rcpnt OF th~ variBti')n in futur~ off~nsp 

~eriousnHss wa~ acc~unt~d for It the first contact, 36~ to 40~ ~t 

(1)Ot2Ct5 l~vels (),';1, 10.. ~lil'ijini'itinq tot;'!1 X)rior sfw"'rity of 

sanctln~5 in thp multiDle r~qr~sslon analysis resultAd in 

nractic~11y nn Ch31l';1'" in the -3d"iusV:~d rtZs cr thf! standardiz""d 

estiiil,"ites for thf· indopendenl-. Y"Iria'-lles.. n· f-t.:'lS "1150 \):>:>n 

sunq~5t~d that th2 r~tio of sPypri+y of 53nctlo"~ to off~nse 

sprio'J;n~tSS !l1ay hp PHJrl? I?xplalv3tory of futur? nff,;>nse s""riOU~n(!53 

t h ;:l n~ r ~ ,:> i 1: her <) f + (V~ 0 t h ~ r v <l r i 'l b 1 p", '1 n e i t h ~ r ,~ ratio d f'-' ,lli 0,1 

with in~tant off0ns? spr'~usn8ss or sAvpritv nC s~nctiJn5 or a 

slmi14r v~rlablp cu~uldtinq thp ratio ~f prior sev@rity of 

s~nctions and ~r1or off@nse spriousn~s~ bpln~ u~ef\ll in 

~ccountinQ for futurq off?nse sprlausnpss~ 
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~hpn the v~riahle~ ag~ of contact and race were eliminat~d 

• from the multiDl~ r~qression analysis, tot.l Dri0r s~riousness 

and number of ~rior sanctions pmprged ~s the most import~nt 

gffect5 on futur0 c~reer. A path an~lysis was conducted to 

• furth~r ?nalyze thA ralattonship bettwQen the cu~ulatlv~ career 

variables and futurp total offensp 59rlousnes~. Specifically, 

• effects ot aQe of contact ~n1 race. The results of ~h~ path 

offpnsp sQriousn~ss are mp~i~ted hy the v~ria~le age of contact 

• 
DPrson Rt the ti~p 0f t~plr sixth cont~ct (cMos?" becqu~~ it is 

• thp time ~t which 1 pprson has ~eDn thorouqhly l~volved in th0 

thp ju~tlce syst~m)7 +he ~ore nrob~~le t~~t a s~riaus car~er will 

• continu~ to evolv~o 

• accDunt~d for by tn n r~gr.5sion ~odpl did not chang8 dr~itic~lly 

• 
sllqhtly larger q~ount of varl~tion in futur@ off~n$~ s?riousnmss 

• 
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combi~0n cohorts th~ amount of vari~tio~ ranges from 22' to 40~ 

at th~ ninth cont~cts 

SYmill2L~ Uhli~L~atlQns no th~ EILE1=D~n~L C~LL~l~tl~n kQ~ffi~i~ili~ 

Future tQt~l affeQs~ s?riou~ne~s WAS siryniftc3ntly related 

to more v~riables fnr the 1942 Cohort than for the 194J Cohort 

'" n d f Ij t u rE'I') f f ':? n '\'; ," c; "" ri 0 It c; N'l '5 S t'l/ .. 1 S 5 i 'J n i fie ant 1 y n' l;~ t:~ d t 0 PI 0 r p. 

variables for thp 1049 Co~ort than it was for the1~S5 Cohorto 

Th~r~ ~r~ sqver~l W~Y5 th~t this m~y bp intRrDrete~G It may well 

hA th~t the im9~ct of thes~ varl3~lps b~comos ~orp ~nd more 

3D~arQnt with tlm~; th~ ~1ditional years of expasurp for the 1942 

Cohor~ Mas ~n~bl~d ~or~ cohort m~mh~r5 to r0ach th~ir t~nth 

DDlic~ contacto This tyo~ of pffQct Is limit~d, howevpr, 

D@CRUSP, cohnrt-ny-cohort, serious careBrs ~avp d~velop2d 

somewhat ~or~ r9~idlv~ ThAr~ is al~o a sort of focusinJ of 

df:-pen;lenc~ nr <:ffl"'C~ ~s a function of thr,> :Jpvt'llopIfIE'nt ,)f c1 l.::>riJf> 

i"JOn- .vh i teo, i no ~r c i tv '.'111 i ch It as hr--co:ne uh~rd;~n~d u ov er t:h~) y ~~<'lr 5 .. 

This i~ ~xa~plifia~ hy th~ V0ry t~ct~rs which w~rp ~ost 

51~nificAnt for the 1~~5 Cohort~ 

furthermor~v if W~ con~irl~r tha tndep~nd~nt varlaol~~ a~ 

c08pri~inn two ,rouns (~rDuP 1 = charact~rlgtlcg of ppr~ons and 

I;rnup ~ = c~re~r tVD~SJ and then consider thp conce~tr~tion of 

:;;i,mific·?lnt r~loltlD')shios t>V stAq~ i)f car~l?r Is:!), contacts 1-~ 

V5u contacts 6-10) ~nd vart~Dlp qroup we ~eD th? slgnifica~t 

relationshins for ~rnUD 1 nith~r 3t all ~t~qe~ of c~rp~r~ or ~~ 

the p~rlv staQA and th~ si1nific~nt rpl~tionshlDs for ~raup ? at 

'tl1 st,~,!",S of c~ri"/lIr5 Qrat thf> IHt>,>r striq'?o For th~ l·h r; C?hort 
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it is hard to q?t A fe~l for this b~cause the varlabl~s are 

• slqnific~ntly re13ted ~t ~ll or neArly ~11 contacts~ This i~ 

true to a lesspr d~nree for tho 1949 Cohort but it 15 ~till 

possible to se~ tha D~tterno This D~ttern is most obvious in thp 

• 1'142 Cohort .. 

dplinquent or criminal car~er h~s t~ bp pretty w~ll ~stahlished 

• 

• 

• 

• 
I • contact IFvels for th0 1~49 CnhortsJ9 

~ot only !rp +h~ ~irQ~tlon snd sinnificanc~ of 3 
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also be considerpd. When considering the strength of th~ 

correl~tion coefficients theY may b? grouped by values ~5 weak 

(lesq th~n .200), ~0rlerate (~2nn to ~500., Dr s·rnng (mor~ than 

in dssociat:ion .. 

For the 1942 Cohort th~ twa main variables ar~ raCB and age, 

race ~o~erately associated with ¥uture nffAns~ s~riousnpss anJ 

aqe moderately or stro~nly associatPde For the 194~ CD~ort 

juvenile neiqhborhood, age, total 9rior offense seriousn~ss, and 

numbpr of prior sanc~ions w~re th~ varl~hles with th~ mo~t 

siqnlficancpo A1! W!S stron~ly ass0ciated with ~utur~ affonse 

seriousness ~t all rut thp first c~ntact Ipvel, whll@ juvenile 

npiqhDorhood and futUre offen5~ ~prlousn~ss had 3 r~lationshlp 

that w~s ruoi~r~t@ i~ str~nQtho The two carper v3riabl~s were 

eith~r wpakly or moderately correlated with ~utur~ off~ns~ 

51;!, 1 ousneS5.. Fo!" th~ L q'5~ Cohort: S~~X, ra<>::'f "lq~l' and nUillht~r of 

prior s~nction~ wprp sianificant, sex usually weakly eor~el~t?d, 

race ~lwRVs moderat~ly associated, number of prior sanctions 

~lways w~~klv corr@l~t~d, ~"~ aqR ~lways strongly a5soct~ted~ 

Th~ c~rr~l~tlnn coefficient for the lattar has valu~s gr~at8r 

than 4)70 ') a t c(')nt~ct<; B, ~'P and Iii .. 

SllillillELY Qh§~rY~iiQlls QU ~iaurl~r1iz~j EsliID2i~~ 

The first-ordt?r corr<?latlon eOi~fficients sU:JU.::>st '''''hieh 

factors (IndeDenctent v~ri~bleq) playa part In i~provin1 thr 

pradtction of futur a crimi~al b~h~viDr b~S9d on Dast b!havlar and 

Dgrson~l ch"ract~ristlcs, but thp stand~rdized estim3t~s of the 

l)i'1rail~;::.t<i!rS ·"!re cf)nsi·-ierf'd most 1.rr1portan*: and illost conclu<;lvl'>-l) 
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In terms of thp relative size of the stand~rdize~ gstimates 

for the 1942 Cohort (Table 5), ~qe ~t contact hRd thp mOit impact 

on the reqression ~odel (except at the fl¥th and seventh 

contRcts), beinq siqnlficant an1 npqatlve at all contact levels 

~nd r~nqlnq in valu? from -.274 to -.42~. A furth8r look at the 

stand·~rdized ~stim~tq5 rev~ql@d an interestin~ D3tternQ At thp 

lQwFr contact l~vQls. th~ 8arly sta1~ of career, significant 

imoact W~5 conFin~d to agp 3nd r~cp, both ch3rRcteristic 

varlaD1Rs. Tha othpr vari3bles (no values qrpater than .200) had 

st~nd~rdized P5ti~3t~S that werp vRry small. At the lat~r sta~~s 

of ~ c~r~er ot~er v~riRhl~q, aqain includinq r3C?v b~qin to h3ve 

an Im~d~t on futur~ offens? seriousness~ A~ong thqs~ were S0me 

of the car~Ar varid~les9 nat3bly those havin0 to do with the 

sanctioning a5D~cts of orlnr crimin~l car@~ro Of th2 v~riable5 

th~t we 1~fin8 ~s h~vinq imoact by virtue of th~ir bqina 

sianificant ~nj h~vinq st~nd3rdized ~stin3t~s qr~atAr th~n .200, 

all w~re increasinG in RbsnlutB slz@4 

A~~in, for th@ 1949 Cohort. age domlnatAd an~ was 

5iqnificant at ~11 cnntact l~vels~ Th@ values r3ng~d from -63~R 

to a {leak of - .. 51'l {contact rj)o A:J? t-l1-::I5 th<? only v3ri4hle which 

had stAnbrdi ze>:i Asi:irnates qre~tpr in m3fJnitur1F~ than .. ;?O:j., '';jone 

of the car~er v~riahl~s w~s signific~nt ~nd in the inst~nces 

'cont~ct lev01~) wn~rA ch~r~cteristic variables WAr a signific~nt 

th~ valu~~ {~xceot for agp, of cours!) WAr~ rel~tlve)y w~!ko 

~11h~n th'~ .::,t&IHlar(J.iz;:..ri ~stim"!t':>5 are rClnl~"d lar9~~5t t-o sm"'lll~5t, 

juvenil~ neighb~rhood or number of prior s~nctiDns r~n~pj second 
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TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS OF SELECTED VARIADL~S AT FI~ST TO TENTH OFFENSES ON FUrURE QFFE~Sf 
SERIDUSN~SS, 1942, 1949, 1955, AND COM~[~E9 COHORTS 

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age at Contact 
Severity of Prior S30ctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number of Prior Sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

Adj .. RZ 

Type Seriousness of Contact 
Juvenile Neighborhood 
Sex 
White/Non-White 
Age at Contact 
Severity of Prior Sanctions 
Total Prior Seriousness 
Number of Prior Sanctions 
Severity, Present Sanction 

Adj. RZ 

l.~.t. k.QOt~~.t 
42 49 55 T 

+ + +a +-a 
-a -a 

+a +a +a +a 
+QI +a +a +a 
-£il -Ql -@ -@ 

+ 

24 22 23 22 

2.t.h .c.2!li~ct 
42 49 55 T 

+- + 

+ + +a 
+@ +a' +a 
-@ -iii -@ -@ 

+@ + + 
+@ +- + + 

+ 

31 37 51 37 

Key: + or = Sign of standardized estimate 

Zoa G..QIli£!£i 
42 49 55 T 

+ + + 
-d -a 

+ + +a +a 
+@ +- +a +a 
-£il -(j) -~ -@ 

+ 

+ + 
+ ... + 

+ + + + 

23 29 33 29 

Iih k.QIll£!~.t 
42 49 55 T 

+ + + 

+ + + 
+ ... a +a 
-.]I -;]j -@ -01 
+ + 
+ .... + +-

+@ + 

31 39 52 37 

1r.1 k2111.sKt 
42 49 55 T 

+@ + + + 
+ -a + 
+ + + +a 
+-<il + +a +a 
-al -al -@ -@ 

+ + ... + 
+ .... + + 

-a 
+ 

30 30 42 32 

.aib k201S!ki 
42 49 55 T 

+ + + + 
+ 
+ + + + 
+0 + .... 
-@ -@ -@ -@ 

+@ + .... 
+ + + + 

+ 

27 39 56 40 

a = Standardized estimate significant at .01 level or greater 

~lh C.Q!ll.a£! 
42 49 55 T 

... +- + + 
-a 

+ + + +a 
+@ +a +a 
-@ -@ -~ -£il 
+ + .... +­
.... + + + 
+ 

.... 

28 34 46 33 

.210 C.Q.llii!~.t. 
42 49 55 T 

+ .... + + 
+ 
+ + + .... 
+ + + 
-@ -0) -@ -til 
+@ + 
+ + + + 

33 .37 57 39 

@ = Standardized estimate significant at .01 level or greater and .200 or gredter 
o = Standardized estimate .200 or greater but not significant 

• Note: Decimal point has been omitted for the Adjusted RZ figurese • 
~ 
~ 
~ 
" " n 

• • 

2.:n L;m.t.;!~.t 
42 49 5S T 

+ + + + 
-3 

+ + + +3 

+.J +a +03 

-.ll -@ -0) -~ 

+ + + 
+ +- + + 

+,}} 

35 36 43 35 

lQ.t.h !:.QIl1Zlk.t 
42 49 55 T 

+ + 
+ 
+ + ... + 
+ + + 
-.]J -Qj -0} -@ 

+ 
+ + + + 
+ 
+0 

39 35 56 37 
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to aqR in impact at nine of the 10 contactsa ~or the lq49 Cohort 

thArp was no defined p~tt?rn ~ased on ch~r3cteristic vs~ career 

varianles and staoe of criminal carper. 

For the 1955 Cohort aqahad th~ mo~t impact on th~ ~odel. 

The st~ndardiz~d ~stimates werp siqnlficant and ranqRd in value 

from -6370 to -c116 (ninth contact). As was trUR fQr th~ 1949 

Cohort, non~ of the oth~r v9riBhles had stand3rdiz~d ~stimat&3 

~redt~r than .200 3n1 ~ven wher~ there was signlflcanc~ t~e 

v21ues ~erA w~ake Jh!n th~ coefficients Nere r!n~~d by slz~, 

nice foil n!tJ~Q '1 '1"'" i n;lI1ount of i 'TlOaC t on th~ l~lodel and W·1S 

siqnlficant Bt ~vDry cont~ct lev~l. Unlik~ the standardized 

estim3tes for Ace, th~re Is no ~tronq patter~ of IncrQa~~ Dr 

tiecre::ts"" 35 cont'1c1:-:; incre<lsP,. .sQ, B.£lg 1l.t .c.QD.ti!~t ftrulD:!1,gj il.:i th!:l 

illQ~t iDu2£tdnt ~J~lanl~ in the L~Qr~551Qn ID~flgl Lzg~LQ1~E~ Qf 

Mh~h ~frhQLl i£ llna~L £Qu~ig~r211Qnf Miih £Q~ffl~i~nl~ 1hai 

i~nQ~j LQ in~L~~~g in ~~lY~ fLQill lh~ 12~~ ~QbQLt 1Q tbe 1~~2 

~Qb.Qr:.t !.Q .tJ.lS: 1.22':: h!!b.2r:i .. Overall, thf' ot.h~r v:ari.:;hle-s th,1t had 

imDac~ w~re rac a ~nrljuv2nil~ nf'iqhcorhoodo 

unl?ss WA consiJpr it to h~ ~ nroxy for ~is~dvanta1a or 

difficulty in becominq intf'ar~t.~ into the largf'r socl~~v~ Inn~r 

city socializatlo~ is explRnatorv In th~ s~ns~ th~t it ~tands for 

lack ~f opportunity ~nd dlfficultv in becoming intp~ratpJ into 

th~ lqr~~r 50cl~~v# To t~p 0xt~nt that ~~n-Whit~s ar p r~$ld}nts 

of thp inner cIty th~y hay~ th~ charact~rlstics ~f the 

disadv~ntaQe~ of our soci~~v on two scorns, not withst~nding th~ 

chan1~S thAt have t~kpn Dl~ce since ~W II. 
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ACCOUNTING FO~ CUNTI~UITY VS. DISCO~TI~UITY 

Ine Jylti21g 3~2£~~EIQn Einrlln~~ 

'~!f! next conrlucb"'d the an~lysls with the dependent variable 

being continuity VSo discontinuity (d~sistance) from fl~st 

t h r 0 u q h n in the (I n t 1 C t S .. itle at. ~Qn.ta.~.:t ~£!'fi .tb~ Qnl¥ Y.2r.lil.hl~ 

th~l ~aE ~1311~ti£411Y ~lgnifi£~nt f£QID ina fir§i lbr2ll~h tb~ 

ninth £2n.ts.u;.:t. fm: 11Hl j!JJl2Jlil.e lan£! a,dylt Q£;n:1QQ§ m: .!cll.th1211t. 

£frnlr.Ql£ iQL ufrLIQQ; i2~ lQ~~r ih.e an~ at any £nuia&i ih~ nr.~ai~£ 

t.nn nr..Q.J2ilniliiY 2£ £Qnii!.ly11y Q£!Y.!2u!i .th~.t £Q.nlil&1 • ,~q ('l h ,::ld its 

Qreatest Affect ~t th~ third juvenl19 contact, qt which point 

l206~ Df the varl~nc? in juv?nil~ continuity wa~ accDU"t~d for. 

In th@ adult cas~ aa~ had its qreatest impact at th~ 5@v~nth 

contact; th@ ~mnunt of v~ri3nce ~ccount~d for was 3rounri 11~~ 

Uithout controls for DRrlod, thp fourth ,contact WAS the point at 

which th~ most continuity {~3.4~1 W~5 ~ccounted forD In ~~~gn£fr' 

&Qn11nlllt~ ~Eo a~51£i3~&£ ~ll5 h£tt~~ 3&£Q1!ni~n £QL th~n Qff~D~~ 

~g1:LQllSnz2§' £1t '=i:!~ 21)£2.1.1 &n1.11::1c1 .. It shoUld b~ noted, hOtll~Ver7 

that n~ither num~~r nor sDvprity of prior sanctions or savprlty 

of mDst rpcent sanction h~d a signIficant effect on continuity or 

ciiscontinulty dl!rin,':3 th,= Juvenilp, i'idult, ~r tot31 C':lrenr 

0np must ~lso r~member that discontinuIty ~nd continuity 

diff?r from total future offense ssriDusnes5 lS d~p~"j~"t 

V!ridDl~$. ~v!n 4f.~r tho fJr5+ contact mor~ m319s will hav~ a 

seconi cont3ct th~n will not. The continu~tion ratp is higher 

for mal~s than fa~al~s in ·h~ ~~rly stagps of c~reer$ tut th2Y 
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b~com~ more simi13r after the tenth contact bAcause th~re are a 

sm~ll prooortion of the females who are ~ven mor~ repetitious in 

th~lr behavior than th0 malAs~ This is not tru~ at thQ fAlony 

level. however, wher~ the desistanc@ rate of fe~31e~ h35 beAn 

high in every cohort. It is very ~pparent that thos~ mal~s ~ho 

d {) c () n t i \1 U R h i'l V ~ m 0 r ".' r.; e r j l) U 5 flit u r ~ car e f' r 5 t h '3 n r\ 0 f "Hl:'l 1 ,~ S ''1/ h Q 

fail to dAsist. Th a findings from any compar~tlv~ table will 

va r y d ~ 0 ~ n din 1·1 () nth... II? vel 0 f Q f of "" n 5 pSI n c 1 u d ~ dan d lllh "'! t h iZ' r t h P. 

juvenil~, adult, or ~oQbinAd Deriods arA consirlar~d. 

ln~ 8ullinl= 21s&Llrnlnant Elln4~lQn 8nllLQ2£h 

The multiple ~lscrimindnt fUnction is ~lso a uS2ful 

technique when nn~ i3 concerne~ ~bout factors which id~ntify 

those WhO will continup VSo those who will d~~ist Rt any contact 

l~velo Howpver, ~v·n thoUQh rnaxi~um discriminBtory ability ~3S 

reach~d hv the fourth or ~lfth CO"t~ct and ~h3t ~p h1ve term~d 

CAr~~r v~rlahl~s b9C4~q siqnific~nt ~y thp ~ifth polic~ cont!ct, 

only ~4~ of th~ jesi5t~ncp ~t th8t point Is accounted for with 

ag~ ~t cont3ct the ~05t ImQortant v~riabl~ in eit~er con~t"uity 

or desist~ncgQ Alth)uQh s~v@r~ prior s~nctions incr~a~q the 

probdhility of contlnu~tinn ~nd numerous judicial Interv"ntions 

Call ot~er thinls h~11 equal. d~crp~s~5 th~ prob~b~li~y of 

continu~tIDn, th~ st~hility of the findinq~ from contact to 

cont~c· ~~s nl)t as ar~at ~~ in th~ other ~nalY5es th3~ ~~ h~v~ 

con (jUc *;:F~ d '" 

." 
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FURTH~R cn~SIO~RAT[U~ OF ANALYTIC STRAT~GY 

~113in~tln~ ll~IDndL~£hl£ ~~£la~l~~ 

The read~r will r~c~ll that ~g~ of contRct anrt race had 

consistAntlv hi1h ~tandardiz~d pstim3tRs whRn the ~n~lysls was 

based an comhin9rl 818 periods, so high In comparison witn the 

other variables that it was cleqr that thpy accounted for most of 

thA v~ri~tion in future offense ~~riousness. ~ut only one of 

these v~rlables Is wh~t could bR c~lled ~ manipulablp vAriable~ 

Polic9 policy could redUCR the numhar of juvenil~s whos~ parly 

dlleg2d mish~h~vinr (much of which consists of status 0ffens~s 

alonp) results in thR acquisition of a police r~corde RqC~ 

diff2r!nC9S 0r~ ~~nlDul~blp only to the ~xtent that ~olic~ policy 

iiff~rpnttRtes by rAc a in the lPDlic~tion. of interv~ntiono 

Th@ s,m a an~lysis with ene ~nd raC9 omitted resulted ip 

total Drier seriousn9ss b~co~in0 the most i~portant vari1ble, 

incr~~sinq with Dollee contact~. Th0 hi~her the tot31 prior 

s~riousn~ss, th~ mor~ serious thp future care~r. The l~port~nce 

of this v~rlahl~ W~; cln~ely followed hy numDPr of prior 

sanctions and then hy inn?!" city resid~nca ~s a juvenil~e ~11 

wr~re si'Joi fica'1t l'HJt no '1l()P~ than 1 ~ ..• ~ f)f th~ varia.nc:~1t~s 

accollnb-=:<i fn.!" .. 10 2:t.hQr. liQ.t:.d5v .t.h2. Yar.l.ahl.=:.,li 1n l:1.hlLh:.;!]:. a..r.sz 

illQ,li1 In.:t.e.l:~a.t.:;gl, .2.!!Y£H:1.ty. Qf Qr.~s.~nt s.ian~.tiQn 1 D.Ylll.2!2£ Q.f Qr.1Q£ 

~~n~.tlQna, 3url 5~yg£1.ty Qf nr.1Qr 5su£.tlQil2f ~£~QYnt~rl f2r. Qnl~ ~ 

£mall Q£QQQLtiQD. Qf thg 41ffEr~n~~s in 1Q1~1 fll~llL~ Qffsn~~ 

s~£i,mJ.£n!;!.5..ii" 1 .. ii .. 'P 1~~ 5Ji!.tiQ.!JSD.!!~.2 !1f flltlt£3. Qa.llnQ1!~.ol ,iUli! 

ra:lmi!1.1.1 £J.L!i:~L~" 
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Ther~ were al~o 50m@ cohort differencas when SAp~r!te t~bles 

hy raCR and age pAried wpre constructed. For th~ 1942 Cohort, 

severity of prior s~nctions, sp.v~rity of p~p.so.nt sanction, type 

5erlou~n~5s of pr~5ent contact9 and total ~riQr offensp 

seriousness h~d the largest and most frequently siqnificdnt 

stand~rdized estimat~s, ~lthough nonA was signIficant at each 

contact Ipv01~ S~vArity of Drier sanctions an~ severity Qf 

present sanction, whpn si1nlficant, had ~ pnsitlve imDRct on 

future nffpnse sprioYsness [what Wp have rather conslst~ntly 

found and th~ oDooslte of the intend~d effects of sanctions), ~s 

dia tot~l prior off~n~e serlou~ness ~nd type seriousness of 

present cont~ct. In this c~se, th~ oeccant of the vari~~ce 

accountnd for r~n~erl fro~ 11% to 2B~, the latter at th@ sev~nth 

contact where s~vprltv of oresent sanction had its arp~tpst 

posltiv@ ~ffAct on future s~riDusnesS9 followed ~y total arior 

5eriou~npss9 ~~At w~ ~~VD, in ess~ncet Is the tmpact ~f ~n 

accumu19t@d offQns~ sariousnass plus spvpce 5~nctions ~or a 

r',H>;<">dr. 0ffen,jer cllltnlnatinq ill hiqil future of-Fens€ s~ri<)usn"Jss,. 

Th~ 1449 Cohort presented a 5Qm@wh~t diffpr~nt set of 

findin~s9 not uneXDActed consia~rlnq the develoDment o~ ~ 'Dor@ 

sh,rDly defined inner city. Prior offense serIousness And numbpr 

of prinr sancti?ns had thB s~me qff~cts ~s previously but 

resi~i~~ in th~ inn~r ci~y ~s ? juv~nil~ now had 3 significant 

eff~ct on futur~ offnnse serious"~sS_ T~B Derc~nt of thp 

varianc~ .ccountg~ for incr~~s~d from ~nDrnximately ll~ for the 

first contact tn 21' ~t t~e ninth contacto 
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In the case of th9 19~~ Cohortt little of the vari~nc~ in 

futur~ Dff~nse s~rlousnAss was accounted for, no more t~dn ll~ at 

~ny Dointo Number of prinr sanctions had the neqatlv~ imp~ct on 

future offense seriousness m~ntiQnod for othgr cohorts, whilQ 

inner city resid~nc~ incre?sed future offense s~riousne5so ~ut, 

aaain9 it is a c~s~ of relatively little expl~in~d v~ri~nce when 

racp ~nd age at contact wpre raruov~d from the r~~ression 

equati;,n .. 

~vpn thryuqh stltn~ents may ~? ~ade ~bout what ~ cer~~in 

perc~nt of a arouo will do in the future, lop~, st~tpments ~bDut 

the a~qraRat~, ~ v~rv 1~r1e proDortion of the v~ri~nce Rust b~ 

account~d for hefore it is ~ossib10 to predict the futur~ 

behavior of individuals with sufficient accur~cy to quiia th~ 

d~ci5ion-makinq nr?cess. 

H'JTt::;'{AfHii; TtHFnlI;;'/ 0ATh. Ii\~T:) TH~ A\lAlYSIS 

Ini~LYig~ ~~~QQn~~~ 2nd ~lf=ReQQ~t~~ il~lingM~n~~ 

Tha Drocess ~f s~lpct'n1 a~propriatp int@rvlew varia~10s 

co~me"cpd with q thorough reconsideratIon pnd evaluation of each 

v3rl~~1~~ E~ch of th~ variables selacted should fit jn~o one of 

thp s~v~n cat~~ort~s of indeoen1ent variablps shown in ni~qr~m 1 

(TransitionIH:u13Urf><':;, H01'1~ conditions, >;:~nployment, 'educ';t.ion, 

World view, Ass0ci~·lons, ~nd Adult status) or be a self report 

measure to bp US0J ~5 ~ 1pD~ndent v~riableo Those v~ri2j195 

which would not Rllow discri~in3tion b~c.us~ th~ distrJbutio~ of 

r(->SlJonSi<>~ lvi"lS ni('hly sl{ewl?d 'rl?re ~liminatt'd a<;, of C"H.lr'5'~lI were 

t h () S t~ i!'! h i c h <l i:i n (') t fi tin tot h ~ ,; eve n c ~ t f' ~~ (') rip,:; .. r h i <:> "r od LJ C 'hi 

34- ind(~p,"?nd,"'nt .'Hlt~ 1') (hp P o.j:8nt vilrl.lbl"3s .. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-69-

[ntercorrel~tions of the ind~pendent variables were in 

~lmost all cases low~r thqn 0500; there ~3S no problem of 

multlcollin~arlty~ On the other hRnd~ ther~ was ~ high de~ree of 

muiticollln~arity ~mon~ th~ depanjpnt self r~port ~e3sur~s so 

that ~ total m3~sur~ W3S much th~ same ~s a m~asur~ for ~lth8r 

th~ juvenile or a~ult oeriod or R m~asurp far ~ajor ~isd@~8anor 

was ~bout the ~a~@ dS ~ me~sure of ~ll 591f r~ported off~n5es~ 

in th a Dositlv~ sIde, it m?y b~ not~d th~t ~uch varilbl~s as 

3ttltud~ tow4rd th~ Dolic0 and selF concept as ~ rl!lIn~u~nt ~~1 

modest correlAti~ns with self repnr~ m~Rsures of dpilnqu?ncy~ 

rh~r@ was hardly ~ cas D where the Indepenri~nt int~rvlaw variahles 

ch~rAct~rizin~ c0hort MPmbars. nith~r by atti·ud~s, heh~vior, 

associ~tions, or d~~oor~Dhlc ch?ract~ri~~icsf w~r0 corr~lAted 

with the depend~nt s?lf rAoort m83sure~ In 1 jir@ct10n t~at was 

differ~nt from tha+ oredicted by socioloqic31 th~ori~s of th~ 

caiJ'S..:'i of ti~l inqw)ncv .1nd er i"lQ", .~,t thp S-'!fl1", t im~? th'?<;>'} 

carr21~tions warm vnry 80~0St? sp110m Axce~dln~ ~40J6 

In thp r~se~rch DrO?DS~l we in1icat"d tha+ lnt2rview ctat~ 

woUld j~ utillla~ in ~tteTDtin~ to .ccount for vlri3tion in s~lf­

reoorts of iallnqu~nt and criminal D~havlor ~s well ~s ~¥flcial 

records of d~lin~u?nt ~nd cri~in~l b~~Rvior_ 0Qli"qu0~cV SBlf 

conc~'t, ]1e5 6-17, ~ttitu1~ toward the polic~9 Dercppti~n ~f 

Qolic~ patrollinq tho n@iQ~borhOod as A ,uvAnilg, ~ttitu10 tOW3rJ 

SChool, Ruto US? whil~ in hi0h schoo17 desjr~ to h~v~ h~gn a 

jiffer~nt type nf ~Ars~n ~5 3 iuvonile, hav!n, juv~nile fri~nds 

in tr0uDl~ with thp 001ice, ~nd r~sid@ncg in th~ inner city VS9 
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other npiqhborhnods ~ccoun+~d for 43.7~ of the v3rianc~ in self-

• 
re~chlnq ~qe lUG Adding official records of juvenilp offense 

• sariousn~ss and numb~r of juv@nile s~nctlons to the r~gr~ssion 

f3ileJ to incr~~s~ the 3~ount of s~lf-report adult offense 

seriousness account~d for. - 0i~concertin1 t~ough it maY be to thos~ who bellav? that 

sanctions are ~ff~ctive in on~ waY or another, the numh?r of 

sanctions imposeJ on 'uvenlles had a siqnific3nt Dosltlv~ impact 

on th~lr adult self-reDort seriausneSSe Even In cases ~hor~ the 

intervl~~ variahl~s had Ilttlp effect on adult splf-reDort 

I. offense sprlousn~s~ th~ official juv3nil~ offpnse sprlousn~5s and 

number of juvenil~ s3nctions, when added to th~ regr~5sion 

an~lysiSt woula m~r~~dly ~ffect the proportion of Bdult s~lf-

• 
r?Dort v~rianc~.~ot 5urprjslnn is thp fact that ~olf conceot 35 

a delin~u~nt an~ having friends in trouble wlt~ th~ DoJ.ic0 h3d 

• the or~~t~st r~l~tionshlD to juvp~ile s@lf-r~port rJt~so H~vlng 

juveni10 frlQn~5 in tr~ublA with th~ police continu its eff~ct 

• 
A~ona ~hOSA strictly ~dult v3riabl~s w~lch ~~d ~n ~ffect on 

~dult s~lf-rAPort rat~s, adult friends in trouble with th~ p31ica 

• 

• 
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in which youthful ~mDloyment w~s Rs~oclRted with higher offlciRl 

aelinqu0ncy was the fact that a"~ at fir~t job (this r~n~pd from 

12 to 35 so thdt U~~ of the variaDl~ is RPprDpri~te) h~d the. 

greatpst imp~ct ~n ~~linqu~~cy spif-report rates~ thp ~lrlier 

that first job c0 mmpncqd, th~ hla~pr the r!tesQ E~rly ~~e of 

driver license ~n~ l~~vlnq hom~ ?t 3n e~rly aqe wer~ othFr 

transitional viriaDl!s which. ~lDnc with lat~r a~D at mirri~g~ 

and inn8r city r~sld~nce? ~ccount~d for 1B.1% of th? ~~lf-r~Qort 

var,i.:3nce in (H~llnqI1Ancv rltes ancl lS .. '5~ of the£dult varL:mce., 

AlthoU0h orily ~Dt of the varl~nc~ was ~ccount~d for by ~ 

cDmbin~tion of school variables and n~iqh~orhoorl, failur~ to 

qriau~t~ from hl0h school, as in countl~ss nth~r dndlY5 n s, hqd 

the arA~tp5t imD~ct ~n s~lf-rpported dellnqup~cy for eith~r th~ 

'uv~ni18 or ~Jult D~ri~do '12 do not imply that fallur p to 

Qr~dult~ is in its~lf th@ cau~e 0f d~11nqu~ncy, mer@ly th~t it is 

~ssocl~tpd with 1plinquencv to ~ ;l~nificant extQnt. Involvemant 

in delinquency whil~ wnrktn~ ~~y D~ thA f~ctor t~~t contrlbutAs 

to drop ()lIt just as \'10r-klo1 ~'3y bp .:;uch a dF.'tr1ctor fro" sch~)::>l 

t~~~ ~r0D out followso Th- onint is that the'rAlat'Dn~hips which 

Int~£Yl~~ n~t~ ~ng Dffi~lEl 2~11n2Uan&~ 

fh~ next an~ly~is ~tt~~pt~rl +0 ~ccount for futurq 1ffici~1 

offen5~ seriousn~s~ 3monJ juv~~iles and inclurled a variety of 

intervi~~ varlahl~~9 ~ttitu11nal 15 well as b0h~vior~1, in 

addition to t~2 cdr0~r v~rl~bles, such ~~ s0v o rity of ,rior 

~.;tncti()ns, n!j!i1;),=.r of prior SPll1ction<i, :=loti total \)rior off~n'5r:, 
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seriousness, ~ll, of cours~, for the juvAnil~ peri~rlc rh~ 

• 
combinJtion of h)sic variables, includlnn aqe at cont!ct, were 

included in the ~n31vsiso 

• 

• --ntfgnJ2r An~ ~Ar£~£ Q~l~, exc@pt for v~riables which wer~ deriv~d 

Is d clrculRr tvP~ of v~rl~bl~~ If respondent s~ate1 that the 

• 

• vBriabl~ w~s si~nlflc~nt for t~p first thre~ cnnt3cts aven wh~n 

• 

• 

• 1h@n wor11 vl~w int~rv'~w v~riables w~r~ combin~d ~ith t~e 

carepr v~r\~Dl~s, un to 4b~ of th~ v~ri~nc? w~s accounted for by 

• 

• 
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CDreer vari3bl~s alon~. Attitude toward the Dollce had the 

qreat~st effpct by the etqhth oo11c~ contact hut th~ problem, as 

we have noted ~~fore? is that car~er 9xperipnces may ~e +he 

det~rminant of ?ttitu~e toward the policPq 

Th2 ~ssoci~~io"~l V!ri3blps alone h~d relatively little 

effect on futtlr? (\f'f~)nsp spriousness'l althou(fh they 1,-,:\(1 ¥)e:~n 

consistently correl~ted at the zero level with every ro~qsur~ of 

oftlci~l rareprs and 0very self reoort ~easur~o ~y contrast. 

homp cQI"I(1itions 0.10'1"" lccount;;>r! for siqpific;~nt v"'riation in 

futur~ oft~nsp ~0rl?usn~ss, incrp~sinq to ~4~b by thp qiqhth 

cont4ct9 Ih~ ~Qnsl~t~nt ~ff~~~ Q£ L~QlllaL ~illQ1QY~~nt hy ~h~ 

heag 2f tb~ bQY5~hQlj non Qtb=~ 2~~X~ Y3Ll~hLe~ f2t 3E1 Qnl~ 

t~iD~2L£~ lng finnln2li Qf ~11 2rinL 3n21~~e59 2 fin21nll 

Qng ~dY QL anQ!h~£, £Q&ll~~1 ~tL~n±iQn QD lQ~ S~S Q~ ~n 

ImQQL~unt f~&1Qr in ~&£QYnting fQ£ d~linuY~D&Y and ~rl~g ~nj 

10.31£ £"H.l.!.l!ly.i~~'"' t.one of thi' tr2lo i tional vad "'lol:?s h':Ht 

consishc>nt ;;:>ffects 0'1 futun.:o offense seriOUSn-25s .. 

5.£:r.~.!::!1 til 

~bi~.h'? in 

Th~ educ~tlon qnd n~ighborhooj mili~u vari~hlps h~r f~w 

si1nific~nt effe~ts ~lonp but in combination with th~ c~rp~r 

v3rl~bles aCCDunterl for more of +h~ v~rlgnc~ ~t most contact 

l@vels tll~n ~i~ th0 care?r v~r'~hle~ Alone~ Co~~inln~ s~1?ct0d 

juvenil~ And adult int~rvipw data in1icatinQ AqP of transltlon?l 

pv~nts ·tnq curr8nt ~tatus ~ith ~he c~reor 1atq l'lcr~~S~d the 

~ccount~d-for vari~"ca to ~round ~O~# 

~oln~ a stFP fUrther. comhinlnry t~e househo11 cvnjitlon d~ta 

that wAr~ proxy v~r13bl~s for S~S, hi~h sch~ol gradu~ti~n, and 
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the =aT~er variables rpsult@d In an equation that accounted, 

contact by contRct, for an increasing amount of the v~riance in 

future offense s@riousness from 42% at the first contact to 73% 

at th~ tenth contact$ What we Find is, of course, nothinq new 

and/or st9rtlinqo hQ~~r SfS? nan=hinb ~&bQQl QL2gy~!~~ ~l!b 

~~~l~, l~U~lhY, ~n~ ~~rl~ll~ Qff~n~~ Lfr£Qr~~ ~bQ h~Y~ h~~ 

fL~gY~n11Y ~ll4 ~~Y~£~l~ 53D£iiQOft£ U~~~ bigb~£ fYiYr~ Qff~n~~ 

~~LIQY~ng~~ thln 10 ~thers from thA 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. EVen 

morB of the Yarianc Q in future offense seriousness was accounted 

for from the first to the fifth contact by addinq other 

attitudinal and pm,loyment variableso 

ELl.r:t.b.ar. k£.wEl.d.eu.tlQn Qf J:QhQr.l Qill~lln.&gE 

fhroughout this report W~ have combined cohorts, h3vin~ 

decid~d that ~lthQuqh there ar~ cohort diff~rpnces with nff~n5~ 

s~ri~USne~5y di~oosition form~lity, and s~v~ritv of ~3n~tions, . 

th@s~ differ0nc a s w~r~ not sufficient tQ n~C!SsitAte three s@ts 

of anilvs~s wi~h th~ offtcl~l d~ta ~n~ two sets with th~ self 

r~port ~nd int~rvt~w 1~tao 

[t woulrl b@ r~n!5s n~t to add that me~n juyqnile 0ffpnse 

seriousn8ss ~n1 sav~rity of sanctions v~ry ~y cohort ~nd by 

cont~ct ~u~b~r, ~ut th,t ~ cl?ar Datt~rn of tr~nds ani 

dlff~r~ncFs does n~· exist contact by c0ntacto lur eFforts to 

~ccount for nff~ns~ ;0riQusn~5S ~nd savArl~v of sanctions. 

cont~ct ~y c~nt~ct nr from any ~ivpn point to t~2 future, ~er@ 

sur~ to ne dlfficul~ not only bec~u5~ +he v~ridbl~s fluctu3t9 ~ut 

hecaus~ ~v~n th~ ~0q~ ~~sic y~ri~hl~s h~v~ lncDn~J5tnnt 
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r31ationships with ~~ch other. Although sanctIons for adults in 

thA lq~5 COhort wer~ d~flnitely qreater on th~ aver3ge than for 

the lQ42 ~nd 1944 Cohorts, the re13tionshin between off~nse 

serIousness 2ni sevnrity ~f s~nctions for ~ll cohorts w~s 

significJnt at ne~rlv ev~ry cont~ct levplh 

~ith thes~ h~sic data In min~ it Is not surprisln~ that the 

mUltiple regression qnalyses f~iled to producA consist~nt 

Dattprns of rplltio"shlps b~twepn independent and dapencient 

variables, contact by cont~ct~ This, of course, Is the 

underlyinQ reason th~t a mo~el based on one cohort ~ay not 

explain or predict t~e b~havior OF ~ followin1 co~ort. 

SUAMA~Y A~O C01CLUSIONS 

The first question that Wp must ask ourselY~s is ~hether we 

have nushAd the findin~s hevond what we knpw about the 

effectiv8n~S5 of int~rvention anrl sanctions from earliAr 

~nalys~s. Th2 sncon~ au~stlon that we must 9sk Is wh~t~ftr t~?se 

findinrys coul~ bp u5 D ful to persons on the firlnq linp~ The 

answer t~ both is d resounding Uvns~" 

Close ;crutiny of th a d3ta p~rmits us to s~v with ~3r ~ore 

certainty than ~?for~ that increftsinq the seVerity of s~nction5 

is not ~ ~olution ·0 the oroblem of dellnqu~ncy ~nd crlq~~ It 

will 10 those ~ho ~re most conc~rned ahout the pro~l~n nf 

dplin~upncy an1 ~ri~~ no goO~ to eXDen~ their Rn?rqy c311in; f~r 

Diqq~r and b~tt~r institutiQns unless th~y ~n0w how to ~~~e tham 

more ~ff~ctiv~§ S~cDnd, and this 5uqg~stlon is curr~ntly ~einj 

?ar~ll~led by other r~se3rch~rs, more intpnsiv~ ~~nltorin0 ~nd 
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more frequent minlm~l inr~rvention may he mor~ ~ffectiv@ than 

w@ cDmmenc~d by p~lntlnq out t~at previous published work by 

50cioloqists and otn@rs with similar res parch Interests had 

f~iled to find evld~nce thAt sanctions, as administ~r~d. ~ave 

J:le<S'n ~~ffective in th!? Unitefi states .. 

Althouqh vari~+ion related to cohort, period (1ec~d~), and 

~gP was Dres@nt. the amount was insufficient to account for ~Dre 

than 6~ of th~ vAriance in offense seriousness or the decision to 

refer. ~n mor@ th3n 6~ of the varintion in severity of sanctIons 

that ~ost of th~ analyses could h0 based on the comblnpd cohorts. 

The decisio~ to refer to court Dr to Qther agenci@s could 

not b~ accnunterl tor (only froo 26% to 30~) hv d.mQ~raphic, 

ecnloQical. sociRl, 0r prior d~llnquent and/or criMinal or court 

eXDerinnce vari~hles~ ~v~n with c~ntro15 for th1 juvonil~ V5~ 

th~ a1ult period, th1 de~oqraphic 3nd other v!riables producei 

l~ Althou~h fin~ln~s f~n~ th? Racinp and P~il~delphi~ cnhort$ 
h3V~ IHF:H"I complr.~d? most ...,ot~bly ~y Joan Peter'5ili,~, f. fr rimin'31 
Car~pr ~esegrch: A qeview of Q~cent Evidenco9 u in t£iill~ 3nd 
Jli';Eti£~: An .811nll~l 3£:~i£:ld !li ~!:f:~il.r.&h ~ :~ 0 r val ':j I) r r 1 5 ."1 n tl'.) j c h.~ e 1 
Tonry {~dsa'~ (Chic~qo: The University of Chicaqn Pres~, l~tO): 
DP 321-~19, And fl)un~ comoarabl@ in many respects ~nd th~ 
diff~rencP5 eXDlic~blo by d~mnaraphlc and/or definttion21 
v~riab10s~ thera 3rp differ~nces which will continu~ to app~ar 
D~ceu~~ iDlfq~n~ dq~cribed dev~loDin~ c~r~?rs In ~plin~u~ncy 
wnil~ t~g ~Acinp ~dt39 covprlnq a lonqer SP9n uf YB~rS7 fncuq~j 
nn continuities In ~ellnqu~ncy Rnd crim~. 
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to Courta ThR addition of offanse s~riousn~;s and numhar of 

• prior offpnse~ still allowed us to account for no more than 16X 

of th~ varlancp in s~verlty of ~anctions~ AtteMDtin1 to account 

for the severity of sanction for speclflpd offenses, first 

• throuqh tenth, brought us to 22~ for thp seventh juvenil~ cDntact 

Hnd 21~ for the ~iqhth adult contact~ 

P~rt of th~ prD~lA~ In predicting from any present ~vent to 

a futur~ event stqmm~d from the Irregularity of off~ns@ 

• serious the first p~lice contact, the next was most liKAly to be 

• minor ~is1eme3nor~ Sevprlty of s~nctlon ~t th@ first contact 

llkpwisp h~d littl~ nff@ct on ~hp s~rlousnes5 of th~ second 

• 
']yr ~~rlt~r c0ntention was confirme~ that decisions to r~f~r 

~nd decisions to sanction, ~lthough beirin~ sry~e r~lation5hip to 

• 

• ~p next w~nt jawn a r03d which we surmis~j would ~~ the 

wrona 0n~ but diJ so becaus~ policp offlcer~9 juvenil~ bure9u 

oersonnel, juv~nile cDurt intaK~ officers, and Jud1~s ~ust ffiak~ 

• 
un1erst~ndinq of now pven~s come ~bout and what should b~ don~~ 

It was i~possi~l~ tG account for th~ s~riousn~ss of pr~s~nt 

• 
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offense or court r~cor~5. ThIs w~s tru~ for the juv@nil~s, 

adult~? and whRn juvenile Jnd adult records were com~inedc 

also f~lled to account for varianc~ In seriousness of police 

cont~cts from ye~r to ypar of age for the combined cohorts. It 

~as equally impo~sible tn 3CCDunt for the seriousness of last 

~olic~ contact for those who had discontinued hqving contacts Y5. 

thos~ who w~re continu!n] to h~v@ contacts. 

V~rlous attpmpts wer~ m~rle to 3ccount for total future 

offen5B spriousness, contact by contact4 ~e decided th~t it is 

r~g11y difficult to ~ault nolic~ for their jUigmants or fault 

othArs In the justiCB system for their judqments, whpn ~~e most 

car@fully select@d ~~ta do not ~llow us to account for or 

anticiD~t~ futur~ dDlinquent and/or cri$inal beh~vior for ~ny 

SiZ~3Dl~ orapoction of the cohDrts~ 

The vari~i)l~ \'l/hich h::.ld the most consist'?nt i'7lp.1Ct on future\\ 
J 

offense seriousnpss was aae at nresent offense; the younqer one 

is at the time ~f any qivpn contact level, th2 gr~at~r th~ 

orobaDlli~y of future 3nd mor~ s~rious nollce contacts w~~th~r It 

prior nffensp sertousn~ss had more impact t~an 1ny othpr vdriabla 

at th~ first thr0U}h fifth contacts 3~d aqp at cont3ct had ~O~~ 

impact )t th~ sixth throug~ t~nt~ cont~cts~ Although th~ nIne 

r~lativ~ly f@w statistically slqnlflcant st~nd3rdizpj A~tirn3tes 
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varlabl~s had fairly consistent correlations with tot31 futur2 

offense sprt0u~ne5s durinq the juvenile period and that ~ll nine 

of th~ variables were significant durinq thA first two ~dult 

contact.;; .. 

Th~ independent de~o"raphic, eCDlngic~l, and C3reer 

vari~bles but nut s~verity of pres~~t Dr prior sanction~ have 

slqniflc~nt first-or1~r correlations; thpy are interrelatpd In 

such a way that only aqe ~t contact and total prior seriQu~n~ss 

survived in a multinle reqression analysis which eX3mined the 

imoact of each vari~~le. 111 others held constant. SizAabl~ 

first-nrdpr correlations, some of which are neqatlva an~ ~omp 

Dositlva , led to an aquation which accounts for ~s mucn ~s 1G% of 

th4 v~riance in future off~nsa s~riousness for juvenil~s at the 

~ixth contact hut ~pclinBd fran 2~~ to ll~ of the v~rl~nc~ f0r 

adult~o This tells U5 why An individual who m~y 9ppear to h~ th~ 

kind of D~rson ~ho will hqv~ ~ s~rlous future c~rper on a ~asI~ 

of samp of his/her characteristics does not alw~vs do sn. Ani, 

of cours~~ it t~lls us why a oarson on the firinq 11n0 may mA~e a 

jud0m~nt ~aqed on ~ D0rson's ch1r~cteristics and nast r~cord~ but 

fino th'lt this jU:'j'rl'-">n+ '#35 fclr fro'n correct,. 

4hAn th! juvfi~ll~ and adult neriods wer~ co~bln~d th~ 

~~SUlt5 W2r~, as would be exoected, more similar to tho~e for the 

juvenil~ ~erio~ ~hdn the ~dult poriod~ How~v9r, mor~ of the 

varlanc' in tDt~l futur~ nff~nsa ~~riousne55 W1S accou~t~j for, 

re~chin~ ~~~ to 40\ ~t th~ ~tqh~r cont~ct levpls S, ~t ~nd lO~ 

fi'lis'l ')f C'""lr5~,! r·~for'~ t" thg Of)int'lt t'\'hich futtH"" s"'riou::;ft'.:!SS 
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is best account~ct for. not tD the point at which intervEntion may 

• seam most propitious, which is much ~arlier. Aqain, it would 

seem that the ~ost lrnD0rtant findlnn was the lack of a 

slgnific~nt r~lattonship bp+wepn the sevp~ity of prior sanctions 

• and total future off~nse seriousness~ 

Although there w~r@ cohort diff~rences in the amount of 

variance in future nffense seriousness accounted for and, th3t 

• accounted for re~chDd ~7~ by the nl~th contact for th@ lQ55 

Cohort. this was consistent with our position that the near 

futur~ (31thouah not the next ev~nt) can be pradlcted mer? 

• accur~tely th~n th~ far fu+urAo 

Another way to ~~~m3rlzR t~~ r~sults of th~ multipl~ 

r~ryres~'Dn analvsaz is to think of the tnd~D~nripnt v3rl~bles as 

those which r~pr~sept thp characteristics of D~r50ns (d~mo~r3phic 

and PColo0icalJ ~nj thDS~ which repres~nt their b~haviDr and 

• The ch?racteristics 

• 
cohDrt analysps ~lvGS the imprRssion of a chanqln~ imp0rtAnc~ of 

• the v~ri3blesJ Influ~ncps on future spriDu~n~ss of c~r~~rs~ Th~ 

demoara~~v of th~ city ~nd th~ experienc~s 1f innQr city youth 

• 

• 
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Ag4inQ lhg Int~~~l~~ sllQ S~lf &~llQ~i nala 

At the juve"il? level the interview data added little to th~ 

variance in present or future offense seriousness accounted for~ 

Howev~r, we did notp that the rpspondents' dpscriptions of how 

they rpacted to the police (in spltB of the circular n~ture of 

th~ vdr)dble. did suqa~st th~t the Dolicq and others In the 

justice systp~ have ~n opportunity to influence juvenllAs in the 

direction of non-delinquant b@havior. We have su~qest0~ in 

Drevious reDorts th~t enhancing polic3 trainin~ in hUman behavior 

problems might hp more aopropriate for most offlc~rs thnn 

~dditional trainina in the use of forceful m~thods of cDntrol~ 

[n t~e adult cas~, most notable in accounting for future 

off·ensa s<>ricusn<.:>ss h~yond wh.~+ ~'lf3.S f.!ccQunt",d for by th(ll n.'H:;ic 

varia~Lps werp the ~D"5IstDnt ~ffects of re~ular amplovn~nt by 

th~ h~,d of the hnU;Ahold 8n~ other prDXY S~S v~riablpsQ 

Comblnin;"j the tH:1Slc dE>mogr,"lohic, '''coloqical, Mnd offici i1 c::n',=>er 

data with those int~rview variahles which apppar~d to h~ most 

closelY r~13te~ tn future off~n~p 5~ri~usn~ss ena~lpj us to 

account for 42~; of the v=1ri"1nc A In total future Dffens~:: 

sprlousnes$ at thn first contpct to 7A% At the t~nth cont~ct# 

This really ad1~d little new inform~tlnn to eArlier findings 

becaus~ we had lonq ~qo found that lowpr ~ES, non-hian school 

~ractuat~s with e~rly, lpnQthy~ ~nd serious off.nse r@c0rds who 

had Deqn frQqu~ntly ~nd severply sanctlonQd h~i ~igher t0~al 

future offens8 $crlnusnesso Thp differ~nce is th3t the dat~ w~r~ 
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Aost cohort mQ~bers who had nan-referred PQllce contacts 

soon had no future c~n~acts9 Thosq who had r~fBrred contacts 

less serious than a fAIDny dropDPd out of delinqu~ncy at d hiqh 

rateo Th~se with r~f@rrerl f~loni~s who were not 

institutionalized wpreless likely to have anoth~r referr~d 

felony in the next two yp~r period than were thDS~ who h1d b~en 

institution~liz?i ~t an Aar}v period in th~ir livpso Tabla by 

table, th2 data v9rifi?d ~qrlier findings that s3nctions as 

administered do not 1eter off~nders from further 1elinqu~ncv or 

crIme. li Less sev~re s~nctlDninq Dr no s~nctions Droduc~d a low~r 

percent of continuars. 

Sven when cohort me~bars w~r~ examined case by ca5~ f~r the 

years when police cont9ct ratps w~r~ th~ hiqh@st th~re w~r~ few 

cases whprp discontinuity for a period of Y"3rS or d~sistancn 

followlna lnstltutlo~aliz~tlon could have been a consequence of 

either incarceration (r3mnval fro~ the com~unltyl or tha i~Dact 

17 As must ~ndin ~~~e It cl~~r th~t W~ d0 not b~ll~v~ tn~t 
this rps~Hrch lAd~s to support for the l~ea of s@l~ctlv~ 
incap3cit8tion. W@ rpjDc+ this iie~ on ~ hasls of our o~n Drior 
rese~rch9 lyle No Shannon, "Risk Ass~ssment VSo ledl ?re1'ction= 
Thi?' PrGdiction Prr)i1L"'m ?loti rUblic Trust,U J.!uu::.Q~l Q! f!!!iil!l.ti..t.2ti~;1: 
~rimlnQlAS~ 1119H,J: ~D~ 159-1~qt and such pxcellpnt 
contributions A~ ~n~rew von Hirsch, uThe fthics of S~l~ctiva 
IncaD~citation: 0bs~rvAtl~ns on the Conte~por1rv ~~h~tRtn '~1~~ 
nn£! n.el1.ll.m!an~£ ~ n { 1 ~M4! 1) P .. 1 7 ~-1 q l,~ .. 
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The most 1isconcerttnq findl~Q for thos~ who ~eli~ve th~t an 

early response to d~linqu~ncy is more effective than onft ctelayed 

to later years WAS the f~ct that early instltutionAllz!tion was 

followed by gre~ter co~tinulty in s~rious misb~havior th~n was 

later institutionallzation$ Also, these unwantDd effects were 

slow to W2~r offo Th? fact th~t ~ small pprcentage Ilpfis than 

l~X) of those whn w~r@ r@f~rred for 3 felony-level off0nse were 

institutionalized In any two-yeer PArtod is probahly quite 

fortun~te rather thRn a mattAr that should be of concern3 It is 

obvious that the call for ~or~ 5ever~ sanctioning of juv~nll~$ 

has DeRn a cas~ of ~isplac~d cnncern~ 

0n the posltlvR side, the hiqh rate of discontinuity for 

even 5~rious offenders for wha~ intervention has meant some 

a~tention or sUD~rvlsion, sUaG@sts that expresspct concern m~y be 

more pffectlve than th~ Dunishing pxperlence of incarc?r~tlon, no 

here, nf courSe. th~t incarc~rdtion may not sometimes b~ 

neces3ary for thp S~fAty of SDcisty or the ~i5cr2anto 

l~ Our own conclusions h~vp, cf course, hepn ~rpcR~Qi by other 
simil~r cDnclu~ions drawn from different kinds of dnt~. 
Petersllia has also concluded that 31tprnativ~s to prob~tion and 
in5titutionalizatio~, intQnsivp 5urv~illanc0 cOUDle1 with 
comnunlty s~rvice ~nd restitution, for eX3mpl~t ~ay ~e 
sufficiently restrictive to ensur~ public safBty 3n~ m0~t the 
public notion of justicee ~ut, as Timothy J. (~rt~r'9 NJuvlnll~ 
Court OiSDOSjtio~s,u ~~lmlnQlg~y 17(1919): pp~ )41-35~, 
SUqQ~sts, niv8rsion 9roqr~ms, whilp ~ st~D in th~ rl~ht 
dir~ctIDn, Rr~ not ~~ouqhc 
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Marg sppcifically, for thns a who ~r~ chargpd with the job of 

intervpntlon, frp~Y~ncy of intervention (if th~ Dv~nt is s~rious 

@nouqh to raise the question of interventi0n) r~thpr thAn 

savFrlty of sanctions s~pms to hav~ had th~ most dHsirahle 

effact~ In other wardsv frequent referr~ls or court ~pp~ar~nc@s 

rathpr than SPypr0 sen~enc.s sppmed to have t~e most det@rrent 

effect on futUre mishehavi0r& Sinc~ success in interv~ntion 

InvolvPs Interv~nt10n 3t the Rpnropriatp stagp In carpers, it 15 

app~rent thAt our concarn would bp~t h~ dlr~cted at younJ persons 

wi th 'Hrly s':H-ious 0f*'A.nses b",forl? thE' tinH~ th-'3t thRY h:'lVI':? 

estaDlishpd pv~n marp s~riDus jplinqupnt or criminal c3r~erS9 

This turns thp qunstton to on~ of wh?t can ~~ don~ to 

interv~ne in such ~ W~Y ~5 to not dpfine a youn~ D~r~on ~s ~ 

CArppr offender npfora ha/s~e is a c~repr offpn1~rQ How c~n it 

be clrri!d out throu0h an idqntific~tion proc~ss th~t has few 

may b~ toleratp~ if th~ nrQqram is ~irn~d at the qen~rAl youth 

pODulqrion tn~t includes th~ much s~aller t~rq~t ~oDulatiDn but 

is not ~o ex~pnslv~ ~s to he crohthitive for administr~tion to 

th:~ l~rqer 'Jroup.. In othpr '.,oJf}rds, "I delin:lllPncy orAv2ntlon 

Dr oqrl:n shoul ti fit"! ~ ':> f i n~d is ."\ vout;, pro;:;lr aM l)r 011 i a i ') q 

opportunities for u~w3rd mohilitv. socIal s~ti5f~ctlQn? D0pr 

~rnUD ~n~ adult r~cft"~lti"n, socl~llz~ti~n into th~ ~jult ~0rld, 

~tc~ 

If th? ?r~1r~n is d?fin0j ~~ onp ~impj d~ only ~otantial 

car'?t-:"r nff~n':i~~r5 4fl" r'i'!quir~'; snl11-::, b'~"'rd:i fh>'ltio71"l'S .'1 j!J<'!lcLll 
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or qu~si-judici~l tarq~tf then infring~~1nt upon civil li~qrtles 

may he only ~ st~o ~wav fram these infrlnqa~ent~ which 

char~cterize selective incaoacitation. 

Pr~~dicting the? futuri!? serious offender is a ':Iiffic:ult tAsk 

and as th~se prRjictlvp 1evicps now work, slze~ble nel~tive and 

PDsitiva prrors ~re m~de* If th~ b~st predictors ~r~ 

demoJrdDhic, ecoloqic!l, socio~~ono~lc, and 3re ha~ed on prior 

delinquent Dr criminal behavior, ~nrl these to~~ther 3rA 3ttll not 

v~rv ~ccurate~ th~n programs must ind@ed be broad r~th~r th~n 

implicativp , io@et rlefinpd ~s not d~slqned for th~ c~r~~r 

offender~ If the evidence indicates that pxlsting ~Dnro1chp5 lrp 

in1ff~ctiv~, th~n 3ccur3t~ idQntlflc~tion of ~hQ tar1pt 

DODul~tion is still of no ~v~il~ 

He,; must conclu,j:- oy c;ayinn =tq=lin th,:d- this P?s'''1rch ~U(FIE?,;ts 

th~ n}~~ for: 1) hro3ier And morp cr~ativ~ ~~~ro3chas to 

1~linqu~ncy ani crtm~ prpv~ntion and 7) conc~ntr~tion on 

sel1';'cteo(!, i1ccuratc~lv lclentifipd jllv"!flil~s .7)11(1 31ults for prOjr::"irri.3 

th3t 10 nn more th~n remov~ thp~ fro~ th~ cD~munity whQn pu~lic 

s~f~tv is p~rR~ount~ This suqryes+s that the justic~ svste~t If 

one u~Ared to icora~pn~ina ~nrl c0nvicttnq crimln~ls Ani 

fAcilit~tlna thp qD~lic~tiDn of Just d~s~r~c;. 




