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FOREWORD 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and its Amendments of 
1977 and 1980 mandated the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to assume 
leadership in planning for delinquency prevention. Recognizing prior difficulties in 
conceptualizing and developing effective prevention approaches, the Act also mandated a 
systematic gathering and assessment of data on the causes, prevention, and treatment of 
juvenile delinquency to serve as a foundation for planning prevention poEcies and programs. 
To fulfill these mandates, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention established the 
Assessment Centers Program. 

Three topically oriented centers were organized to assess: 1) delinquent behavior and its 
prevention (Center for Law and Justice, University of Washington); 2) alternatives to justice 
system processing (School of Social Services Administration, University of Chicago); and 3) 
the formal juvenile justice system (American Justice Institute, Sacramento). 

The pre5ent monograph is a product of the National Center for the Assessment of 
Delinqu.ent Behavior and Its Prevention. The Prevention of Serious Delinquency: What. to Do? 
addresses a concern of major importance: the serious juvenile criminal. Both the causes of 
this problem and promising strategies for its prevention are presented. 

The work of the Assessment Centers attempts to clarify an area clouded with opinion, 
varying and often conflicting definitions, and poorly conducted research. I encourage those 
interested in the field of prevention to make use of these reports and papers and to develop 
their own understanding. 

iii 

Jumes C. Howell, Acting Director 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention 
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PREFACE 

This paper was developed at the National Center for the Assessment of Delinquent 
Beha vior and Its Prevention, one of the three topical centers of the Assessment Centers 
Program described in the foreword. Located within the Center for Law and Justice at the 
University of Washington, the National Center was established in July of 1977. Sharing the 
joint responsibility for gathering, assessing, and preparing for dissemination of literature and 
data on all aspects of juvenile delinquency and the juvenile justice system, the Center focuses 
on theories and causes of delinquent or antisocial behavior and on programs designed to 
prevent such behaviors before youths become involved with the juvenile justice process. 

In developing a conceptual framework for the assessment task, the staff has adopted a 
multicausal approach to delinquent behavior which represents expe~tise in several disciplines, 
traces theory, prevention practices and programs, and program evaluations in the areas of 
family, peers, schools, and employment. Consequently, the Center has prepared reports on the 
family and juvenile delinquency, an assessment of school-based prevention program 
evaluations, a paper on learning problems and delinquency, and one on the relationship between 
employment and youth crime. Other topics include the role of art in delinquency prevention, a 
review and analysis of juvenile delinquency prevention experiments, a comparison of involve
ment in delinquent behavior and status offenses, alternative education as an antidote to 
delinquency involvement, and the link between religion and delinquent behavior. The results of 
a survey of promising or innovative prevention programs have informed much of the Center's 
work and also produced papers on the theory and practice exhibited in such programs and on 
the ideological views of program administrators. The present volume, The Prevention of 
Serious Delin uency: What to Do? focuses on a topic of major social concern, those youths 
involved in serious an or vlOlent criminal activity. To place this problem in necessary 
perspective a careful review of the causes and theories of such behavior has been undertaken. 
This review explores the characteristics of serious juvenile crime and offenders and considers 
the prediction of continued future involvement in such acts. From this foundation a set of 
theoretically based intervention strategies is developed. 

The intention of the National Center for the Assessment of Delinquent Behavior and Its 
Prevention is that its reports and papers will help practitioners, researchers, policy makers, and 
the public in establishing a theoretically sound framework for the understanding of delinquent 
or antisocial behavior and in making sound decisions on preventive measures. 

iv 
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Joseph G. Wels 
Director 
Associate Professor, Sociology 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A large proportion of serious property and violent crime is committed by juveniles. It is 
also known that a small percentage of all juvenile offenders account for a majority of serious 
offenses. The arrest records of these H"Idividuals are indicative of only a small part of their 
total delinquent activity. While it is commonly believed that delinquents specialize in 
particular offenses -- for example, violence. -- empirical evidence does not support this. The 
evidence suggests that the most useful distinction is between serious and less serious 
offenders. Coupled with this knowledge is the fact that techniques normally used to predict 
individual delinquent and other dangerous behavlors are not adequate to justify corrective 
interventions concentrating on "high-risk" indtviduaIs. Therefore, the prevention of serious 
juvenile crime must be placed within the context of what we know about prevention in general 
and the correlates and causes of delinquent behavior. 

Historically, the favored societal reaction to juvenile delinquency has not been preven
tion but control or correction in an identified group of juveni.le criminals or predelinquents 
within the juvenile justice system. Since there has been little evidence that such an approach 
has been effective there has been a shift in philosophy in the 19601s and 1970's to a system of 
legal control of serious juvenile criminals and community service for prevention. But 
technIques of prevention based on theoretically and empirically sound criteria have been 
missing. Since 1977 the National Center for the Assessment of Delinquent Behavior and Its 
Prevention has been assessing literature and data on causes and theories of delinquency and on 
promising strategies of prevention. From this effort it seems clear that the most powerful 
theory is an integrated model derived from social control and cultural deviance theories. 
Social processes which prevent delinquency occur in social institutions (family, school, peer 
group, community) in the course of activities directed essentially toward positive youth 
development. Preclusive and corrective prevention must be focused on those institutions and 
applied at appropriate points in the social developmental process. 

Interventions with individual serious delinquents have limited value for remediation, 
since serious offenders, including offending groups such as gangs, and serious offenses are 
concentrated in particular neighborhoods within cities and urban areas. These high-risk 
communities tend to exhibit weakened institutions of socialization; therefore, those social 
processes which can prevent delinquency are less effective. Intervention into serious 
delinquency which includes but is not limited to violent crime, should focus on organizational 
change within the major socializing institutions, and given the importance of the high-risk 
neighborhood for serious delinquency, special emphasis must be place on community-based 
strategies. 

The NCADBIP assessment activity has identified interventions which show promise for 
delinquency prevention in both general and high-risk populations, with certain programs of 
special relevance for the latter. Among those discussed are community organization, youth 
development projects, community committees (based on the long-standing Chicago Area 
Project), community improvement projects, parenting training, community crisis intervention 
services, surrogate families, personalized education, alternative schools, peer leadershIp 
groups, gang crisis intervention, and so on. The paper concludes with a number of 
recommendations regarding what to do about the prevention of serious delinquency. 
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!t I 

INTRODUCTION 

If we wish to reduce delinquency, we must radically change our thinking about it. 
We must think of its causes more in terms of the community and less in terms of the 
individual. We must plan our programs with emphasis upon social rather than upon 
individual factors in delinquency. We must reaffirm our faith 1i1'j?'reventi2.!!, which is 
so much easier, cheaper, and more effective than cure, and which begins with the 
~, the play group, the local school, the church, and the neighborhood. 

Ernest W. Burgess 

These observations about juvenile delinquency were developed 50 years ago by sociol
ogists at the University of Chicago to understand and ameliorate the apparently growing and 
more serious problem of youth crime in Chicago in the 1920's and 1-93O's. As an approach to 
"doing something about delinquency," these ideas may be more valid and applicable today than 
ever before. 

Juvenile delinquency is now a more pervasive and more serious national social problem, 
and past efforts of the juvenile justice system to control it have generally been ineffective. 
Juveniles now account for almost one-half of all arrests for the serious property and violent 
index crimes of the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR's). The increase in the arrest rate 
for adults during the 1970's was surpassed by the increase in the juvenile arrest rate (Weis 
and Henney, 1980), while the arrest rate for juveniles has remained more than 50 percent 
greater than that for adults. The crimes of youth are more often committed in groups, with 
members of gangs and other law violating groups committing more than their share of serious 
offenses, particularly violence. And delinquent gangs are appearing in smaller cities and 
towns, and are becoming more dangerous in their more regular use of lethal weapons (Miller, 
1981). There is widespread public fear of becoming a crime victim, particularly of a 
personal crime. More than two-thirds of adults in the U.S. worry about becoming the victim 
of a typical juvenile offense -- residential burglary (Weis and Henney, 1979). The specter 
of criminal violence has very recently become a more salient public and criminal justice 
concern, which has been legitimated by popular journalistic accounts (Silberman, 1978), by 
recent pronouncements of the Attorney General which establish the control of violent crime 
as a top priority of the Reagan administration, and by the more recent UCR's which show that 
during 1980 there was a 10 percent increase in the number of index crimes reported to the 
police, with violent crime increasing by 13 percent and property crime by 9 percent (FBI, 
1981) • 

Regardless of whether or not there has been a recent significant growth in the problem 
of serious juvenile delinquency -- because other evidence (McDermott and Hindelang, 19~1) 
suggests that the rates of being victimized by juveniles for both property and personal crimes 
have remained relatively stable for the past 10 years -- juvenile delinquency is still a 
problem, and serious and violent delinquency is an even greater problem. Congress has 
recognized and reinforced this concern in the 1980 Amendments to the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Preventi.on Act of 1974, by mandating thd the "juvenile justice system should 
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give additional attention to the prob~em of !uven!les ~ho co,mmit ,seri?us cri,mes." C:le~rly, the 
importance of reducing and preventmg seriOUS Juvenile Crimes IS gIven hIgher PrI,OrIty as ,a 
federal goal than in the past. Unfortunately, rec~gnizing a 'problem does _~~~_ solve It -- one IS 
still left with the problem of "What to do?" ThIS paper a1:tempts to prov~d~ some ans~ers 
regarding the prevel1tion of juvenile delinqu~ncy in general, but mor~ ,speCIfI~ally of serI~us 
juvenile crime. It is informed by and reaffIrms an app~oach to reducmg de~mquen~y WhIch 
emphasizes the social causation of delinquent ~ehavlOr ,and the potentI~1 effIcacy of 
prevention strategies implemented in the community, partlcul~rly those WhICh target the 
major socializing institutions of family, school, peers, law, and neIghborhood. 

WHAT HAVE WE DONE? 

There is scant evidence that the juvenile justice system over the past 80 years has 
been effective in controlling or preventing delinquency. And because of its basically reactive 
and rehabilitative stance, there has been an emphasis on control -- treatment and punishment 
after entrance to the juvenile justice system -- to the neglect of prevention -- an action taken 
to preclude or correct illegal behavior before entrance to the system. Consequently, the 
number of bona fide prevention efforts, particularly those which are in the community, has 
been very small, of which even fewer target serious delinquency. Th,e~efore, tre knowledge 
and techniques of delinquency prevention have not been developed suffIcIently. Conrad (1980) 
has even suggested that what little we do know does not readUy lead to implications for policy 
and programs that are .implementable or hold promise for reducing serious and violent c,rime. 
This does not mean that preventing delinquency cannot be done, but rather that we sI~ply 
have not had the appropriate knowledge and techniques to do it effectively. Clearly, there IS a 
need for research and development work in order to generate a more useful knowledge base on 
the prevention of serious delinquency. 

Major changes in juvenile justice philosophy over the past decade, signaled formally and 
legitimated by the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and 
its 1977 and 1980 Amendments, reinforce this urgent need. A new" dual functions" philosophy 
of juvenile justice supports legal control -- the juvenile court -- for youths who engage in 
serious crime and more informal, social control -- community services -- for youths who 
engage in less serious crime and noncriminal misbehavior (Gough, 1977). The responsibility, for 
control, primarily punishment and rehabilitation of identified juvenile criminals, has remamed 
with the court but the responsibility for prevention has been given back to the communit . 
The primary responsibility for preventing youngsters from engaging in illegal be avior and 
getting into trouble with the law has been returned to those lifront line" community 
institutions - the family, school, clubs, church, neighborhood -- which historically have been 
responsible for the social integration, socialization, and control of youth. This is a progressive 
change, but it carries with it the possibility of two systems of juvenile justice -- one for 
serious juvenile offenders, who are disproportionately represented among poor black and 
Hispanic youths, and the other for less serious offenders (Woodson, 1981a). 

One can argue that the community should take primary responsibility for the illegal 
behavior of all its youth, even the more predatory among them, and rather than separate them 
from the co~munity, should make every effort to integrate them into those community 
institutions which have the potential to help reduce delinquency. However, to do so would be 
on the basis of scant evidence -- of the nature of the behavior, its correlates and causes, 
prevention strategies and interventions, specific program elements, and so on. This is not 
because it is a vacuous idea or an approach with no promise. To the contrary, community
based projects like the Chicago Area Project have clearly had some impact on delinquency --if 
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nothing else its tenure supports this -- but they are difficult to evaluate and the most 
conscientious efforts to do so "have not yielded results which will stand up under scientific 
scrutiny" (Sorrentino, 1977:1 05). This is primarily because it is very difficult to know whether 
·the reductions in delinquency rates are caused by the project or by other factors. This 
suggests the need for a more rigorously designed and carefully implemented project which 
lends itself to evaluation that could conclusively substantiate the promise of this approach to 
prevent serious delinquency. 

Most past efforts at delinquency prevention that have been evaluated rigorously show 
ambiguous, mixed, or negative results (d. Powers and Witmer, 1951; Miller, 1959; Wright and 
Dixon, 1977; Lundman and Scarpitti, 1978; Newton, 1978). Recent assessments of evaluations 
of delinquency prevention programs which have been carried out in a variety of substantive 
areas suggest the same things, whether they are family programs (Famiglietti et al. r 1980), 
school programs (Shorr et al., 1979), peer programs (Weis et al., 1980b), employment programs 
(Lishner and Hawkins, 1980), or drug programs (Janvier et al., 1980). Of ten delinquency 
prevention programs with truly "experimental" designs which were carried out prior to 1970, 
nine failed to reduce rates of official delinquency among experimental subjects as compared to 
controls (Berlem an, 1980). 

Unfortunately, more recent Federal program initiatives in delinquency prevention do 
not promise to provide much information about how to prevent delinquency in general, and 
even less about serious delinquency. The preliminary findings of the National Evaluation of 
Delinquency Prevention programs funded by the OJJD P suggest (Krisberg, 1979:25) that 
"Measuring the results of these OJJDP funded prevention projects has proved highly proble
matic. After two years of research we will probably possess insufficient data to judge if these 
agencies prevented youth crime to any appreciable extent." In addition to research-related 
problems, the evaluation reports that the cooperation of programs that is necessary to 
evaluate their effects on delinquent behavior was forthcoming in only one of the sixteen 
funded sites. These projects were primarily conducted by "national" youth serving agencies 
and organizations and "few of the projects actually attempted to prevent delinquency" 
(Krisberg, 1979:28). In short, recent Federal prevention efforts appear to lack the 
conceptual foundation, clear prevention focus, and commitment to rigorous research that are 
necessary to generate the knowledge required for effective delinquency prevention. 

The reasons for the discouraging results of previous efforts are well understood. Now 
there is a real need for a strong commItment to research and development in delinquency 
prevention. The importance of this need was recently expressed by the Task Force on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals (1977:23): 

Rather than abandoning the concept of delinquency prevention, however, this 
report reiterates the need for a careful and honest assessment of the existing state 
of the art in delinquency prevention and recommends that new efforts proceed I 

according to reasonable and valid criteria. Only through a clearcut confrontation 
with past failures can the necessary knowledge and understanding be gained for 
positive delinquency prevention efforts. 

This conclusion represents a point of view that has been systematically developed over 
the past five years: beginning with the intent of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act in 1974; conceptualized in the National Task Force to Develop Standards and 
Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, especially in its volume, preventin~ 
Delinquency: A Comparative Analysis of Delinquency Prevention Theory; and operationallze 
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in the National Center for the Assessment of Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention 
(NCADBIP), funded by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
and in the Delinquency Prevention Research and Development Project and the Violent Juvenile 
Offender Research and Development Program (Treatment and Prevention), both funded by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. There is a consensus that theories of 
and research on juvenile delinquency should be the foundation for juvenile delinquency 
prevention efforts. 

Following this principle, the NCADBIP has for the past three years engaged in a 
comprehensive, systematic assessment of the state-of-the-art of theory, research, prevention, 
and evaluation in juvenile delinquency. The overriding objective has been the identification 
and development of pr<!ctical and valid criteria for delinquency prevention programs, as well 
as, research and theory uevelopment on delinquent behavior and its prevention. The multidisci
plmary research agenda has focused on 1) the correlates and causes of delinquent behavior, 2) 
prevention programs, and 3) evaluations of prevention programs. Assessment of the current 
sta~e of knowledge h,as led to the development of a knowledge base on the apparently most 
valId c:ause~ ~f delmquent behavior and their corresponding most promising prevention 
strategIes. fhIS knowledge base constitutes a set of criteria and guidelines for research and 
development on delinquency prevention, and has been utilized as a major part of the 
conceptual foundation for the Delinquency Prevention Research and Development Project of 
OJJDP, a comprehensive effort to test the most promising delinquency prevention strategies 
based on cu:rent knowledge of the causes of delinquency. These prevention strategies are 
curr:ently bemg impl:mented and tested within two interdependent components: School-Based 
D e~mquency PreventIon Projects located in six different cities of the United States (Bangor, 
Mame; ~aterson, New Jersey; New Y~rk City, New York; Reading, Pennsylvania; Waterbury, 
C0n.nect~cut; West Pal~ Beach, FlOrida), and one Comprehensive Delinquency Prevention 
Project m Seattle, Washmgton. Each of the school-based sites will initiate at the beginning of 
the 1981 school year a subset of the following program elements: schools-within-a-school, 
management ~f change, ~revocational experiential learning opportunities, student team and 
mastery learnmg, expanSIon of student roles, and parental involvement in school. These 
interventions v:i1l tar~et randomly sel~ct:d students within junior and senior high schools over 
a two-y~ar period. GIven the cumula~Iv~ m!luence of family, school, peers, and community on 
the SOCIal development of youths, It IS lIkely that the more factors addressed during the 
development process, the greater the potential for delinquency prevention. In order to test 
~his, hypothesis, a, w~der variety of program elements focusing on each of these major 
mstitutions of SOCIal ~nfluence (family, school, peers, community) will be developed, imple
mented, and assessed m the Seattle comprehensive site. In addition to interventions like those 
implemented at the school-based sites, the program elements will include law-related 
education, cro,ss-age tutoring, peer culture assessment and improvement, experience-based 
career edu~atIOn, sc~oo1/ empl~yme~t serv~ces, and community youth development. This 
comprehensIve set of mterventions wIll be aImed at cohorts of first and seventh grade students 
over a ten-year period. 

, The ?JJD P is now proceeding under the same set of guiding principles about the 
Important mterdependence of research, theory, and program in its Violent Juvenile Offender 
Research and D~velopment Pro~ram. The Treatment component has already been launched 
and t~e PreventI~n component IS soon to follow. Clearly, this is the most rational, cost
~ffec~Ive, a.nd ultImately most useful way to proceed in federal efforts to control and prevent 
Juvenile delinquency. ' 
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WHAT IS PREVENTION? 

Historically, what has passed as delinquency "prevention" within the juvenile justice 
system is basically delinquency "control," simply because it has been implemented after .the 
illegal behavior and even after a juvenile justice system reaction has occurred. Control IS a 
"measure taken after a criminal or delinquent act has been committed." Even the most recent 
and progressive juvenile justice reforms - for example, diversi~n and deinsti~utional~zati~n. -
are primarily control strategies, simply because they are aImed at preVIously IdentIfIed 
juvenile offenders. These kinds of interventions are only indirectly preventive because, at 
best, they may inhibit further judicial proce~sing, the reification o~ a del~~quent career, or 
perhaps further involvement in ,crime, but they are not "pure" preventIOn (LeJIns, 1967). 

Prevention is a societal action to preclude or correct illegal behavior. "If societal action 
is motivated by an offense that has already taken place, we are dealing with control; if the 
offense is only anticipated, we are dealing with prevention" (d. Lejins, 19~7: 1-2l). Prevent~on 
approaches can be differentiated into two general categories: 1) correctIve and 2) preclUSIve 
prevention. 

Corrective prevention has been the traditional approach to .delinquency, preve~tion. 
There are three types of corrective prevention: a) tertIary correctIve preve~t!o11 typIc~lly 
within the juvenile justice system focused on delinquents; b) secondary correctIve prevent~on 
within the juvenile justice system focused on pre delinquents; and c) secondary correctIve 
prevention outside the juvenile justice system focused on high risk youths. All three types 
seek to identify and correct delinquents or potential delinquents. 

Tertiary corrective prevention within the juvenile justice system has been primarUy 
attempts to "correct" identified indivIdual delinquents in or:der to chan?e, th,eI: fu~ure 
behavior. The objective is to change delinquents into nondelmquents. ThIS mdividualIzed 
corrective approach reflects the rehabilitative ideal of the traditional juvenile justice syst~m. 

Secondary corrective prevention within the juvenile justice system is ~imed a~ individ
uals who are identified as predelinquent. These are youngsters whose behaVIOr" envI:onment, 
or other attributes are identified as predictive of more serious involvement m Crime and, 
perhaps, a delinquent career. The object, then, is to prevent an identified pre?elinquent from 
becoming a delinquent. The clients' of this early identification and corrective app~oach to 
prevention within the juvenile court have traditionally been status offenders or ,youths mvol~ed 
in noncriminal misbehavior. Prevention efforts attempt to correct the behaVIoral tendenCIes 
or imputed criminogenic circumstances of those individuals who have been referred to the 
court, youth service bureau, or other agency of the juvenile justice system. 

Secondary corrective prevention outside of the juvenile justice system is aimed at high 
risk youths who have not had any contact with the juvenile justice sys:em or at l:ast ,are not 
selected for a prevention program for this reason. This type of corr,ective prev~ntIOn IS, based 
on the identification of behavior or attributes that place a populatIOn of Juvemles at risk ~or 
delinquency. The corrective efforts may be directed at individuals, a classic exa~ple bemg 
the Cambridge-Somerville Study (Po~ers and Witmer, 1951), or at, gJlo~as, a clasSIC example 
being the Chicago Area Project (Kobrm, 1959). The forr:ner served, m IVI .ual youths wh~ were 
diagnosed as high risks, while the latter served a SOCIal area w~th a hIgh c~ncentratlon, of 
delinquents. It was aimed at apparently high risk groups and the~r encompassm,g commun~ty 
because the causes of delinquency were conceptualized as bemg anchored m the SOCIal 
environment. However, neither project was directed at instant infractions or officially-
designated offenders. 
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Preclusive prevention is the purest type of prevention approach because it does not 
attempt to "correct" individuals or groups who are identified as delinquent or on the path to 
becoming delinquent. Rather, it attempts to "preclude" the initial occurrence of delinquency, 
primarily at the organizational, institutional, social structural, and cultural levels of interven
tion. Preclusive prevention is given a central role in the national crime prevention strategy 
espoused by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
(1967:vi), and the Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency (1967:41) attaches particular importance 
to the preclusive prevention of juvenile delinquency: 

In. the l?st a.nalysis, the most promising and so the most important method of dealing 
wIth Crime IS by preventing it -- by ameliorating the conditions of life that drive 
people to commit crimes and that undermine the restraining rules and restrictions 
erected by society against antisocial conduct. 

Clearly it is with young people that prevention efforts are most needed and hold the 
most promise. It is simply more critical that young people be kept from crime ..•. 
They are not yet set in their ways; they are still developing, still subject to the 
mfluence of the socializing institutions that structure -- however skeletally __ their 
~nvironment. Family, school, gang, recreation program, job market. But the 
mfluence, to do the most good, must come before the youth has become involved in 
the formal criminal justice system. 

THE LOGIC OF PREDICTION AND PREVENTION 

. Preve~tion is 10&ical1y depende~t on prediction. One cannot prevent something without 
havmg predIc~ed that It would occur. m the ~bsence of action. Predictions of delinquency can 
?e ?~sed on eIther ~r both of ~wo kmds of mformation: (1) extrapolation _ knowing that an 
mdiVIdual h.a~ ~ommItted ~ delmque.nt act one can predict that a second act is likely; and (2) 
causal predicitlOn - knowmg established correlates or presumed causes of delinquency one can 
predict that delinquent behavior is more probable where these causes are present. 

. Extrapolation is based on the notion that "behavior predicts behavior." Underlying 
causes are assumed to be operating but are unknown. Extrapolation is therefore a 
pres~ie~tific method o.f pred~ction. There are two serious drawbacks to its use in delinquency 
predI~tlOn and pr~ventlOn. FIrst, extrapolation assumes continuous, linear sequences of similar 
be~avlOrs over tIme. It has been fairly well-established by researchers using self-reported 
?elmquency data that the frequency of individual delinquent behavior (among those who get 
mvolved at all) usu~lly .peaks so.mewhere i~ middle-to-late adolesc;ence and drops sharply 
thereaft.er. Only a mIn.or~ty of delI~quents f?il to ma~ifest this "maturation process." Thus the 
correlatlOns betwe~n SImilar. behavIOrs at different tImes decrease to the point of predictive 
uselessness ~ the tIme span mcreases. Second, the measurement of the predictor is extremely 
cost~y •. RelYing on ~xtrapolati~n :equires w~iting for delinquent acts to occur and allowing the 
co~tInumg and possIbly mtenslfymg operatIon of their causes before predicting subsequent 
delmquent acts. 

This c~n .be il1ustra~ed with data 'from the well-known Philadelphia birth cohort study by 
Wolfgang, F~glIo, and Sellm (1972). "Chronic re~idivists" -- defined as juveniles experiencing 5 
or more polIce contacts for any cause -- constItuted 18 percent of all the delinauents in the 
cohort, but acco~nted. for 52 percent .of the cohort's offenses. Clearly, it would be 
advantageous to direct mterventlon at thIS group, but if intensive intervention were based on 
extrapolative prediction and were appJied only after juveniles achieved chronicity the 627 - , 
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chronic recidivists would have already committed 3,135 (627 x 5) offenses or 59 percent of 
their total of 5,305 known juvenile offenses. Perfectly effective intervention after achieving 
chronicity would then have prevented only 21 percent of the entire cohort's offense total and 
41 percent of the chronic offenders' total. 

Causal prediction is based on known correlates or presumed causes of delinquency and 
can, in prindple, be used to direct intervention toward individuals before they commit s~rious 
delinquent acts, or at least before allowing a number of act~ to occur to form a baSIS for 
prediction. In addition, causal prediction is preferable because the process of empirically 
determining the correlates of delinquency supports the development of effective intervention 
strategies at both the individual and institutional levels, and the proc~ss of making indi~idual 
predictions to select recipients of intervention will automatically reveal the partIcular 
problems the individual faces, thus suggesting an intervention strategy. Of course, so~e 
known correlates of delinquency such as sex and race are neither causes nor problems In 
themselves and are insufficient as individual-level predictors. But most of the presumed 
"causal" correlates, (e.g., adverse family situations, school failure, lack of affective attach
ments) are not only potentially efficient predictors but also suggest promising intervention 
strategies. 

Unfortunately, the prediction of delinquent behavior is presently at a primitive stage of 
development. Most writers on the subject, including some who have attempted to develop 
predictive instruments, report that efforts to date have produced unacceptably high rat~s of 
false predictions (Hanley, 1979; Megargee, 1976; Monahan, 1981; Monahan and Cumr~lln.gs, 
1975; Wedge, 1978; Wenk et al., 1972). It is also generally agreed that the causal predIctIon 
methods so far developed add little to the predictive efficiency that can be achieved by mere 
extrapolation (Lefkowitz et al., 1977; Wedge, 1978; West and Farrington, 1973). Occasionally 
one encounters claims of predictive efficiency such as the following from a study reported by 
Feldhusen et ale (l973): "The Glueck Scales were quite predictive of later contacts with the 
police: 19 percent of the delinquency-prone group had later contacts with the police while 
only 7 percent of those who were low in delinquency proneness had contact." Thus 812ercent 
of the predicted delinquents -- the" delinquency-prone group" -- failed to become delmquent 
by the criterion of arrest, and any intervention that might have been applied using 
"delinquency-proneness" as the criterion would have been wasted on them and may have even 
done them some harm. This is typical of claims for the efficiency of existing prediction 
devices. 

Why Predictions of Delinquency are Inaccurate 

There are two kinds of false predictions possible when a dichotomous predictor -- for 
example, intact home and broken home -- is used to predict a dichotomous outcome -- for 
example, arrest and no arrest. A prediction to a positive outcome (arrest) which proves wrong 
(no arrest) is a false positive, while a negative prediction (no a:rest) th~t pro~es wrong (arr~st) 
is a false negative. Where the "base rate" of the outcome of mterest IS low m the populatIon, 
a high proportion of false positives is the usual (though not logically necessary) result (Hanley, 
1979; Monahan, 1981). Data presented by West and F arr ington (l973) illustrate this because 
they divided both the predictor and outcome into four categories, which facilitates an 
examination of how dichotomous predictions turn out using different cutting points. Table 1 
summarizes their published data. 
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TABLE 1 

OFFICIALLY-RECORDED DELINQUENCY BY 

TROUBLESOME BEHAVIOR IN SCHOOL AT AGE 10 

(Combined Teachers' and Peers' Ratings)* 

TROUBLESOME BEHAVIOR 

Delinquency Least Average 
High 

Average Most Totals 

None 83.2% 73.4% 58.2% 35.9% 65.9% 
( 119) (80) (39) (33) (271) 

Police Contact: 
No Conviction 13.3% 8.3% 14.9% 19.6% 13.6% 

(19) (9) (10) (I8) (56) 

1 Conviction 2.8% 12.8% 19.4% 17.4% 11.4% 
(4) (I4) (13) (16) (47) 

2 or More 
Convictions 0.7% 5.5% 7.5% 27.2% 9.0% 

(0 (6) (5) (25) (37) 

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 
(Ilf3) (109) (67) (92) (411 ) 

*Calculated from data in West and Farrington (I973), Figure VI(I), p. 103. 

Apparently, a boy's "troublesomeness" in school at age 10, as reported by teachers and 
peers, was the best of a large variety of predictors of subsequent official delinquency. Table 2 
shows what would .re~ult if one tried to predict the highest level of the outcome (recidivism: 
two or ~or~ conVIctIOns) from the highest level of the predictor (most troublesome). The 
gre?: majority of the. students. predicte~ to become re~idivists would not do so, becoming false 
POSItIves. Thus any interventIon one mIght have applIed based on this prediction would have 
been "wasted" - at leas~ ~ith respect to its potential for delinquency prevention -- on nearly 
three-fourths of the reCIpIents. On the other hand, while the rate of false negatives is very 
low (3.8 percent), the 12 cases com prise almost a third of the eventual recidivists. 
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TABLE 2 

TROUBLESOME SCHOOL BEHAVIOR AS PREDICTOR OF DELINQUENCY: 

USING MOST RESTRICTIVE DEFINITIONS* 

TROUBLESOME BEHAVIOR 

Least To 
Delinquency High Average Most Totals 

None to 1 Conviction 96.2% 72.8% 91.0% 

(307) (67) (374) 

2 or More Convictions 3.8% 27.2% 9.0% 

(12) (25) (37) 

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(319) (92) (411) 

False Positives: N = 67 (72.8% of all positive predictions) 

False Negatives: N = 12 (3.8% of all negative predictions; 32.4% of all positive 
outcomes) 

*Calculated from Table 1, above. 

Assuming the problem lies in the low base rate of delinquency (9.0 percent), one might 
try increasing the base rate by broadening the definition of the outcome. In Table 3 
"delinquency" . is defined as any record of delinquency, while the predictor definition is 
unchanged. This shows the best one can do to minimize false predictions with these data. 
Now the base rate for delinquency is 34 •. 1 percent. The rate of false positives is now lower 
than before, slightly less than 50 percent. The total rate of true predictiop.s is 69.6 
percent, still not very im pressi ve, and it was achieved only by means of a d~finition of 
delinquency which equates trivial and serious levels of involvement. 
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TABLE 3 

TROUBLESOME SCHOOL BEHAVIOR AS PREDICTOR OF DELINQUENCY: 

USING LEAST RESTRICTIVE DEFINITIONS* 

TROUBLESOME BEHAVIOR 

Least and High Average 
Delinquency Average and Most Totals 

None 79.096 45.396 65.9% 

(199) (72) (271) 

Any Record of Delinquency 21.096 54.796 34.196 

(53) (87) (140) 

Totals 100.096 100.0% 100.096 

(252) (159) (411 ) 

False Positives: N = 72 (45.396 of all positive predictions) 

False Negatives: N = 53 (21.0% of all negative predictions; 37.8% of all positive 
outcomes) 

*Calculated from Table 1, above. 

As several authors have pointed out, (Megargee, 1976; Monahan, 1981) false predictions 
are not necessarily problematic in themselves, but may be in terms of decisions to intervene or 
not and the potential outcomes of these decisions. False negatives are cases predicted not to 
become delinquent but who do, perhaps because preventive intervention was not applied. 
Society, therefore, endures the cost of the offenses, balanced by the saving involved in not 
intervening or in ceasing intervention, as in decisions to terminate an individual's involvement 
in a rehabilitation program. The savings are easily calculated but the cost of offenses which 
may have been prevented are less quantifiable and are potentially very large. 

Calculating the costs of false positive intervention decisions is quite different. By 
definition false positives do not commit an offense subsequent to the decision, so this kind of 
cost is not applicable. On the other hand, unnecessary intervention is undertaken at public 
expense. Depending on the kind of intervention, there can also be substantial cost to the 
recipient. The most glaring examples have been persons committed to facilities for the 
mentally disordered, sometimes for extended terms, who were in fact no more dangerous than 
the average person. The incarceration of juveniles for status offenses (Weis, et al., 1980) is 
another decision which probably involves high rates of false positives and which imposes large 
unnecessary costs both on the public and on the youths. On the other hand, if the intervention 
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is benign and does not involve incarceration or social stigma it may be of substantial benefit 
both to the public and the recipient. For example, if educational remediation is successfully 
undertaken with delinquency prevention as the primary objective, both society and individual 
recipients benefit even if most recipients would have proven to be false positives. In the case 
of recipIents who would have been true ~sitives -that is, delinquents -- the gain from 
intervention is even greater. Even so, tere still can be definite benefit gained when 
intrinsically beneficial intervention is applied to false positives. 

One could easily conclude that preventive intervention is absurd given the inadequacy of 
prediction. There are, however, important reasons why this is not a necessary conclusion. 
First, intervention based on false positive predictions may still produce net gains, depending on 
the nature of the intervention. Second, predictions implemented in actual prevention are not 
made once and for all; they are tentative and are usually reversible when events prove them 
wrong (though there generally are some irretrievable costs incurred in wrong decisions). 
Finally, the failure of prediction may not lie in the theoretical inadequacy of our predictors or 
in some inherent unpredictability of human behavior, but rather in the unreliability of 
measurement of predictors and outcomes. In many attempts at causal prediction there is 
great attention paid to the measurement of the predictor variables, while outcome indicators 
consist merely of offenses recorded by law-enforcement agencies --usually arrests. Studies of 
e~trapolative pt'ediction often rely solely on officially-recorded offenses as data. Predicted 
outcomes are frequently defined in terms of a crude dichotomy - ~ny arrest or police contact 
(usually excluding traffic infractions). For instance, if a subject were predicted to be 
nondelinquent and subsequently was picked up for petty shoplifting, he or she would be a 
"delinquent," while the behavior itself is so widespread in actual populations (for example, 
more than 50 percent of youths in Seattle, according to Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis, 1981) as 
to be relatively meaningless as an indicator of delinquency. We can expect that further, more 
rigorous research will improve our ability to predict delinquency. 

ADVANTAGES AND LIMITATIONS OF PREVENTION APPROACHES 

Each type of prevention has its own logic, limitations, and special relationship to 
prediction. Prediction is involved at both the beginning and end of any intervention effort: to 
justify intervention the decision is ~ade that some kind of prevention is necessary to avert a 
predicted undesirable outcome; once intervention is completed, the actual outcome is observed 
to determine whether the intervention was successful -- that is, is the observed outcome 
better than the outcome which was predicted on the basis of no intervention? Without clear 
definitions, and valid and reliable measurement of outcomes, there cannot be rigorous 
assessment of either prediction or prevention efforts. 

Preclusi ve Prevention 

Preclusive prevention is directed at social aggregates which may be defined in part by 
geographical, institutional, organizational, population, or group boundaries. There is nc logical 
necessity that delinquency (or some subtype of delinquency) within the "target area" be high 
relative to surrounding areas or to some other comparison aggregate. The decision to 
intervene is based simply on the observation that the behavior to be prevented has been 
occurring at too high a rate. The relevant kind of prediction is thus an empirically-derived 
baseline trend - the projected rate of the behavior. This baseline trend projection could be an 
increase, a steady rate, or conceivably a decreasing rate which decision makers consider too 
gradual. In a comprehensive delinquency prevention research and development project, 
another part of baseline measurement can and should consist of individual-level measures 
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taken on area residents or a sample of residents, including potential delinquents. This w~uld 
not be used to target individuals for special intervention but rather to allow detaIled 
evaluation of the prevention project. 

The primary aim of preclusive prevention is to reduce aggregate rates of delinquency 
(and victimization) by preventing the entry of persons into delinquent involvement and 
reducing the amount and seriousness of delinquency among those who do ~et ~nvolved. A 
necessary part of baseline measurement is therefore measurement and proJec,tlOn of entry 
rates in the target population, as well as incidence rates, and success, or faIlu:e mus~ be 
defined in terms of the trend which was predicted in the absence of interventIon. Since 
individual predictions are not made, the only false predictions are inaccurate trend projec
tions, which can only be determined (with a remaining degree of uncertainty) by comparison 
with a similar population or social area where similar preclusive prevention is not undertaken. 
How much improvement constitutes "success" cannot be precisely defined given the present 
state of the art. The reduction should probably be statistically significant, but further it 
should be nontrivial. In principle, after numerous research and development projects, it may 
be possible based on past observations, to specify the results a certain kind of preclusive 
program should achieve, and hence to evaluate new programs relative to prior results. For 
now, any nontrivial reduction in entry rates and incidence rates which were attributable to a 
preclusive prevention program would have to be considered a success. 

Preclusi ve prevention has several advant!'lges which justify continuing efforts in research 
and development: 

1. The entry of individuals into delinquency is prevented before it occurs, because the 
social-environmental processes which generate delinquency are altered in a positive 
direction. Thus society is spared the large costs of victimization incurred from extended 
delinquent involvement of some of its members. 

2. Most feasible preclusive prevention methods constitute changes, which are valuable in 
themselves, in bstitutions, organizations, social structures, and cultural systems. For 
example, a successful effort to improve youths' involvement and performance in school 
would result in a variety of gains both for recipients and the community at large, 
including reductions in delinquency. 

3. Successful preclusive prevention measures are more likely to be maintained and 
institutionalized, so that long-term benefits continue to accrue from initial costs. 
Promising preclusive interventions which might require substantial expenditures to 
initiate and evaluate could be maintained at little or no additiol)al expense and indeed at 
a net saving considering the obvious costs of delinquency which would go unprevented. 

4. Since individual-level prediction is not a part of preclusive prevention, the expense of 
such prediction is saved, intrusion into individuals' and families' privacy is avoided, and 
participating individuals are not labeled as "predelinquents" nor their families as 
"inadequate parents," avoiding the possible negative consequences of stigmatization. 

There are, of course, limitations to preclusive prevention: 

1. If the objective of delinquency prevention is overemphasized in programs which have 
. additional broader objectives, their adoption may be perceived as jeopardizing the 

community's reputation; and participation may seem disreputable to individuals and 
groups within the community. 

12 

2. Resistance to some programs ?y esta.blished delinquent groups may be expected, as well 
as at~empts by them to exploIt programs. Established deliquent gangs which actively 
recruIt young members may discourage participation by youths who are most in need of 
preclusive prevention. 

3. The pres~med cau~es of delinquency are not equally amenable to preclusive prevention. 
DysfunctIonal famIly groups, for example, are more likely to insulate themselves from 
the effects of preclusive programs. 

4. ?ome ind~~iduals ar~ l~ss am,en~ble to prevention because of the number, severity, and 
intractabIlIty of cnmInogenIc Influences in their lives. To be effective in these 
"overdetermined cases" prevention efforts need to be more comprehensive and intensive 
than is possible in preclusive prevention approaches. 

Secondary Corrective Prevention 

T~e limitiations of preclusive prevention constitute part of the rationale of corrective 
prev~ntlOn. Secondary corrective prevention is directed toward groups and individuals who are 
at risk, of becomi~g invol v~d in delinquency -- the ones who "fall through the cracks" of 
preclUSIve preventIon. It IS more remedial in nature, but is designed to correct causal 
processes before delinquent adaptations emerge or become well-estC3:blished. 

~he, evaluation of, outcomes is somewhat more straightforward, since groups or individ
uals WIthin a larger SOCIal group are targeted for intervention. Baseline data can be collected 
by m~asures ~f indiyidual-Ievel indicators of causal processes and of predelinquent behavior, 
tha~ IS, be~avlO: W~IC~ resembl~s delinquency but which may not be serious enough to initiate 
actIon by Juvenile J,ustice agenCIes. By randomly assigning high risk youths to experimental 
and control groups It becomes possible to achieve rigorous evaluation of both the intervention 
strategy and the prediction method used to select intervention recipients. 

The advantages of secondary corrective prevention include: 

1. The costs of offenses and of intervention by the juvenile jw;tice system are averted. 

2. The process of delinquent development is interrupted at an early stage, before 
conventional social development (e.g., schooling) is seriously jeopardized or rendered 
ineffective. 

3. Most feasible interventions are designed to deal with problems which are of intrinsic 
concern, so secondary corrective prevention has positiv1e effects in addition to delin
quency prevention. 

4. 

1. 

Since groups or individuals are targeted, interventions can be tailored to address their 
specific social developmental problems. 

The limitations of secondary corrective prevention are: 

T~ere, are numerou~ ~orrelates and presumed causes of delinquency and, depending on the 
Criteria for determining who is sufficiently at risk to warrant intervention the numbers 
of persons c~nsidered, at risk can be very large. Consequently, many p~rsons may be 
t~rgeted for interventIOn, at perhaps relatively high costs per recipient. At the same 
tIme" base rates of prevalence may be fairly small, thus with current prediction 
techniques large proportions of false positives are to be expected. 
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2. Some youths become involved in serious delinquency without having been observably at 
risk, either because observable predktive factors are not present or because they are not 
detected. 

3. Once groups or individuals are targeted for intervention, there.is a strong tendency to 
approach prevention as being solely a mattef "Y$ changing "problematic persons," rather 
than problematic social processes and relationsY',~ps. 

Tertiary Correcti ve Prevention 

At present and for the foreseeable future, preclusive prevention and secondary correc
tive prevention will remain less than perfectly effective. Some individuals will fall through 
the cracks ill both of these approaches, announcing their arrival at the level of tertiary 
corrective prevention by being officially identified as "delinquents." Adji,foication by a court 
would be a gener~lly adequate operational indicator. 

Tertiary prevention is not limited to intervention that is intensive or custodial -- these 
are subtypes of tertiary prevention which are usually imposed only after a Y0uth has 
"qualified" several times over. Therefore, not all candidates for tertiary prevenWm are 
chronic delinquents who usually reach this stage after the failure of several attempf;t~ at 
corrective prevention. (These are the types of youthful offenders who would qualify for the 
"treatment" component 6f the Violent Juvenile Offender Research and Development Program 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.) 

Since by definition tertiary corrective prevention is undertaken primarily in response to 
an individual's actual commission of offenses, the method of prediction necessarily includes 
extra.polation -- "behavior predicts behavior." Unfortunately, the predictive power of one or 
two officially-recognized delinquent acts is not impressive. As the data in Wolfgang et ale 
(1972) show, 35 percent of Philadelphia boys born in 1945 ever had a police contact and 54 
per~ent of those were ever contacted at least one additional time. And over 80 percent 
deSIsted completely after the second offense. Thus while juveniles with a first offense become 
candidates for tertiary intervention, and are more likely than juveniles with no record to come 
to the attention of authorities for a subsequent delinquent act, they are only slightly more 
likely than not to recidivate. Any interventions based solely on an entry contact, or eVen a 
second one, would be directed largely at false positives. It is not until the third offense of 
record that a purely extrapolative prediction would produce a false positive rate less than 33 
percent (Wolfgang et al., 1972 suggest that the third offense is the optimal point to initiate 
intensive intervention). 

While defining the criteria for "intake" to tertiary corrective prevention may seem 
relatively straightforward, it is extraordinarily difficult to determine 1) when to terminate an 
intervention (or to move a person from intensive to less intensive supervision) and 2) when to 
initiate repeated rounds of intervention -- that is, when recidivism or violation of supervision 
conditions ~ndicate that additional intervention is necessary. Data presented by Murray and 
Cox; (1.979) illustrate these proble.ms. In a sample of boys experiencing their first institutional 
comn:utment, 82.3 percent reCIdIvated (were rearrested during the first year after release). 
But tIme-trend analyses of their offense patterns before and after institutionalization revealed 
very large . differences which are attributed to the experience of intensive intervention. While 
the boys were arrested an average of 6.3 times in the 12 months before commitment, they 
were arrested an average of only 2.9 times during a post-release follow-up period averaging 
16.8 months. Two years before beIng incarcerated these boys were being arrested .2 times per 
month on the average, and this rate tripled to over .6 times per month immediately before 
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incarceration. After release they began to be rearrested at .2 times per month, but the rate 
decreased to .1 times per month during the next two years. In all, 69.7 percent of the sample 
reduced their offending rates by at least 50 percent after release, and only 9.8 percent of the 
sample increased their offending rates after release. Similar effects were found for a number 
of other intensive intervention strategies, including community-based residential and non
residential arrangements. 

These findings reveal that there are several ways to characterize the outcomes of 
intervention as "success" or "failure," and that the definition chosen has serious implications 
both for the chosen intervention and program evaluation. If a1& recidivism indicates failure 
(the usual criterion in evaluation research), 82.3 percent of the urray and Cox (1979) sample 
were "failures." This, of course, leads to the conclusion that for evaluation purposes 
incarceration is useless for rehabilitation, in agreement with the standard wisdom on the 
subject, and that up to 82.3 percent of the clients need further intensive treatment, perhaps 
including reincarceration! 

However, if individual improvement in terms of reduced offending rates were taken as 
the criterion of success or failure, one could conclude that the intervention had been 
successful in most cases (depending on cutting points and offense-seriousness criteria) and that 
there was less need to reimpose intensi ve or institutional intervention on these boys. In short, 
one would be looking for significant improvement in behavior rather than the absolute 
perfection implied by the criterion of any recidivism. These data suggest that decisions to 
reimpose intensive tertiary prevention interventions are highly problematic: a false negative 
implies continuing victimization of others, while a false positive involves the risk of 
unnecessarily interfering with a youth who is in the process of becoming nondelinquent. The 
development of positive social relationships is jnterrupted and the youth may develop a more 
permanent delinquent self-identity. 

Strictly speaking, tertiary prevention is not prevention but "control" because it is 
directed at officially-designated delinquents and is intended to correct and control their future 
behavior. Hs only advantage relative to the more purely preventive interventions lies in the 
smaller numbers of individuals who qualify for intensive intervention (assuming selection 
criteria are not to!' inclusive). 

The disadvantages of tertiary "prevention" are best conceptualized as overreliance on 
the tertiary approach at the expense of the more bona fide prevention approaches. And such 
overreliance cle~rly has been the present and past norm in juvenile justice in the United 
States: 

1. 

2. 

The cost of identifying indi'V-ldjJiih~. is large since an offense record is the usual criterion. 
In practice, a considerable number of 0ffenses may be committed by an individual before 
officials decide to impose substan'HLJ intervention. For instance, Murray and Cox (1979) 
report that Chicago boys experiencing tneJ.r fin~t placement in programs more intensive 
than probation had an average of 13. 5 f~rior arrests, including 8.1 arrests for index 
crimes. And this only accounts for their "cleared" offenses, to which must be added the 
unknown but substantial numbers of uncleared offenses. 

Tertiary corrective prevention is almost entirely directed at individuals and is remedial, 
if not merely in capacitative, in its effects. Factors in the social environment which 
contribute to the delinquency of targeted persons are left unabated to continue operating 
on them as well as on other youths who are not (Y~1:) delinquent. 
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3. The social developmental processes which contribute to an individual's delinquency.tre 
left undisturbed until they are well-advanced. For instance, a youth may have dropped 
out of school, established positive relations with other delinquents, and developed a 
public and self identity as a delinquent. 

To take advantage of all three types of prevention, and to avoid the disadvantages of 
relying on one or the other, prevention needs to be carried out at all three levels if serious 
delinquency is ever going to be minimized. Failure to "optimize effort" at one level (e.g., 
preclusive prevention) only adds to the overload at other levels (e.g., corrective prevention), 
with socially harmful behaviors as a by-product of prevention failure. The situation at present 
then consists of 1) weak traditional socialization institutions in communities (and in many 
communities, pro delinquent competition from gangs and other law violating groups) and 2) 
reliance on prevention (and control) methods based on a logic which neutralizes the possibility 
of dealing with the social developmental processes through which youths become and remain 
involved in delinquency. While juvenile crime ani contagious diseases are by no means 
perfectly comparable, it is fair to say that if we handled diseases the way we ha'ldle 
delinquency, bubonic plague would still be part of everyday life. 

WHAT TO PREVENT? 

Obviously, what is being prevented is crucial to any consideration, analysis, or opera
tionalization of juvenile delinquency prevention. Juvenile delinquency is an ambiguous term. 
Juvenile courts have had jurisdiction over juveniles who commit crimes, engage in status 
offenses, or who find themsel ves in a dependent state of being. These disparate categories of 
youth have often been referred to and treated collectively as "juvenile delinquents." However, 
a legalistic definition of juvenile delinquency (d. Sellln and Wolfgang, 1964:71-86) seems best
suited to considerations of delinquency prevention. Juvenile delinquency is crime committed 
by persons under the statutorily defined minimum age. DeIln9uent behavior is juvenile 
criminal behavior. A delinquent is a juvenile who has commItted a crime; an official 
delinquent is a juvenile who has committed a crime which becomes known to the juvenile 
justice system. Ideally, the focus of prevention should first be the reduction of delinquent 
behavior and then of official delinquency. If programs are not directed at preventing initial 
involvement in delinquent behavior, the proportion of the youth population which engages in 
crime and may become offidally delinquent will not be reduced and the already enormous 
social and economic costs of juvenile delinquency will remain high. 

Unfortunately, these definitions say very little about the "characteristics" of the 
delinquent behavior or delinquent that should be the focus of prevention strategies aimed at 
serious juvenile delinquency. Clearly, one needs somehow to differentiate offenses and 
offenders on the basis of their seriousness and then to decide if any behaviors or types of 
delinquents warrant special attention. Fortunately, the 1980 Amendments to the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act define "serJous crime" as "criminal homicide, forcible 
rape, mayhem, kidnapping, aggravated assault, robbery, larceny or theft punishable as a 
felony, motor vehicle theft, burglary or breaking and entering, extortion accompanied by 
threats of violence, and arson punishable as a felony." At least the nominal legal boundaries of 
serious crime are established. Clearly, the implication is that if a delinquency prevention 
program is to focus on serious crime, both serious "violent" and "property" crime should be 
targeted. Among the eleven crimes listed in the definition are the current eight UCR index 
crimes, and two of the others - mayhem and extortion accompanied by threats of violence -
are very similar behaviorally to aggravated assault and robbery, respectively. "Mayhem" is 
usually defined as malicious injury to person or property; it can therefore, also include 
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felon~ous property destruction or vandalism. "Extortion accompanied by threats pf violence" is 
a variant of robbery or theft from a person. Given the relative specificity of the definition of 
serious crime, what is the nature of juvenile involvement in these types of crime? What kind 
of prevention program focus does the research evidence support? One that targets serious 
crime? Or serious violent crime? Or serious property crime? Or even individual serious 
offenses? In g~neral, does the definition have an empirical referent sufficiently supported 
that a preventIon program focus on serious juvenile crime can be justified empirically and 
theoretically? 

. Finding the answers to these questions by examining the relative "seriousness" of the 
delmquent acts and actors is a more difficult and complicated task than one might expect. 
Seriousness is multidimensiomil, often normative, and varies by level and type of measure
ment. The following examples demonstrate a number of the dimensions of seriousness. 
Clearly, grand larceny is considered more serious in its harmful consequences to a victim than 
shoplifting (Rossi et al., 1974). Ten petty larcenies are more serious than one. An assault 
~here a victi';l is injured severely is more serious than one with a minor injury. The rape of a 
fIve year old IS considered more serious than that of a thirty-five year old. The apprehended 
and publicly condemned offender is likely to be seen as less moral, untrustworthy, and perhaps 
more dangerous than a person without "a record." The recidivist official delinquent is more 
p~oblematic than the one-time offender. A juvenile with a record for a violent offense is 
VIewed as more predatory than another with a record for a property offense. And a chronic 
recidivist, one who returns many times to the juvenile justice system, is a highly visible sign of 
system failure and a career (or life style) delinquent. 

These examples show that seriousness varies in many ways by: value of property lost; 
frequency of offenses; degree of physical injury; social distance between offender and victim· 
degre~ of official .intervention; repeated apprehension and officic'! labeling; degree of 
commItment to a delmquent career; and so on. Seriousness is also normative in the sense that 
a judgment or evaluation is made which not only reflects individual or group norms of 
seri?usness, but also an astounding degree of broader cultural consensus (cf. Rossi et al., 1974; 
SellIn and Wolfgang, 1964). This judgment of seriousness, and its measurement, can be made 
at the level of the individual delinquent act or actor or at the level of aggregate units of 
analysis, for example the "community" or "subculture" rate of violence. Is the act violent? Is 
the. actor violent? Is the. community violent? The answers to these questions may be quite 
vanable: the community rate may not be considered "serious" compared to other 
communities, but an individual in that community may commit a violent act while not himself 
being considered a violent person. The point is simply this -- the answers to the question of 
"what to prevent?" are not easy to come by. A brief review of the data and evidence on the 
charact~ristics Of. delinquent behavior and delinquents should inform definitions, theory, 
preventIon strategIes, and prevention program targets. 

Studies of the nature of juvenile involvement in crime usually rely on one or a 
combination o~ t.he ~ollowing three sources of data: 1) official records of police contact, 
arrest, or adJudIcatIon; 2) self-reports of delinquent involvement; or 3) self-reports of 
victi.mization •. Each has different reliability and validity problems, but taken together they 
prOVIde a relatIvely accurate means of characterizing delinquent behavior and delinquents. 

Official Data 

Examining the 1979 UCR arrest trends (FBI, ~980) for the index crimes it becomes 
evident that juvenile arrests for these serious property and violent crimes account for a 
substantial proportion - 40 percent - of the total arrests for index crimes. On the other 
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hand, juvenile arrests for all offenses, including many less serious non-index ~rimes, comprise 
only 25 percent of the total number of arrests. Juvenile arrests for index Crimes account for 
10 percent of the total arrests, while adult arrests for index crimes. account for 15 percent of 
the total. However while the adult arrests for index crimes comprise 20 percent of the total 
adult arrests, index ~rime arrests account for 40 percent of all juvenile arrests. 

Juvenile arrests for the violent index crimes (murder, forcible rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault) are a mere one percent of total arrests, but the comparable adult figure is 
four percent. And where arrests for juvenile violence account for four percent of the total 
juvenile arrests, property arrests account for 36 percent; five percent of ~dult arrests are for 
violence, while 15 percent are for property crimes. But when o~e examInes the ar~ests for 
index offenses, one finds that juvenile arrests for violence comprise ~our ~ercent, whIle .adult 
arrests for violence comprise 15 percent of the total. Ten percent of Juvemle arrests for Index 
crimes are for violence, and 90 percent are for property crimes, whereas ~5 percent of. adult 
arrests for index crimes are for violence and 75 percent are for property Crimes. And fInally, 
of the total arrests for index violence, juveniles account for 21 percent of them while adults 
account for 79 percent; of the total arrests for index property crimes, juveniles account for 44 
percent of them while adults account for 56 percent. 

The largest numbers of juvenile arrests in 1979 were for three property crimes, larceny, 
burglary, and auto theft in that order, followed by robbery, aggravat~d as~ault, arson, rape, 
and murder. The last three offenses are infrequent compared to the fIrst fIve, but when the 
percent of arrests for each offense accounted for by juvenile offenders is examined, the rank 
order changes. A majority of the arrests for arson (53%), auto theft (52%), and burglary (50%) 
are of juvenile offenders, followed by larceny (41 %), robbery (31 %), assault (16%), rape (16%), 
and murder (9%). The first four offenses -- the ones that might be described as more typically 
juvenile -- are property crimes, while the last four offenses are violent crimes. The only 
violent crime with a proportion of arrests (31 %) which is close to the proportional representa
tion of juveniles in the general population (30%) is robbery. 

These UCR arrest data suggest that juveniles are actively involved in a variety of serious 
crimes. For a few of the index crimes they are arrested more often than adults, the 
proportion of index crime arrests is twice as large among total juvenile arrests than. adult 
arrests, and arrests for property crimes playa more prominent role than arrests for vlOlent 
crimes among juveniles. In short, there are a number of juveniles involved in a variety of 
serious property and violent crimes -- crimes defined as such by the FBI and the 1980 
Amendments to the JJDP Act. However, one must remember that these are arrests, which do 
not reflect the true prevalence or incidence of criminal behavior in a community. For each 
arrest for a crime, there are many crimes that go undetected, are not reported, are not solved, 
or do not eventuate in an arrest. The problems with "counting crime" using official records of 
contact or processing by the juvenile justice system are numerous (d. Hindelang, 1974). A 
viable alternative is the use of "self-reports" -- of being the victim of a crime or of being the 
perpetrator of a crime. 

Self-Reports: Victims 

Recent analyses (McDermott and Hindelang, 1981) of juvenile victimization data from 
the National Crime Surveys of 1973-1977 conducted by the Department of Justice and the 
Bureau of the Census, support the conclusion to be drawn from the UCRs that juvenile 
involvement in the index crimes of rape, robbery, assault, and larceny is substantial. But the 
data are "not consistent with the growing national alarm regarding serious juvenile crime" (p. 
71). When one compares the personal crimes that are committed by juveniles with those 
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committed by adults, according to the vic;tims of the crimes, the data suggest that juvenile 
crime is "demonstrably less serious" in three important ways: 1) juveniles are less likely to use 
weapons, and the weapons are rarely guns; 2) juveniles are less successful in completing acts of 
robbery and larceny, and the completed juvenile thefts involve smaller financial losses; and 3) 
juveniles do not injure their victims as severely as do adults. McDermott and Hindelang 
(1981:73) conclude that "Apparently it is an erroneous perception that these juvenile crimes 
(rape, robbery, assault, personal larceny) are becoming more serious and/or more frequent." 

Self-Reports: Perpetrators 

Mann et ale (1976) have reported that approximately 60 percent of a sample of 
predominantly poor, black high school aged boys in Philadelphia who reported involvement in 
"multiple violent acts" were never apprehended. And 80 percent of the victims of violent 
crimes did not report them to the authorities. Wolfgang (1977) reports similar disparities 
among a sample of the Philadelphia cohort study (Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, 1972) who were 
interviewed. They reported committing 8 to 11 serious index crimes for each time they were 
arrested. More startling is the finding that the "chronic recidivists" -- tho~e youths with 5 or 
more police contacts -- self-reported even more serious offenses per contact than other 
official delinquents in the sample. This means that the most serious official delinquents are 
contributing disproportionately to the rates of unanswered crime, victimization, and the actual 
community rate of delinquent behavior. After reviewing a number of self-report studies, 
Farrington (1979) reports that they show that somewhere between 3 and 15 percent of all 
delinquent acts ever result in a "police contact," much less an arrest. Many self-report studies 
show, however, that there is a positive correlation between offense frequency and arrest -
sooner or later the odds catch up with the offender and those who are most active are most 
likely to come to the attention of authorities. 

What do self-report studies show regarding the prevalence and incidence of delinquent 
behavior? Perhaps the most useful self-report data here are the estimates generated in 
nationrtl surveys of representative samples of youths, since they are most comparable to the 
nationd UCR arrest data. What they show, perhaps surprisingly to some critics of official 
data, is that the proportions of respondents involved in serious crimes are relatively small, but 
those juveniles who commit serious crimes are active offenders. Elliott et al. (1978) report 
prevalence and incidence estimates on a sample of 918 boys aged 12-18 who were asked the 
number of times they had committed each act within the past year. Examining the more 
serious offenses only - those that are similar to the UCR index crimes -- the data show that, 
contrary to the conventional self-report wisdom (or idiocy) that "everyone is doing it," the 
proportions of boys who engage in serious crimes are small: 6 percent for aggravated assault, 
4 percent for grand larceny, 6 percent for breaking and entering, 9 percent for assaulting a 
teacher, 12 percent for carrying a concealed weapon, 14 percent for gang fights, 3 percent for 
strongarm extortion (see Table 4). 
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TABLE 4 

NATIONAL SELF-REPORTED SERIOUS DELINQUENCY ESTIMATES 

1977 NATIONAL YOUTH SURVEY* 

Percent Average Number Of 
Admitting Offenses Per Offender 

Concealed \V eapon .12 41.4 

Aggravated Assault .06 4.0 

Gang Fight .14 7.8 

Hit Teacher .09 4.0 

Hit Parent .06 2.0 

Hit Student .58 7.2 

Sexual Assault .02 1.8 

Strongarm - Stu~ent .04 8.8 

Strongarm - Teacher .01 4.2 

Strongarm - Others .03 16.2 

Theft More ThaD $50 .04 4.5 

Break and Enter .06 7.4 

*From data presented in Elliott et al. (I978). ------------------
These data also show that those boys who engage in relatively serious crimes do so 

relatively frequently. For example, an average of four aggravated assaults per year for the 6 
percent of the male juvenile population that engages in this crime. means that there may be 
roughly 3,300,000 aggravated assaults committed per year by males between 12 and 18 years 
old. The comparable rough estimates for some of the other serious crimes are: individual 
participation in a gang fight (15,000,000); hit teacher (4,400,000); grand theft (2,500,000); 
break and enter (6,100,000); and so on. The point should be absolutely clear -- there may be 
literally millions of serious crimes being committed by youths, each with at least one victim. 
And what is even more alarming here is that first, the reported violent crimes are not 
importantly different in prevalence and incidence than the property crimes; second, because 
this is a national survey the estimates are lower than they would be for high crime rate cities 
or social areas within cities; third, if the usual criteria for "chronic offender" were applied -
for example, 5 or more police contacts -- the typical self-reported serious offender achieves 
chronicity more than once a year; fourth, compared with studies using official data on violent 
recidivisim (e.g. Hamparian et al., 1978), repeated violence among those who admit involve
ment is a norm rather than a very rare event; fifth, given that a variety of serious offenses are 
intercorrelated and those juveniles who commit them often do so more than once a year, they 
are even more active than an analysis of individual offense categories would suggest. 
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What do the self-report data show from cities that are more typical .of larger cities in 
the U.S. than similar data from a national survey which may mask urban-rural, big city-small 
town, and within-city neighborhood differences in crime? Self-reports of involvement in a 
variety of 69 serious and less serious delinquent acts were gathered by Hindelang, Hirschi, and 
Weis (1981) on approximately 1,600 youths aged 14-18 (X = 16.5) in Seattle, Washington, 
population 500,000. The sample was disproportionately lower socioeconomic status (64%), 
black (31%), male (75%), and official police and court record delinquents (56%). Generating 
estimates of the rates of serious crimes committed by males during one year should give some 
indication of the nature of the problem in cities with similar demographic characteristics. 
Examining the total males first (see Table 5), the rates per 10,000 population could be 
interpreted as rough estimates of the juvenile serious crime problem in a city, community, or 
neighborhood where the residents are predominantly from the lower end of the socioeconomic: 
scale, the population is disproportionately black though not in the majority, and a large 
propc'rtion of its youth have had contacts with the juvenile justice system. Clearly, the rates 
are impressive. However, if one assumes that the delinquency rates for the blacks only might 
typify those rates in a similar but predominantly black community or neighborhood, the 
magnitude of the juvenile serious crime problem is even more dramatic. 

TABLE 5 
SEATTLE SELF-REPORTED SERIOUS DELINQUENCY ESTIMATES* 

Rates Per 10,000 Population 

Total Black 
Male Male 

Burglary 70 149 

Robbery (threat of force) 156 389 

Aggravated Assault 113 223 

Auto Theft 129 158 

Mayhem (property) 36 125 

Grand Theft 54 265 

Robbery (use of force) 98 396 

Robbery (use of weapon) 52 193 

Arson 5 3 

Rape 6 28 

*From data presented in Hlndelang et ale (1981). 

The point is that serious juvenile delinquency is not evenly distributed across the country 
nor across its cities -- there are social categories of youthful offenders who are more actively 
involved than others and they, as well as their victims (Hindelang et al., 1978), are more 
prevalent in some communities and neighborhoods than others. Serious delinquency, whether 
self-reported or official, has a social ecological anchor, particularly in communities with 
sociodemographic characteristics similar to those described above (cf. Clark and Wenninger, 
1962; Shaw, 1929; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Lander, 1954; Chilton, 1964.). 
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Even though the national arrest, victimization, and self-report data generate very 
different estimates of the prevalence and incidence of delinquency, they show that serious 
property and violent crimes 'are being committed by small but significant proportions of our 
youth who are doing so with some regularity. However, these data tell us very little to nothing 
about the variety of illegal acts that offender~ commit nor the patterns of involvement. Do 
juveniles specialize in certain offenses or in property crimes or in violent crimes? Is there a 
difference in the seriousness of patterns of involvement? Or, as some people suggest, are 
juveniles who break the law eminently versatile in their illegal behavioral repertoire? Or in 
the seriousness of their involvement? 

Are There Unique Patterns of Delinquent Behavior? 

There is a common belief that youths who engage in illegal conduct tend to specialize in 
certain types of behavior. The "status offender" and "violent juvenile offender" personify this 
belief, curiously the former at the bottom of the seriousness continuum and the latter at the 
top. The implication is that there are unique subsets of illegal acts which are committed by 
unique subsets of juvenile offenders. Special programs for these types of offenders -- for 
example, the deinstitutionalization of status offenders -- are justified on the basis that they 
are different behaviorally and in terms of need. The question here is whether there is a 
constellation of serious or violent acts that are committed by a homogeneous group of serious 
or violent juvenile offenders? Depending on the answer, there are different implications for 
prevention programming, particularly whether the focus should be only on violence and violent 
delinquents. In general, contrary to common belief, the evidence suggests that there is not 
violent offense or offender specialization, but rather versatility of invo~vement in illegal 
behavior, and the most useful empirical distinction is between serious and less serious (or 
petty) offenders. Both engage in nonviolent and violent acts, but the former do so more 
frequently and commit more serious and more violent crimes, with accompanying more likely 
official records of their involvements (d. Weis et al., 1980). 

Gold (1970) has reported that there is no evidence of distinct patterns of involvement in 
self-reported delinquent behavior among a national sample of youths. However, although many 
other researchers discover that delinquent acts are indeed intercorrelated, they also report 
that relatively homogeneous groups of illegal behaviors are also apparent (Ferdinand and 
Luchterhand, 1970; Heise, 1968; Quay and Blumen, 1963; Senna et al., 1974; Short and 
Strodtbeck, 1974; Hindelang and Weis, 1972; Kulik et al., 1968a, 1968b; Weis, 1976). These 
studies typically discover a "general delinquency" group of related delinquent acts which are 
nonserious in nature (e.g.s, alcohol use, marijuana use, petty theft, truancy, shoplifting, 
vandalism) and a few other groups of more behaviorally homogeneous acts. The latter are 
often clusters of drug-related or assault-related behaviors. Although the more homogeneous 
subsets of items suggest some behavioral specialization, the different groups of behaviors are 
also sufficiently intercorrelated that one can infer that there is a "substantial amount of 
versatility in the delinquent activities" of youths (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis, 1981). 

The research suggests the following conclusions about the relationships among different 
types of self-reported delinquent acts: First, delinquent acts are positively correlated, which 
suggests that involvement in anyone delinquent act is at least slightly predictive of 
involvement in others. Different types of delinquent behavior are not independent. Second, 
the findings that there are separate groups of behaviorally similar delinquent behaviors (e.g. 
drug use, aggression), in addition to a more general group of more varied behaviors which are 
correlated with each other, suggest that even though one kind of delinquency predicts another 
there is at least a suggestion of specialization. However, other self-report research (Weis et 
al., 1979) shows that even though the behaviors may be associated in such a way as to suggest 
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"behavioral specialization," there is no clear offender specialization by behav~or pattern but 
rather offender specialization by seriousness of involvement. There seem to be two general 
categories of juvenile offenders -- those who engage in more serious crimes and those who 
engage in petty (or less serious) crimes. 

Studies of official data also show that delinquents are relatively versatile in the offenses 
which bring them to the attention of the juvenile justice system (Quay and Blumen, 1963; 
Wolfgang et al., 1972; Hamparian et al., 1978; Farrington, 1973). Analyses of correlation and 
offense transition matrices show that the records of official delinquents do not show 
behavioral specialization -- juveniles with multiple records have, for example, arrests for a 
variety of offenses rather than f,or a particular type or category of offense. Official 
delinquent acts are weakly intercorrelated. And, given this pattern, the findings of a lack of 
"career specialization" (Farrington, 1979), "offense specialization" (Wolfgang et al., 1972), or 
"violent specialization" (Hamparian et al., 1978) are not surprising. However, if there were 
more official offenses per offender the correlations Would be stronger and a tendency to 
specialization might become evident. The only objective specialization in official data 
reflects differences in the frequency and seriousness of record -- some juvenile offenders have 
more arrests or adjudications than others, which can be seen as more serious in and of itself; 
the seriousness of the offenses of record may vary across offenders; and there is also a 
positive relationship between the number of official offenses and the probability of having a 
record for a violent offense. 

Wolfgang et al. (1972) have differentiated those youths in their cohort study with police 
records (35% of the total 1945 birth cohort who lived in Philadelphia at least from 10 to 18 
years old) on the basis of "frequency" of offense: one-time offenders, nonchronic recidivists 
(2-4 offenses), and chronic recidivists (5 or more offenses). The recidivists, who constituted 54 
percent of the offenders, accounted for 84 percent of the offenses, while the chronic 
recidivists, who represented 18 percent of the offenders and only 6 percent of the cohort, 
committed 52 percent of all offenses. Clearly, there is "frequency specialization" among a 
very small group of youths. And there is evidence that there is a tendency of the recidivists to 
engage in the more serious index offenses. However, there is no clear pattern of "seriousness 
escalation" - the chronic recidivists did not move from contacts for minor offenses to 
contacts for serious offenses. Rather, they simply began committing a variety of more serious 
crimes and continued to come to the attention of the police for these types of offenses. These 
findings that a small subpopulation 'of official delinquents accounts for a disproportionately 
high number of offenses, particularly of the serious index crimes, but with no pattern of 
seriousness escalation but rather more serious beginnings which are sustained over their 
delinquent careers, have been corroborated in a number of longitudinal, cohort studies (d. 
Farrington, 1979; Hamparian et al., 1978; Strasburg, 1978; Shannon, 1978). 

From their study of different ways to measure delinquency, Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 
(1981) derived four groups of delinquent acts which represent serious crime (14 items, 
including serious property and violent crimes), delinquency (18 items, including a variety of 
less serious acts), 1rugs (10 items, covering the use of alcohol and other substances), and 
school and family of enses (16 items, primarily status offenses). The "serious crime" cluster is 
the most genera group of behaviors - that is, they share the most variance with the rest of 
the set of 69 delinquent acts which were used in the study. If one were to choose the best 
measure of delinquency in a population, the serious crime index would be most useful, followed 
by the delinquency index. The former delinquent behaviors are the kind that are of most 
concern to juvenile justice officials and the community -- the ones that lead to "trouble with 
the law." 
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In general the data on delinquent behavior -- both official and self-report measures --
, '" '" support the emphasis of the 1980 Amendments to the JJD P Ac~ on S~rIOUS crI,me ~mong 

juveniles. Juveniles are actively involved in the kinds of seriOUS Crimes d~fIned In the 
Amendments -- primarily UCR index crimes. Juveniles are involved in both serIOUS property 
and violent crimes, typically with much more involvement in the former than the latter. 
These types of serious delinquent acts are intercorrelated, meaning that youngsters who are 
involved in serious crime are involved in a variety of serious crimes, as well as less serious 
crimes, rather than specializing in single offense types or in property crime or violent crime 
categories. If there is specialization, it is not behavioral but differentiated in terms of 
frequency and seriousness of offenses. One category of juvenile offenders engages in less 
serious offenses and th."' other engages in more serious offenses, and the former does not 
predict the latter. Rather, those youngsters who commit serious crimes begin their delinquent 
careers with more serious crimes. The data do not support the popular notion of a unique 
pattern of juvenile violence, where the offender can be characterized or typified as a "violent 
offender" on the basis of the variety, frequency, or seriousness of his delinquent behavior. In 
short, the research supports the federal emphasis on serious crimes. 

Who Are They? 

The characteristics of the juveniles who engage in serious crimes are not particularly 
unique -- they are, in fact, similar in many ways to those of other juvenile offenders. Studies 
of serious and/or violent offenders consistently report a similar set of characteristics. These 
juvenile delinquents are predominantly male; disproportionately represented among minority 
youths, particularly blacks and Hispanics; more likely to have school problems, including lower 
potential to achieve, poor academic performance, and interpersonal difficulties and conduct 
problems; characterized by high residential mobility; typically come from economically 
disadvantaged origins; experiencing employment problems; more likely to come from families 
characterized by disorganization and instability, inadequate supervision, conflict and dis
harmony, and poor parent-child relationships; early starters in delinquency but are usually 
older than most delinquents, especially those who engage in violence; and are typically 
involved in group offenses, with gang membership playing an important role (d. Farrington, 
1979; Monahan, 1977; Strasburg, 1978; Hamparian et al., 1978; Wolfgang et al., 1972; Mann et 
al., 1976; Miller, 1976, 1981; McDermott and Hindelang, Inl; Gold and Reimer, 1975; Curtis, 
1978; Fagan, et al., 1981a, 1981b; Howell, 1981). 

What is striking about these characteristics of serious juvenile delinquents is first, they 
do not typically include the abnormal biological or psychological characteristics which are 
often attributed to these offenders. Even among officially-designated violent juvenile 
offenders the proportion characterized or diagnosed as disturbed or mentally disordered is 
much smaller than is often assumed to be the case. Strasburg (1978) reports that only 10 
percent of a sample of New York and New Jersey violent offenders had a psychological file in 
their records, and of these 143 files, only 2 (1 %) were psychotic cases and 14 (l0%) were 
considered psychopaths or equivalent. 

Second, the role of gangs is increasingly prominent, as recent evidence (Miller, 1981) 
confirms. This first national survey of "collective youth crime" has discovered that almost 50 
percent of the thirty-six Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas with at least one million 
population have "delinquent gang problems." Although in ten intensively investigated cities 
with gang problems probably less than 5 percent of eligible boys actually belong to gangs, they 
"account for a disproportionate share of serious youth crime." However, one of the central 
findings of the research is that problems with "law violating groups" other than gangs are 
generally considered to be more serious and prevalent than gang problems! The distinctions 
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between the two types of groups are that gangs have more formal, hierarchical organization 
and leadership, a "turf," a recognized identity within the community, and violation of the law 
as a more central feature of its value system. Law violating groups involve perhaps up to 20 
percent of eligible boys in cities with greater than ten thousand residents, and of all law 
violating groups, delinquent gangs represent only 2 percent and delinquent gang members only 
7 percent of all members of law violating groups. According to Miller (1981:14), "increasing 
resources should be allocated both to information-gathering and program development with 
respect to crime by youth groups other than gangs." Blacks and Hispanics now comprise a 
disproportionate (40% each) share of the membership of gangs in big cities, and in the three 
largest gang problem cities -- New York, Los Angeles, and Philadelphia - nongang youths 
account for 60 percent of arrests for violent crimes and 90 percent of arrests for all offenses, 
although gang members have a greater tendency to engage in violent crimes. And in all cities 
except the big three, gang member arrests are not typically for violence but for drug offenses 
and property crimes. As earlier research in Boston by Miller (1976) and his current study 
confirms, most behavior by gang members is noncriminal, most of their criminal behavior is 
not "serious," and even those gangs who have reputations for violence do not live up to their 
public image. But when compared to the criminal behavior of other juveniles, the "paramount 
difference" is the "far greater tendency of gang members to engage in violent forms of crime" 
(Miller, 1981:38-39). And the more regular use of guns as weapons has made some of the 
violence a greater threat and danger than ever before. 

Along with the prominence of law violating groups other than gangs, especially in cities 
that are not among the very largest in the country, there have been other significant changes 
in the demography and ecology of these groups. First, gang problems are more apparent in 
smaller communities; for example 80 percent of the cities with gang problems in California 
have populations less than 100 thousand, while 26 percent have populations less than 20 
thousand. Second, gangs are not confined as before to "inner city" neighborhoods or areas 
because the ghettos, barrios, and slums have spread to the "outer city'l and suburbs. Third, one 
cannot accurately assess the seriousness of delinquency or gang problems for a whole city -
there is too much variation by district, community, or neighborhood. For example, the overall 
seriousness of the gang problem in San Francisco is not nearly as serious as in its Chinatown 
distr ict (Miller, 1981). Gangs tend to occupy social areas within cities, and it is as incorrect to 
generalize gang problems from some neighborhoods to a whole city as it is to commit the same 
kind of ecological fallacy the other way by characterizing the delinquency problem (or rate of 
crime) in a neighborhood by a city's delinquency problem (or rate of crime). 

Third, the characteristics of these youths personify the social areas, neighborhoods, or 
communities where they live -- communities with high rates of crime and a plethora of related 
other problems. They are communities very much like those studied by Shaw (1929) and Shaw 
and McKay (1942) in the 1920s and 1930s in Chicago and more recently by other urban 
ethnographers (Whyte, 1955; Suttles, 1968; Liebow, 1967; Curtis, 1974). They are often the 
communities with the worst delinquency and gang problems~ and with diminished capacity of 
social service agencies and of the traditional institutions of family, school, church, and the law 
to help keep their children out of trouble. 

Fourth, the characteristics of serious juvenile delinquents reflect the strongest general 
correlates of juvenile delinquency, which include the demographic variables of sex, race, and 
age and the more causal variables that operate within those traditional "front-line" institu
tions of socialization within any community, the family, school, peer relationships, employ
ment opportunities, the law, and community dynamics (Weis and Hawkins, 1981; Hawkins and 
Weis, 1980). 
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THEORY-BASED CRITERIA FOR DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Since the empirical evidence suggests that past efforts at delinquency prevention can be 
characterized as largely ineffective, one cannot propose that exemplary programs simply be 
replicated and generalized as the preferred approach to delinquency prevention. Rather, the 
a~parently most valid correlates, causes, and theories of delinquent behavior, in conjunction 
wIth the best available evidence on prevention programs, should be used to establish criteria 
for the most promising techniques of prevention. What follows is a discussion of the strongest 
correlates of delinquent behavior, the apparently most important theoretically-derived causal 
variables, and a theoretical model which holds promise for explaining and preventing 
delinquent behavior. -

Correlates And Causes 

In general, there are two types of correlates of two measures of delinquency. These are 
aggre&ate and individual level correlates of self-reported and official delinquency. The unit of 
analysIs for aggregate correlation is a collectivity, group, population, area, or community of 
individuals, and aggregate attributes -- usually operationalized as group means or rates -- are 
compared with other aggregate attributes. For example, as described earlier, there is a 
negative c:orrelation between neighborhood socioeconomic status and official delinquency rate. 
Poorer neIghborhoods tend to have higher rates of delinquency. However, when the unit of 
analys~s i~ the individual, and comparisons are made across individuals within a population, 
~he:~ IS lIttle to no correlation between socioeconomic status and delinquency, whether the 
10dividual level measure of the latter is a self-report or official record (d., Hindelang 
Hirschi, and Weis, 1979, 1981). ' 

The point is that one must distinguish the two levels of correlation, in particular, and to 
a lesser extent the two measures of delinquency, because they have different implications for 
theory and prevention. If one is trying to explain differences in delinquency across 
communities, aggregate level measures will inform theory which attempts to understand and 
explain diff7rences in c~mmunity attributes which may account for differences in community 
rates of del1Oquency, WIthout regard for differences among individuals in those communities. 
~n ,t~e other hand, if one ~s ~rying to explain why a juvenile engages in serious crime, 
I~dIVIdual le~el ,me:a~ures wIll, 1Oform t~eory which attempts to understand and explain 
dIfferences 10 mdividual attributes WhICh may account for individual differences in 
delinquency. Obviously, the implications for prevention may also differ, with theories of 
aggregate difference~ suggesting interventions that target the aggregate per se -- for 
example, th,e c,0f!lmumt~ - and, theories o~ individual differences suggesting interventions that 
t~rget the 1Odividual, eIther directly as m corrective prevention interventions aimed at high 
risk youths or indirectly as in preclusive prevention interventions aimed at general populations 
of youth. 

F~rt,unatel~, t.he individual, lev:I c~rrelates of both self-reported and official delinquency 
are, sufflclently sImIlar that the ImplIcatIOns for theory and prevention of the two measures of 
dell~q,uency are also similar. ,Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1981) found that a variety of 
tradltlonal correlates -- socIoeconomic status, sex, age, IQ, peer influence school 
per!ormance - were related in a similar fashion to both self-reported and official me~sures of 
delmquency. _ The only variable which produced discrepant correlations was race -- the 
negative correlation with police and court data did not match the almost nonexistent 
correlation with self-reported delinquency, a finding which has also been reported by a number 
of other researchers (e.g., Gold, 1970). Both for theory and prevention the difference between 
the aggregate and individual levels is much more significant and salient. 
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At the aggregate level, research shows that communities with high proportions of lower 
socioeconomic status, black and Hispanic, and unemployed also have high official delinquency 
rates, particularly of serious crime (e.g., d. Wolfgang and Ferracut~, 1967; Wolfgang et al., 
J 972). At the individual level, the relations are different, especially for socioeconomic status 
and race. Tabular, correlational, and multivariate regression analyses of a number of self
reported delinquency data sets (Weis et al., 1980, 1980a, 1980b; Hindelang, et al., 1981; 
Sederstrom, 1978; Zeiss, 1978; Worsley, 1979; Sakumoto, 1978; Henney, 1976), some of which 
also include individual official delinquency data, have identified two sets of individual level 
correlates of delinquent behavior. One set of correlates is primarily "causal," and consists of 
family, school, and peer variables, and the other set consists more properly of "socio-
demographic controls," including sex, age, and r.ace. The strongest average correlation across 
six data sets is between delinquency (both self-reported and official) and peer items (peer 
culture activities; delinquency of friends), followed by the sex of the respondent, and school 
variables (importance of grades; like school; grade poi~ average). For self-reported 
delinquent behavior only, family variables (father and mother supervision; sharing thoughts and 
feelings with parents), emplo~ment (respondent works), and age are the next strongest 
correlates. Race is an anoma y in that there is little to no correlation with self-reported 
delinquency, but a moderate to strong correlation with official measures of delinquency. As in 
most self-report research, socioeconomic status is not a strong individual correlate (cf. Tittle, 
V illemez, and Smith, 1978). 

Multivariate regression analyses, which allow the analyst to assess the simultaneous, 
interactive effects of a number of variables, show the same rank order of explanatory power 
among peer, school, and family variables. This is true whether one is predicting serious or 
~ delinquent behavior; an important difference is that one's attachment to parents and 
SCFiOOI may be slightly more predictive of involvement in petty than in serious delinquency. 
What is, perhaps, of most theoretical interest is that the ascending strengths of the correlates 
suggest a chain of causation which moves from family to school to peer variables. This is 
similar to the causal order proposed in control theory (Hirschi, 1969: 198-201), which moves 
from attachment to parents, through commitment to education and attachment to school, to 
the belief that the moral and legal rules of society deserve to be followed. 

THEORIES* 

Among the major theoretical perspectives of delinquency, control theory (Nye, 1958; 
Reiss, 1951; Toby, 1957; Briar and Piliavin, 1965; Matza, 1964; Reckless, 1961; Hirschi, 1969) 
and cultural deviance theory (Sutherland and Cressey, 1970; Miller, 1958b; Wolfgang and 
Ferracuti, 1967; Burgess and Akers, 1966; Glaser, 1956; Akers, 1977; Akers et al., 1979) seem 
to have the most to offer theoretically, as well as for the prevention of delinquency. There 
are a number of reasons for this conclusion. 

First, control theory and cultural deviance theory take into account and best explain the 
apparently strongest correlates of delinquency. The former is not class-specific and focuses 
directly on the role of the family, school, and law in preventing delinquent behavior, while the 
latter is primarily a theory of peer influence on crime and of the role of community influences 
on crime rates. -

*For a review of theories of serious, violent delinquency, ranging from biological to 
macrosociological perspectives, see Fagan et al. (1981a); this review also concludes that social 
and social psychological theories have the most to offer for understanding and prevention of 
juvenile crime. 

27 



Second, and related, control theory focuses on individual level correlates and the impact 
of major institutions of socialization on individual delinquent behavior, while cultural deviance 
theory focuses primarily on aggregate level correlate'f~ and the impact of community 
organization on community rates of delinquency and secondarily on the impact of community 
cultur:e and associations on the processes of learning criminal behavior. In short, together the 
theories ad~ress both aggregate and individual level correlates of delinquency, the former by 
cultural devIance theory and the latter by control and cultural deviance theories. 

Third, and most important, control theory has received the most empirical support (d. 
Bahr, 1979) of the major theoretical perspectives, with cultural deviance theory running a 
respectable second (d. Akers, 1964). 

Fo~rth, the, c~nfiguration of "causes" specified in these theories, particularly in control 
theory, IS very sImIl~r to the public's perception of the causes of delinquency (d. Nettler, 
1974:?~6-3350). It IS also clear from NCADBIP's national survey of prevention program 
practItI~ners that those, p,eople who are involved directly in providing services to youth agree 
most wIth the proposItIOns of control theory, followed by cultural deviance and then 
psychological theoretical perspectives (Hawkins et al., 1980). Normally this !<ind of criterion 

!he beliefs of v~rious publics -- would be meaningless in assessing the validity of a theory of 
delmquency, but gIven that the general public and prevention practitioners should believe in 
and support the rationale of delinquency prevention, it suggests the prospect of easier 
acceptance, support, and implementation of prevention programs based on these particular 
theories of delinquent behavior. 

, B!.!b" control theory is basically a theory of prevention rather than of causes of 
delInque,ncy. Rat~er than attempt to explain why delinquency occurs, it attempts to explain 
~hy delmquenc,Y IS, not, prevented. Consequently, as a theory, it seems to have direct and 
Implementable ImplIcatIOns for delinquency prevention. 

,~, control ~heory has not been implemented systematically and comprehensively in a 
?elmquency pr:evention program, whereas the other major theoretical perspectives have been 
Implemented m both control and prevention efforts, and with little success. This is not a 
reflection of t~e validity or utility of co~trol theory, but rather of its relative youth compared 
to other the?rIe,s and, per:ha~s, ~f the sImple and straightforward implications for prevention 
at the orgal1lzational and mstitutIOnallevels of intervention (cf. Nettler, 1974:333-335). 

Seventh, the implications for delinquency prevention of control and cultural deviance 
theor~es ar~ for: pr~mary preclusive prevention and secondary corrective prevention __ the 
theones primarily mform those aspects of prevention which are carried on outside of the 
juvenile justice system and in the community. 

. Ei9hth, control and cul~ural deviance theories are particularly suitable for theoretical 
mtegration. The two theoretIcal perspectives can be complementary, and there have been a 
number of recent syntheses (e.g., Voss, 1969; Conger, 1976; Bahr, 1979: Johnson, 1979; 
Sakumoto, 197~). ThIS me,rger was hinted at by Hirschi (1969:230-231) as a way to "supplement 
;,ather than seno~sly modIf~ the control, theory," especially in the area of "companionship" and 
group processes Important m the causatIon of delinquency." 

Control theory does n~t take into account the role of peers, particularly within informal 
group pr,ocesses" nor does It, take into account the role of community characteristics or 
con~ext m affectmg the bondm~ processes within the family, school, or among peers; cultural 
deVIance theory does both, and It is here that the two theories have most to offer each other. 
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A theoretical integration of control and cultural deviance theories offers the. promise of a 
more complete, valid, and useful theory of delinquency and its prevention. Before explicating 
an integrated theoretical model, each of the two theories will be summarized separately. 

CONTROL THEORY: THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIALIZATION 

The essence of the social control perspective is that the weakening, breakdown, or 
absence of effective social control accounts for juvenile delinquency. The basic assumption of 
social control theory is that "social behavior requires socialization" (Nettler, 1974:217). 
People become social (mora!), to a greater or lesser degree, through variable socialization 
processes. The explanation of the resultant variability in social (moral) behavior depends on 
the underlying concept of the socialization process. In genera!, a proper ,social~zation le~ds to 
conformity and an improper socialization leads to nonconformIty. Juvemle delmquenc~ IS one 
of the consequences of an improper socialization. When a youngster has not developed moral 
bonds to the conventional order he is free to engage in delinquent behavior. He has not 
learned what he ought and, especially, ought not to do: "If we grow up 'naturally,' without 
cultivation, like weeds, we grow up like weeds -- rank" (Nettler, 1974:246). 

The essence of control theories of juvenile delinquency is captured in Nye's (1958) 
observation that delinquent behavior occurs because it is simply not prevented. It is not 
"prevented" because of ineffective social control: Socialization and/or social constraints are 
inadequate. Within this basic framework, control theories impute differential significanc7 to 
the desired products of socialization -- internal moral controls -- and to the role of sanctIOns 
-- external social constraints. There are a number of other versions of the social control 
theory of delinquency: Reiss' (1951) proposition that delinquency is a "fai!ure of per~onal and 
social controls"; the "containment theory" of Reckless (1956, 1961) WhICh embellIshes the 
distinction between personal (inner) and social (outer) controls and proposes that both outer 
and inner containment operate as intervening controls between social "pressures," deviant 
cultural "pulls," and biopsychological "pushes" and delinquent beh~vior; ~he theory ~f "ne.utr~li
zation" proposed by Sykes and Matza (1957) and Matza (1964) WhICh POSIts that ratIonalIzatIOn 
before the commission of delinquent acts enable the individuals to "neutralize" the moral bind 
or control of the law and, therefore, to break the law; and the purest and most comprehensive 
of the social control theories, the "control theory" of Hirschi (1969). 

Hirschi's (1969) version of control theory adheres strictly to the proposition that 
delinquent behavior occurs when an individual's bond to society is weak or broken. Period. It 
is also more complete than others because it specifies theoretically and empirically the 
elements of the bond to society (attachment, commitment, involvement, belief) and the 
significant units of control (family, school, law). A strong moral bond consists of attachment 
to others cOiTi'iTIitment to conventional lines of action, involvement in conventional activities, 
and belief in the moral order and law. Delinquent behavior becomes possible when there is 
inadequate attachment, particularly to parents and school; inadequate commitment, 
particularly to educational and occupational success; and inadequate belief, particularly in the 
legitimacy and moral validity of the law. In general, th~ chain of causat,ion mov~s f:om 
attachment to parents, through commitment to the educatIonal and occupatIOnal aspIrat~ons 
that the school attempts to articulate with adult status, to belief that the rules of SOCIety 
deserve to be honored (d. Hirschi, 1969: 198-200). 

Youngsters who do not develop a bond to the conventional order because of incomplete 
socialization feel no moral obligation to conform. The delinquent is the faulty or unfinished 
product of socialization - he is an incomplete social being. The social process of making him 
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moral has been interrupted by uncaring parents, poor school performance, visions of occupa
tional failure) delinquent associates, and a questionably legitimate legal system. An 
unattached, uncommitted, and disbelieving youngster is the product of ineffective social 
control ,(socialization). He Is free to engage in delinquent behavior; special delinquent 
motivation is unnecessary to account for the behavior of a not quite social or not quite moral 
individual. It is to be expected. 

CULTURAL DEVIANCE THEORY: THE COMMUNITY AND ORGANIZATION 

Cultural deviance theory proposes that juvenile delinquency is a result of a desire to 
conform to cultural values which are in conflict with those of the conventional moral order 
(Shaw and McKay, 1929, 1942; Sutherland and Cressey, 1970; Miller, 1958; Burgess and Akers, 
1966; Ak~rs, 1977). Conformity to an unconventional subsociety and subculture (Wolfgang and 
FerracutI, 1967; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960), or to unconventional aspects of the dominant 
culture (Matza and Sykes, 1961), means nonconformity by conventional cultural standards but 
is s~mply conformity. Delinquent behavior is caused by proper socialization within a "deviant" 
socIal group or culture. Juvenile delinquency is merely "marching to a different drummer." 

Cultural deviance theory addresses three related issues: 1) the apparent concentration 
of delinqu~ncy in ce~tain social areas or neighborhoods; 2) the process by which high group 
rat~s perSIst m c:erl:am areas; and 3) the process by which an individual comes to engage in 
del~nquent behavIOr. Shaw (1929) and Shaw and McKay (19~2), among other Chicago School 
s?cIal e:co~ogist~, examined. the distribution of crime and delinquency by social area and over 
tIme withm ChIcago, and dIscovered that delinquency seemed to have an ecological anchor in 
those parts of the CIty where land-use policies created slums, and that "traditions of crime" 
were generated in th~s~ areas by immigrants, the unemployed, and the dispossessed who were 
attracted by the prox'imity to employment opportunities and the social support of alike others 
or who were forced to reside there because of low rents or discrimination. 

, To ~ccount, for ~hese stable high rates of delinquency over successive generations of 
reSIdents m certam neIghborhoods in Chicago, Shaw and McKay (1942) propose that 1) "culture 
conflict" -- or community disorganization -- explains the distribution of delinquency by area 
and 'that 2) "cultural transmission" explains the persistence over time as well as the individual 
conduct. High rate neighborhoods are characterized by disorganlzatio~, especially the conflict 
of moral values concerning criminal behavior. There is a conflict between the area's "cultural 
n,orms" and the dO,minant culture's "crime, norms" (d. Sellin, 1938). Instead of having a 
sm~ularly conve?tIOnal value system, neIghborhoods that have high concentrations of 
delmquent behavIOr, are characterized by their conflicting conventional and criminal value 
systems. The re~a~Ive str~n~ths, of, the value ~ystems determine the community delinquency 
rate. If adult ~rImmal actIvIty IS ~Ighly organized and anticriminal forces are disorganized, 
weak, or no~e~Istent, youngsters wIll be more exposed to criminal values, behavior patterns, 
and opportUnitIes. , A youngster growing up in this type of neighborhood lives in a disorganized 
culture where socIa~ controls are i1l-~efined, or conflicting. Ultimately, he adapts to one of 
the systems of socIal control. In hIgh delmquency rate area.s, the criminal controls are 
stronger than conventio~al social controls. Delin9uent behavior is "principally a product of the 
?reakd?~n of the machmery of spontaneous socIal control" (Kobrin, 1959) in transitional or 
mterstitial (Thrasher, 1927) urban communities. 

Different versions of cultural deviance theory focus on different kinds of deviant 
cultures -- Miller (1957) on lower class culture, Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) on the 
subculture of violence, and Cloward and Ohlin (1960) on the d{~Hnquent subculture. The purest 
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cultural deviance theory is Miller's (1957) theory of juvenile delinquency among lower class 
boys. It takes cultural deviance theory to its logical extreme. Certain lower class cultural 
values are not only in conflict with, but are antithetical to, dominant middle class values. 
Therefore, those individuals who conform to lower class culture, who undergo a normal 
socialization, almost "automatically" become deviant, particularly in relation to legal 
standards. Members of adolescent stree corner groups engage in delinquent behavior as a 
consequence of conforming to lower class focal concerns of "troubt~," "toughness,'( 
"smartness," "excitement," "fate," and "autonomy," Juvenile delinquency is simply an 
adolescent variant of lower class culture or an intensified manifestation of lower class focal 
concerns. Delinquent behavior is not hostile or rebellious behavior directed at middle class 
values (cf. Cohen, 1955) but a reflection of enculturation to a "deviant" value system. Miller's 
(1957) theory implies that the conflict between conventional and criminal values is 
unnecessary in an explanation of lower class delinquent behavior. Lower class youngsters who 
are normally socialized seem to be so encapsulated culturally that conventional values are 
simply different values and irrelevant in most way!; to their daily existence. In short, 
delinquents are a normal byproduct of lower class culture. 

Another version of cultural deviance theory focuses on another kind of culture -- the 
"subculture of violence." Wolfgr.mg and Ferracuti (1967) define it as a set of vdlues, attitudes, 
beliefs, and behavior patterns which are shared in high population density urban areas and 
support'the use of physical aggression and violence as an interaction form and way to solve 
problems. This subculture is generated and sustained in the lower class, where violent 
behavior is both tolerated and prescribed, from childrearing practices to a street murder. The 
value system of those affected by this subculture calls for quick resort to aggression at 
relatively weak provocation. In agreement with other cultural deviance theorists, Wolfgang 
(1976) suggests that the subculture of violence is "transmitted" from generation to generation 
-- it is learned behavior that is normal within that cultural environment. In fact, it has 
functional, adaptive survival value for those who live in the communities where the subculture 
of violence is influential. 

Cloward and Ohlin (1960) attempt to specify the community organization component of 
cultural deviance theory in their "delinquent subculture" theory of juvenile delinquency. They 
propose that different types of delinquency are generated in different types of communities. 
Youngsters who cannnot achieve educational and economic success in the legitimate 
opportunity structure may find that it is not available nor easily achieved in the illegitimate 
opportunity structure. The ability to utilize illegitimate means to achieve important goals 
depends on the "organization" of the community -- whether it is organized for or against 
crime. The type of delinquency which emerges depends on the extent to which the illegitimate 
opportunity structure has "integrated" age levels of offenders and carriers of conventional and 
criminal values in a community. Delinquent gangs and subcultures emerge in communities 
where the illegitimate opportunity structure is organized for involvement in and maintenance 
of criminal activities. The community may have a tradition of crime; intricate patterns of 
interaction among police, thieves, fences, lawyers, politicians, and citizens are typical; and 
youngsters in these communities are controlled by conventional adults but even more so by 
criminal adults. Older criminals select and recruit good prospects, bring them up through the 
ranks, and, at the same time, attempt to keep them from becoming involved in open conflict, 
violence, dope, and other behavior that might create "trouble" for criminal enterprises in the 
community. 

High delinquency rates persist in these types of communities because the tradition of 
crime is passed on to younger generations and new residents. The cultural transmission of 
criminal values and behavior patterns :,eeps the delinquency rate high and stable and preserves 
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the area's cultural disorganization. The process, then, continues in a VICIOUS circie. 
Unfortunately, most cultural deviance theorists do not specify the individual learning 
processes involved in cultural transmission -- but a few do attempt to explain how and why 
individuals are more or less susceptible to deviant community influences. 

Sutherlanti's (Sutherland and Cressey, 1970) "differential association" theory is a more 
detailed explication of these processes of cultural learning. The crime rate for a particular 
neighborhood is an expression of differential community ol"ganization, and this conflict of 
conventional and criminal values also operates on the individual living in that community. 
Differential association theory proposes that criminal behavior is learned in interaction with 
others, some who encourage violation of the law and others who discourage it. An individual 
engages in delinquent behavior because of an excess of association with "definitions favorable 
to the violation of the law" over definitions unfavorable to the violation of the law. That is, 
he has had more contact with criminal values and behavior patterns than with anticriminal 
values and behavi?r patterns. An individual is most likely to engage in delinquent behavior 
~hen ~e has more criminal than antic-iminal associations, associates for longer periods of 
tlme WIth those who support criminal behavior than with those who discourage it, was exposed 
to criminal values and behavior patterns before anticriminal values and behavior patterns, and 
is more influenced by the sources of criminal than anticriminal values. In essence, an 
individual learns criminal behavior, particularly within social groups or social areas where 
there is culture conflict or inconsistf'!1cy surrounding the violation of the law. 

This social learning process is described as the "principle" of differential association -
exactly !tow one learns to become a criminal is not specified. However, a number of theorists 
have proposed revisions which do incorporate the mechanisms by which the learning takes 
place (e.g., Burgess and Akers, 1966; Akers, 1977; Akers et al., 1979; Glaser, 1956; Foote, 
1951). Th~ m?st promising theoretically and empirically is Akers (1977) "social learning" 
theory, WhICh IS based on the behaviorist observation that behavior is determined by its 
consequences, rathe~ than by prIor causes. Borrowing from operant conditioning theory, it is 
proposed that behaVIor -- whether conforming or criminal -- is learned when it is rewarded 
(positiye rei~forcement) and not learned or extinguished when it is not rewarded or is punished 
(negatIve remforcement). To specify differential association, criminal behavior is learned 
prim~ri~y within a social process of interaction wherein there is greater positive reinforcement 
of CrImmal than of noncriminal Vc\Jl.lrf::S and behavior. Differential reinforcement contingencies 
determine whether an individual. t'l\:\arns" conforming or criminal behavior. Therefore, to 
preve~t criminal behavior, conforming behavior should be positively reinforced and deviant 
behaVIOr should go unrewarded m" be negatively reinforced. Of course, this should also 
encourage the development of anel commitment to conventional lines of action and behavior 
patterns. 

INTEGRATING CONTROL AND CULTURAL DEVIANCE THEORIES 

Contr~l and <:u~tur~ de.viance theor1.,es are a good combination because each makes up 
for the major defICIenCIes m the other, and together they offer the promise of a more 
complete and valid explanation of delinquent behavior. Control theory suggests that 
youngsters ?ecome delmquent because of inadequate socialization to conformity, while 
cultur?l deVIance theory suggests that youngsters become delinquent because of socialization 
to d~l.mquenc~, particularly in social areas, neighborhoods, or communities where there is a 
tradItI?n .of <:rIme and high delinquency rates. Control theory specifies the units and elements 
of SOCIalIzatIOn that lead to the development of a generalized "bond" to the conventional 
order, but it pays little attention to how the process works of making an individual moral, nor 
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to the interplay between socialization and the community context within which it occurs. 
Cultural deviance theory focuses morE' directly on this process of socialization to criminal 
behavior and on the effects of the community context on this process of learning criminal 
attitudes and behaviors. 

Control and cultural deviance theories are also complementary in another important 
way. Cultural deviance theory is basically a theory of peer influence, especially among 
juveniles. This means that the theoretical integration of the two perspectives is even more 
promising, given that: 1) the influence of informal group processes, particularly among 
friends, companions, and acquaintances who are one's peers, was underestimated and falls 
outside the purview of control theory; 2) the empirical evidence shows that peer socialization 
and attachments are directly related to delinquent behavior (Hindelang, 1973; Weis, 1974; Weis 
et al., 1980b; Worsley, 1979); and 3) delinquent peer influence has an ecological anchor in the 
community, and is particularly powerful in communities with high delinquency rates. 
Regarding the nature of the supplementary role of peer influence, it is suggested that "peers" 
be incorporated into the integrated theoretical model as another very important unit of 
socialization, and that the influence of peers be conceptualized as an intervening social 
process between an unattached, uncommitted, and dlsbelieving youngster and delinquent 
behavior. If the social process of making a youngster moral has been interrupted by uncaring 
parents, poor school performance, visions of occupational failure, and a questionably 
legitimate legal system, he or she is more free to engage in delinquent behavior and is more 
likely to come under the influence of peers who may be in the same situation and who provide 
each other the social and psychological support, rewards, and reinforcement that are not 
forthcoming in more conventional contexts (d. Cohen and Short, 1961). Otherwise put, the 
more inadequate the socialization to conformity, the more likely the socialization to 
nonconformity. 

An integration of control and cultural deviance theories, specifically Hirschi's (1969) 
control theory and Aker's (1977) social learning theory, means that the units, elements, and 
processes of socialization are incorporated within one theoretical model which offers a major 
improvement in explanatory and predictive power (d. Voss, 1969; Conger, 1976; Sakumoto, 
1978; Bahr, 1979; Johnson, 1979). This particular integration has been referred to as the social 
development model of delinquency and prevention (Weis and Hawkins, 1981; Hawkins and Weis, 
19805. It integrates the individual socialization components of each theory, but doe;:; not 
include the community organization and context component of cultural deviance theory as an 
explicit part of the model, nor does it address the interaction between community organization 
and context and the institutions of socialization within the community. This is not a major 
defect in the social development model, but rather reflects a difference in emphasis -- one on 
the general case and the other on the more specific case of serious juvenile crime in high 
delinquency rate communities. Clearly, the latter requires a specification of the community 
context wherein the social development prc::ess is to unfold. Otherwise put, the social 
development of youths is different in the South Bronx th2t! in Beverly Hills. 

Regarding the important variations in delinquency across communities that a theory 
needs to take into account, "community context" needs also to be included to better specify 
the integrated control and cultural deviance theoretical model, or social development model. 
The community context is the ecological anchor of first, the community organization which 
impacts opportunities for delinquency and the community delinquency rate, second, the 
operation and effectiveness of the major social control or socializin institutions -- of family, 
school, peers, and law, and third, the extent an magmtu e of elmquent peer influence. The 
relationships among these three factors determine the community delinquency rate and the 
fate of individual youths within the community. 
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In general, there is a positive relation between community organization and social 
control, and both have a negative relation with opportunities for crime and delinquent peer 
~nflt.ience (See Figure O. 

Community 
Organization 

FIGURE 1 

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG CONFIGURATIONS OF 
VARIABLES IN INTEGRATED THEORETICAL MODEL 

Socializing 
Institutions 

Opportunities 
For Crime 

+ Delinquency 

In a community context of "disorganization," social control is less effective because the front 
line socializing institutions are weakened by higher community rates of family disorganization, 
less adequate educational facilities and preparation, fewer material, social, and psychological 
resources, less respect for the law, and so'on. Because of a more likely high delinquency rate 
or tradition of crime, there are also more opportunities to become involved in crime, which 
puts an even greater strain on the institutions of socialization. With the community not 
organized against crime and delinquency, with weakened socializing institutions, and with 
available illegitimate opportunities, the power of delinquent peer influence can exert itself, 
often in the form of law violating groups or delinquent gangs in these types of communities. 
More youths involved more frequently in more serious crime is the result of this process, which, 
in order to short circuit it, must be attacked in each area -- community organization, 
socializing institutions, and peer influence. 

A general model of delinquency which integrates control and cultural deviance theories 
and focuses on the roles of the institutions of socialization and peer influence is represented in 
Figure 2. 
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FIGURE 2 

A GENERAL MODEL OF DELINQUENCY: 
INTEGRATION OF CONTROL AND CULTURAL DEVIANCE THEORIES 

Sex 
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Attachment 
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Commitment & 
Attachment 

~~ 
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The theoretically and empirically most important units (family, school, law, peers) and 
elements (attachment, commitment, belief) of socialization are depicted in the causal order of 
relationships among these variables. (The arrows and valences indicate the direction of the 
relationships, the causal chain moving from left to right with a (+) indicating a positive 
association and a (-) indicating a negative association between variables.) Briefly, the model 
shows the kinds of relationships among the units and elements of socialization as proposed in 
control and cultural deviance theories. Socialization within the family will be affected 
differentially by sociodemographic background variables, which for heuristic purposes are 
outside of the direct causal relationships but may influence the development of attachment to 
parents, and more directly by the community context. For example, research has suggested 
that boys and girls are socialized differently within the family, and there may be cultural 
variation in family organization and concomitant socialization experiences, and that child
rearing practices vary across socioeconomic class (d. Burr et al., 1979). The development of 
attachment to parents will take place within the context of these types of sociodemographic 
"givens" - a child is born male or female and into a family unit with certain socioeconomic 
and cultural characteristics. And characteristics of the community where that family resides 
will interact with both the socialization of and consequences for the child. 

Theoretically and empirically, the development of attachment to parents will lead to 
commitment to education and attachment to school, and to belief in and commitment to the 
conventional moral order and the law. These attachments, commitments, and beliefs to 
conformity, or what Toby (1957) refers to as stakes in conformity, are intercorrelated and in 
turn directly prevent a youngster from engaging in delinquent behavior and indirectly prevent 
delinquent behavior by "insulating" a youngster against delinquent peer influence. Involvement 
with and attachment to nonconforming peers is directly related to delinquent behavior and also 
conditions the effects of family, school, and law on delinquent behavior by reinforcing the 
inclination to engage in crime among those youngsters who have low stakes in conformity. 
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Clearly, a dynamic multivariate causal model of delinquency is desirable for theory and 
prevention. A dynamic causal model and its derivative implications for prevention should be 
responsive to the direct and interaction effects among variables over time. In the most 
general sense, the different causes of delinquency have different effects at different points in 
time in a youngster's life. More specifically, it is clear that the causal power of the important 
units of socialization varies by the age of a youngster. It is not chronological age but rather 
institutional age that is most salient (cf. Simmons et al., 1973). Children move through a 
number of significant "institutional passages" in their social development. These passages 
demarcate "stages" in the life of a youngster during which different units of socialization are 
most important. These stages are mapped primarily by the education system: preschool, 
primary school, intermediate or junior high school, and high school. For preschool children the 
family is the most significant unit of socialization; when a child begins school in the primary 
grades, the school becomes an important socializing institution; beginning in junior high school, 
the role of peers in socialization increases and becomes even more important as a youngster 
moves into high school. 

The first socializing institution in the sequence, the family, is of primary importance 
from birth until youths enter school. Opportunities for involvement in certain roles in the 
family plus specific parent skills lead to rewarding family involvement for children. 
Rewarding involvement leads to attachment to parents. This attachment influences 
subsequent school experiences and belief in the moral order. 

School becomes an important institution during the years from school entry until 
graduation or dropout. Opportunities for involvement in certain school roles, consistency of 
expectations in the school environment, and teacher and child skills predict academic success 
experiences, attachment to school, and commitment to education. These, in turn, enhance 
belief in the moral order, inhibit association with delinquency-prone peers, and prevent 
delinquency. School's. influence may decrease differentially depending on academic and social 
experiences at school. For example, for students who do not experience academic success, 
school may decrease in importance and employment increase in importance earlier than for 
students who are successful and rewarded in sch(Joi. 

During adolescence, peers become increasingly important to the socialization process 
and continue to be important through high school. The critical consideration is the extent and 
nature of delinquent involvement among peer-groups in the school and neighborhood. For a 
portion of the youth population, especially those who do not experience rewarding involvement 
in school, employment may become an important socializing force from later adolescence on. 
Entry to jobs which have career prospects and which offer learning opportunities is important. 
Finally, the community provides the context which influences behavior throughout the process 
of social development. 

Obviously, this simple model does not include all of the variables or relationships 
proposed by the two theories. To do so, the model would include at least sixty variables 
(Henney, 1978). Neither does the model depict the processes by which the various components 
of the bond to conformity are developed. The effects of the intervening process variables 
have important consequences for delinquency theory and prevention. These processes occur 
with minor variations in each institutional setting encountered during social development 
(family, school, peer group, employment). Consequently, in Figure 3 the processes are 
illustrated without reference to specific institution of socialization and social control. 
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FIGURE 3 

THE PROCESSES OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
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Opportunities for involvement in conventional activities and for interac~ion with 
conventional others are necessary structural conditions for the development of commItment to 
conventional lines of action and attachment to conventional others. In order for these 
structural opportunities to produce social bonds which prevent delinquen,cy, the, i?divid,uals who 
participate in conventional activities and interactio~s must have certam requIsI~e SkIllS., !he 
application of these skills should be followed by conSIstent rewards, t~ereby makm,g partIcIpa
tion, or involvement, a rewarding experience. It should be emphasIzed that SkIllS, must be 
possessed by both youthful participants and by others (such as parents and te~chers) WIth whom 
youths are involved. For example, for involvement in s<;=hool ~o be rew~~dmg, stude,nts m~st 
develop cognitive skills, but teachers must also be skIlled I~ re~ognIZI~g and remforcmg 
students' progress. Furthermore, different actors in YO,uth~ SOCIal e~vIronme~t ~ust be 
consistent in their expectations for and responses to behavI~r If, conformmg behaVIor IS to be 
continually reinforced and deviant behavior prevented or extmguished. 

If youths are successful in conventional activities and find interacti?n with convent~onal 
others rewarding, they develop beliefs in .the moral order, become commItted to conyentIOn~ 
activities and attached to conventional others. If, however, youths do not fmd t~eIr 
participation in conventional activities and interactions with conventional other~ rewardmg, 
they are likely to seek other associations and activities ~~ich 'promis~ alter~ative r~wards. 
They are likely to associate with peers who are also dISl11us1(~n,ed WIth th~Ir experiences. 
Together these alienated youths are likely to discover opportUnitIes for delmquency and to 
influence one another towards delinquent acts. In contras~, those youths wh? d~velop 
commitments to conventional activities, attachment to conventIonal others, and belIefs m the 
moral order are not likely to engage in delinquent behavior. 

Finally, there are important interaction effects among some ~f :he key, variable~. For 
example, the influence of peers is most significant from the begI~nmg of ,mtermedla~e or 
junior high school on, but is more salient for, girls than b?ys and IS more l~portan~ m an 
e~planation of less serious delinquent behaVIOr among gIrls and more seriOUS delmquent 
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behavior among boys. Or as the family diminishes in influence from primary grades to high 
school, the sex difference in the role of attachment to parents in causing delinquency becomes 
larger - the importance of family socialization in preventing delinquency does not diminish as 
much for girls as it does for boys. 

These types of dynamic and complex relationships among variables suggest that 
delinquency prevention should be responsi ve to the manner in which the causes of delinquency 
work within the social development process. If prevention efforts are to take into account and 
reflect the apparent complexity of causal relations, they should be directed at the causes of 
delinquency as they emerge and interact during the lives of youngsters, and within appropriate 
community contexts. Different interventions are called for at different stages in the 
socialization of youths. A dynamic, multivariate theoretical model suggests an equally 
dynamic, multifaceted model of delinquency prevention. 

IMPLICATIONS OF·THEORIES FOR PREVENTION* 

What are the theoretically derivable and empirically supportable implications for 
delinquency prevention of the integrated control and cultural deviance model of delinquency 
and its prevention? 

Control Theory 

Control theory suggests that delinquent behavior can be prevented by increasing the 
effectiveness of those institutions which are primarily responsible for the socialization and 
control of youth. Implications for the prevention of juvenile delinquency revolve around the 
strategy of institutional and or anizational chan e. If delinquent behavior is a consequence of 
incomplete socia ization an ma equate social constraints -- the family, the school, and the 
law -- must be improved. Their improvement will create more adequate outer (external, 
social, direct) and inner (internal, personal, internalized) controls. 

Family -- The family is, perhaps, most important since it is "without doubt the most 
effective unit of social control that exists" (Landis, 1939:165). It is the first line of defense 
against delinquency. The family exerts direct control through its supervision of the activities 
and behavior of children. Hirschi (1969) has shown that this type of external control prevents 
delinquent behavior. Equally important is the family's role in developing a youngster's self
control, which is anchored in a positive self-concept (Reckless, 1961). Efforts to improve the 
control effectiveness of the family should be directed at enhancing its direct control function 
and its ability to develop self-control among children. The juvenile court attempts to 
accomplish these ends by working with problem families who come to the attention of the 
court because of the apparent predelinquent status of their children. Again, this is primarily a 
control strategy, and it remotely approaches corrective prevention. -

A truly preventive strategy would focus either on "families with problems" or "problems 
with families." The first suggests early identification and correction programs anchored in the 
community, idependent of the juvenile justice system. The second suggests a critical analysis 
of the role of. the family in our society, the transformation of the nuclear family, and the 
development of more viable living arrangements. However, the latter would be an improper 
inference from control theory because it assumes a static, consensual order which, if 
functioning properly, effectively socializes and controls its members. There may be family 

*This section is derived from an earlier work by one of the authors, Weis (1977). 

38 

• 't' .' 

disorganization, without questioning the validity of the family as an institution. Cont~ol 
theory, instead, suggests that the family qua family. be improved as o~e of. ~he . crucIal 
socialization institutions which constitute the conventIOnal order. Early IdentIfIcatIOn and 
correction programs in the community are corrective prevention efforts directed at youngsters 
who, apparently, are potentially delinquent. They rely on prediction devices which ty~ically 
are loaded with family variables. Potential delinquents are predicted from a populatIOn of 
children who are relatively young, and then are placed in a program designed to prevent their 
delinquent tendencies from ripening into full-blown delinquent behavior. 

The two best-known early identification and correction projects are the Cambridge
Somerville Youth Study (Powers and Witmer, 1951) and the New York City Youth Board Study 
(Craig and Glick, 1963; Craig, 1965). In the Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study (Powers and 
Witmer, 1951), the prototype for early identification and c~rrection proje~ts, chil~ren bet~een 
six and eleven years old were referred by teachers and polIce to a commIttee WhIch predIcted 
whether they were pre delinquents or not. The prognoses were made on the basis of reports and 
evaluations submitted by teachers and police, a home visit by a staff psychologist, and 
subjective clinical evaluations. After matching youngsters within the groups of pre delinquents 
and nondelinquents, they were randomly assigned to treatment and control gr~ups. The 
treatment consisted of "intensive personal counseling" over an average of fIve years. 
Evaluation led to the conclusion that "the special work of the counselors was no more 
effective than the usual forces in the community in preventing boys from committing 
delinquent acts" (Powers and Witmer, 1951:337). 

The New York City Youth Board Study (Craig and Glick, 1963; Craig, 1965) is more to 
the point because an attempt was made to predict delinquency am~ng 223 first grade. boys. by 
using Glueck's (1966) family background prediction scale, ~ fIve factor scale Includ~ng 
discipline of boy by father, supervision of boy by mother, affectIon of f~th~r for son,. affectIOn 
of mother for son, and cohesiveness of family. A number of psychIatrIC, educatIonal, and 
social work services were provided to the predelinquents with little positive effect (Toby, 
1965). After ten years the youngsters who came from families with problems, the 
pre delinquents, and who were being "corrected" were as delinquent as the control group. 

A couple of atypical early identification and correction programs focus on the f?mily, 
rather than on the individual as the target of preventive efforts. One such program In the 
"revitalization of parent-child relations" was organized at the Henry Street Settlement House 
in New York City (Tefferteller, 1959). Parents with eight to thirteen year old predelinquent~, 
as evidenced by their membership in street-corner groups, were encouraged to strengthen theIr 
authority and control over their children, as well as to be more tolerant of certain behaviors. 
Five groups of parents were formed in which discussions were held concerning their children, 
misbehavior, and ways to keep them out of trouble with the law. Col1ecti~ely, .they beca~e 
more effective in controlling the potentially delinquent behavior of theIr chIldren. ThIS 
program suggests that strengthening the family's direct control over their children ~nd 
establishing relationships with neighbors who may have the same problems may be an effectIve 
way to prevent delinquency. Unfortunately, there is no systematic evaluation of the program; 
only the subjective evaluations of those involved in it are available. 

Overall, early identification and correction programs suggest that corrective prevention 
efforts which focus on only one member of a problem family -- the identified predelinquent-
are not going to be very successful. If family dynamics are etiologically si~nificant in the 
generation of delinquent behavior, the family should be the target. o! correctIve. efforts. '!' e 
have seen that a family's direct control can be enhanced by organizIng parents In supportIve 
interaction networks. A family's ability to develop self-control in a child can be enhanced by 
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teaching parents more effective child-rearing techniques. This is not easily accomplished, 
since no one likes to be told directly how to raise their children. However, family planning, 
parent education, day care centers, family counseling and therapy, and even the establishment 
of therapeutic communities for problem families (Tait and Hodges, 1962) may indirectly affect 
child-rearing practices, particularly those which affect the self-concept of the child (d. 
Rodman and Grams, 1967). On the other hand, there is an important sense in which exercising 
direct control and developing self-control cannot be separated conceptually or operationally. 
Anything that improves the family as an institution of socialization and control will affect 
both the outer and inner containment of delinquent behavior. 

School -- The school is also important in a delinquency prevention strategy. Poor 
academic performance, substandard achievement, negative feelings toward teachers and the 
school, low self-esteem in the face of failure, and depressed educational aspirations indicate a 
lack of attachment and commitment to an important unit of socialization and control. This 
apparently cumulative cycle of educational failure cannot be traced only to inherent 
differences in ability because there is too much evidence which suggests that the inadequacies 
of the public education system are equally responsible. Attachment and commitment to 
education can become possible for more youngsters through changes in the prevailing 
conceptions and organization of the educational system. Schools should organize their 
programs in order that more children can develop a bond to the conventional lines of action 
that articulate with anticipated adult status. 

This focus on the institutional change of the educational system makes more sense in 
light of the failures of remedial programs designed to correct individuals who have educational 
and behavioral problems. An experimental educational program paid fifty youngsters up to 
forty dollars a week to attend an educational center where they were to study in order to pass 
high school equivalency examinations. Apparently, there was no relationship between 
participation in the program and passing the examinations. Only 42 of 167 participants 
completed the program and only 13 passed the equivalency tests (Jeffery and Jeffery, 1969). 
The results of Girls Vocational High (Meyer, Borgatta, and Jones, 1963) were equally 
discouraging. Girls with personal and emotional problems, who were judged as potentially 
delinquent by their teachers, were provided with social casework and group therapy by an 
agency which specialized in working with adolescent girls!" From the population of nominees, 
189 were involved in the program. Evaluation of school and social behavior change on a 
~umbe: of dimensions revealed that the girls who participated in the program differed very 
lIttle, If at all, from the control group. There was one encouraging result -- the program girls 
were less truant. 

This is not to suggest that remedial eduation, social casework, group therapy, or 
counseling should be discouraged or, perhaps, terminated as ways to help youngsters who have 
educational problems. What is suggested, however, is that it is necessary to redefine the 
problem and, therefore, the implied solutions. "Problems of adjustment" to school are due, in 
great part, to problems with education, as well as to individual educational problems. An 
effective strategy of delinquency prevention should include solutions to the problems with 
education. 

Proposals for preventing, reducing, and controlling delinquency cannot refer only to 
programs that relate directly to control problems in the schools, but must reach 
deeply to the underlying and core conditions that help produce educational failure 
perceived irrelevancy, lack of commitment, and exclusion -- and, therefore' 
delinquency (Schafer and Polk, 1957:58). ' 
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A number of recommendations for institutional and organiz""tional change flow from the 
position that the current educational system helps produce delinquency. Tliese have been 
specified in great detail by Schafer and Polk (1967:258-304), and they wil1.be summarized here. 
First, school districts should increase the educational success chances of all students, including 
i1I'gh delinquency-risk populations, in order to counter the typically negative consequences of 
educational failure. This can be accomplished by getting teachers to believe that all students 
can and" should be educated; expanding preschool education programs; developing curricula and 
educational material that are relevant to the life experiences and needs of the students; 
developing teaching methods appropriate to the student population; utilizing flexible grouping 
and individualized curriculum, rather than "tracking" students; and reeducating teachers on a 
continual basis. 

Second, school districts should make the school curriculum more relevant to the 
occupational market, especially for students who are not college-bound, in order to neutralize 
the role of weak commitment to education in the generation of delinquent behavior. This can 
be accomplished by developing alternative career routes, especially those subprofessional jobs 
in the ever-expanding human services field, and by creating job placement and follow-up 
offices in high schools which find jobs for graduates and monitor their performance after 
employment. 

Third, school districts should develop means for generating and sustaining the commit
ment of youth to the educational system and to community standards of behavior. This can be 
accomplished by including youngsters in educational planning and decisionmaking processes 
wherever possible; developing viable student political organizations which can exercise some 
authority in the school; encouraging participation in extracurricular activities and making 
them more available to more students; involving students in the instructional process as tutors, 
aides, and special instructors in areas where they are particularly knowledgeable; and 
developing courses that focus on law, crime, and the criminal justice system to develop some 
respect for the rules students are expected to obey. 

Fourth, school districts should develop means for recapturings reequipping, recommit
ting, and reintegrating students who are not achieving or behaving. This can be accomplished 
by eliminating exclusion-oriented responses to less-than-model students and developing more 
positive kinds of responses, such as special programs and classes; by reintegrating dropouts; 
coordinating and decentralizing special services so that they are more accessible to the 
student; and expanding current counseling and special service programs. 

Fifth, school districts should try to bring about closer cooperation and coordination 
among the school, families, and agencies in the community. This can be accomplished by 
bringing parents into the educational process; establishing school-community advisory panels 
consisting of parents and students; and encouraging the schools to be "community schools" or 
centers of all kinds of acti vi ties, day and night, throughout the year. 

In short, attachment and commitment to school and education must be developed and 
sustained for as many students in as many ways as possible. 

Law - The law is also important in a delinquency prevention strategy, but in a different 
way than the family and school. The belief in the legitimacy and moral validity of the law 
must be strengthened~ particularly among doubters, nonbelievers, and the disenfranchised. The 
school class on "the law" mentioned above is one way to accomplish this. Control theory, 
however, suggests more specific implications for bolstering belief in the legal system. 
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If "neutralizations" playa role in causing delinquent behavior by negating the offender's 
sense of moral responsibility, as Sykes and Matza (I957) tell us they do, the sources of the 
neutralizations must in turn be neutralized to prevent delinquent behavior. Specifically, there 
should be an institutional overhaul of the juvenile justice system, particularly of the juvenile 
court, in order to eliminate the sense of injustice and the cognitive defenses to delinquent 
behavior that it provides for those who come into contact with it. The juvenile court should 
not functIon as a "socialized court" wherein juvenile criminals are treated as irresponsible and 
dependent. The jurisdiction of the juvenile court (and juvenile justice system for that matter) 
should be restricted to juveniles who commit crimes, and those juvenile criminals who come 
before it should be accorded the same legal and civil responsibilities and rights as adult 
criminals. These types of changes should make neutralizations less available to youngsters, 
which, in effect, prevents them from breaking the moral bind of the law and becoming free to 
commit delinquent acts. Family problems (incorrigibility), school problems (truancy), and 
welfare problems (dependency-neglect) should be handled by the appropriate agencies outside 
of the juvenile justice system (cf. Schur, 1973). Of course, making the juvenile court more like 
an adult court is not going to solve all of the problems which surround the development of a 
strong belief in the law. In fact, one should expect more problems initially, but ultimately, 
one should expect a more just and respected juvenile justice system and, therefore, a stronger 
belief in its legitimacy and moral validity. 

The implications of control theory for the prevention of juvenile delinquency can be 
summarized as follows: 

1. A key to delinquency prevention is institutional and organizational change of those 
institutions which are primarily responsible for the socialization and control of youth __ 
the family, the school, and the law. 

2. 

3. 

The effectiveness of these institutions must be improved. Doing so will create more 
adequate outer and inner containment of potentially antisocial behavior. 

Efforts to improve the control effectiveness of the family should be directed at 
enhancing its direct control function and its ability to develop self-control among 
children. 

The family, rather than the predelinquent, should be the target of corrective efforts 
which rely on early identification and prediction. A family's direct control can be 
enhanced by organizing parents in supportive interaction networks. A family's ability to 
develop self-control in a child can be enhanced through more effective child-rearing 
practices, particularly those which affect the child's self-concept. 

Attachment to the school and commitment to education must be developed and sustained 
for as many students in as many ways as possible. 

Schools should organize their programs in order to improve the possibility of edL!cational 
success, the relevance of curriculum to occupational careers, the commitments of youth 
to education and to community standards of behavior, and the means of integrating 
students into curricular and extracurricular activities. 
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1+. The 'uvenile court should be desocialized or 
juvenl es, in order to strengthen belief in the law. 
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School classes on the criminal justice system may improve respect for the law, but 
fundamental changes in the philosophy, o~ga~ization, and op~ration, of the j~v~~ile co~rt 
are necessary to suspend the sense of injUstIce and the claIm of ~rresponslbilIty WhICh 
buttress the rationalizations that neutralize belief in the moral bmd of the law and of 
the conventional order. 

5. Enhancing the self-concept of youngsters should be part~f all !nstitutional changes 
directed at delinquency prevention. 

Good self-concepts are essential to effective self-control. ~herever p~ssible, p~si~ive 
feedback should be encouraged and undue negative feedback dIscouraged m the socIalIza
tion of youngsters whether in the family, school, or juvenile justice system. 

In summary, juvenile delinquency can be prevented b~ ir:npr~ving the effectiveness of 
those institutions which are primarily responsible for the socIalIzatIOn and control of youth -
the family, the school, and the law. 

Cultural Deviance Theo!.1 

Cultural deviance theory suggests a general community organization approach, to 
delinquency prevention. The research of cultural disorganization theo:ists d~rects preventl~n 
efforts to the community, neighborhood, or social area. P,ersistently hIgh delmquency rates m 
certain areas of cities suggest that efforts to improve socIal control should be focused on the 
community. 

Cultural disorganization theory suggests two major levels of prevention effort wi-:hin the 
community. "Cultural conflict" (differential group organization) suggests that, delmquent 
behavior can be controlled and prevented by organizing the community against CrIme. There 
should be a concerted, collective effort to neutralize the criminal value system and to 
promote conventional activities. If societies have the kind of crime :h~r ~eserve, t~en so do 
communities. Local citizens must take a major share of the responsIbIlItIes for delmquency 
prevention. "Cultural transmission" (dif,fer~nt~a~ association) suggests th~t, another focus 
should be the learning process through WhICh mdlvlduals are converted to crImmal values and 
behavior patterns. 

If community organization is successful, those as~oci~tions that, e~courage the violation 
of the law will be minimized and those that discourage It WIll be maXImIzed. However, more 
specific prevention efforts are necessary at the level of the i~di vidual associatio,n, proces~. 
Encouraging youngsters to participate in the life of the, community, and ~ore specIfIcally, m 
efforts to ameliorate conditions that are criminogeniC has the potentIal to decrease the 
number of criminal associations and the time spent with others who might be transmitting 
criminal values. Additionally, participation commits youngsters to a soc~a; pr~c:ss, of 
conventional value reinforcement and criminal value extinction. Involvement In an~lcrImm?-1 
activities (e.g., a campaign to control narcotics abuse and dealing in the c~mmunIty) or m 
efforts to help others (e.g., working with, children in ed,ucational or re~reat!ona!, co~t~~ts), 
engages youngsters in a process wherem they verbalIze, and o~eratIOnahze defml~Ions 
unfavorable to the violation of the law." This may affect theIr behaVIOr more than the obJe~ts 
of their attention. In rehabilitative contexts this process is referred to as "retroflexlve 
reformation" (Cressey and Volkman, 1963); one corrects oneselt while correcting others. 
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Differential association theory also suggests that the sources of criminal values be 
stripped of their prestige in the community. Besides adult criminal elements, the delinquent 
~ sho~ld be a targe~ of prevention e~forts. The infl,uence of o~der delinquent peers on 
CFiIIdren m the community can be neutralIzed by community cooptatIon of the group (Miller 
1 ~62) or b,y disbanding ,it (Klein, 1971). In effect, this minimizes the possibility of associatio~ 
wIth a socIal group WhICh supports the violation of the law by its members. It also devalues 
the prestige attached to gang membership in the community. 

Fortunately, two major projects in delinquency prevention and control have been based 
on cultural d~viance theory. Both are "area" or "total community" projects, one based on the 
culture conflIct and cultural transmission theories of Shaw (I929)$ Shaw and McKay (I942), and 
S~ther1and (Sutherland ,and Cressey, 1970) and the other on the cultural deviance theory of 
MIller (~957). The ~hIcago Area Project, initiated by Shaw in 1933, is the prototype of 
community-based delmquency programs. Since delinquent behavior was viewed as "principally 
~ p:.oduct of ~he br~akd?wn of the, machinery of, s~\)ntaneous control," a primary goal was to 
m~ .I~te ,the kmds of SOCIal change m areas of ChIcago that would generate community control 
mec~)anIsms. Co~~uni~y organization, indigenous leadership, coordination of social and legal 
servIces, and partIcIpatIOn by adult and juvenile residents of the communities were defined as 
essenti~, to a st~ategy of d~linquency, prevention. Based on the belief that "community 
co~trol IS e~sentlal, community commIttees were organized which selected a qualified local 
res~dent as ,dIrector of th~ ,i'l:ea project and attempted to coordinate and develop a variety of 
socIal serVIces and actIVItIes. More than twenty centers serving almost ten thousand 
youngst~~s were ?eveloped. ,!,he projects e!1compassed recreation, clubs, hobby groups, school
co~munI"y Irel~tIon~, dIScussIon groups, prison release programs, counseling, referral services, 
an so on. n sort, It repr~sented a c~ncerted effort to generate community solidarity and, in 
the~rocess, to prevent Crime and delmquency. The effect of the project on the delinquency 
rate m t,he target are~s wa~ not evaluated rigorously, but Witmer and Tufts (I 954: 16) suggest 
that ~elmquency declmed In three out of four communities where Area Projects had been 
estabhs,hed ~etween ,1?30-1942. On the other hand, Martin (1961) points out that the 
e~aluatlons dI~ ~ot u,tIlIze cont~o! comparison,s ,and that the impact of community organization 
mIght be neglIgIble m cOmmUnitIes that exhibIt much less cultural disorganization. On the 
whole, however, "in all probability delinquency was substantially reduced as a consequence of 
the effort" (Ha.~kell and Yablonsky, 1974:423). 

A more systematically evaluated "total community" project, based on MiUer's (1957) 
lo~er:. class cu1tura,I deviance theory, has generated less favorable results. However, the 
MIdcl~y ~outh ProJe~t was a~, mu~h a gang control program as an integrated community 
org~nIZa~lOn ~d famIly rehabIlItatIOn program of delinquency prevention. The core of the 
,~roJe~t! mt~nsive ,~tre~t work \l,:~:~ seven gan,gs ov~r a period of one to three years, produced 
,neghgI~le Impact, (MIller, 196.Gu~2) on theIr delmquent involvement. This finding is less 
mterestIng f,or delinquency preventIon than the apparent ability of the detached workers and 
the commumty to cO,opt a numb~r of the ~~ngs by changing them into "clubs," thereby giving 
them ac~ess to prevIOusly unava~la~le legIt~mate opportunities and changing their role in the 
commumty fro~ a, source of crImmal values and associations to a source of conventional 
values and assocIatIOns. 

A project based explicitly on "differf'rttial opportunity" theory (Cloward and Ohlin 1960) 
~ a ~cultural ,theory of d~l~nquency -- is Mobilization for Youth, which serves a com:Ounitx. 
m New Yor~ CIty b~ pr?vIdmg ~'an integrated a~p,roach to the environmental system which 
produces delmquency', ~BIb,b, 1967: 176). In add!tlon to efforts to improve and create new 
employment opportunItIes m the community, there is an active community organization effort 
which attempts to coordinate social services and to promote social change in those i:~reas 
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which affect residents of the community (e.g., neighborhood legal services, tenants' unions, 
volunteer tutoring, voter registration, political lobbying). The employment component is 
similar to other work-training projects, except that it is community-anchored, and this 
reflects the importance attached to community organization. Delinquency prevention is not 
achieved by only increasing legitimate opportunities; as Cloward and Ohlin (1960) suggest, 
there must be a concomitant decrease in illegitimate opportunities. The community must be 
organized in such 2. way that access to the illegitimate opportunity str~cture is :estricted (~r 
eliminated). Community solidarity is essential to delinquency preventIOn. SocIal control IS 
more effective when it is indigenous, and youngsters are more responsive to concerned adults 
of the conllll:mlty than to intruders. Increased community control implies increased 
participation Ci'ld power for conventional adults and youths. However, one can also infer that 
since social contro! is f'xerted over youngsters in the community by adults who occupy 
positions within the illegitimate opportunity structure, their participation may be useful in a 
community delinquency prevention strategy. Their participation may be especially important 
in communities plagued by juvenile violence. 

The implications of cultural deviance theory for the prevention of juvenile delinquency 
can be summarized as follows: 

1. A key to delinquency prever.·pon is community organization against delinquent behavior. 

Community solidarity in the effort to prevent delinquency is essential. Social control is 
more effective when its source is the community, rather than external forces such as law 
enforcement. 

2. Community control of prevention efforts and of other services for youth should be 
encouraged. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The coordination of existing social services and the development of new programs should 
be the responsibility primarily of community residents. Indigenous leader~hip is 
invaluable since there is a sense of responsibility to the welfare of the commumty and 
youngsters are more responsive to community leaders than to outsiders. 

The participation of youngsters, as well as adults, should be encouraged. 

Increased community control should mean increased participation and power for all 
members of the community, particularly for the historically disenfranchised youth 
population. Self-help and other-help by youngsters is an effective preventive which is 
only possible through participation. 

Delinquent groups should be coopted or disbanded. 

One of the primary sources of criminal associa~ions, the g~oups of delinquen~ pee,rs ~n the 
community, should be directed into conventIonal behavIOr patterns or, If thIS IS not 
possible, should be dispersed. 

Ties to conventional groups should be encouraged and developed. 

Traditional social, religious, and fraternal groups for ·.:hildren should be supported 
actively within the community as a source of anti-criminal associations. Less traditional 
civil rights, political, and nationalist groups should also be utilized, especially for older 
youngsters who may be seeking ways to express their alienation and discontent. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 
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A key to delinquency prevention is the expansion and equalization of access to legitimate 
opportunities to achieve. , 

Educational and employment opportunities, in particular, must be made accessible 
r~gardless of socioeconomic status or race. Educational opportunities are most cruciai 
SInce sc~~ol performance a~ticulates with employment prospects, and employment 
opportUnitIes become most salIent upon termination of formal education. 

Access to illegitimate opportunities should be restricted. 

!he ,c?mmunity cult~ral milieu should be reorganized to remove the supports of the 
Il!egitimate opportunity structure. Community social control should be encouraged and 
dIrected at reducing the availability of delinquent adaptations. 

T,he alienation of frustrated youth should be directed into legitimate expressions of 
dIscontent. 

Those youngsters who are discontented with their social position and who believe it is a 
c~~seq~ence of the sO,cial injustices of class and race privilege m3Y express this 
alH::n:atJOn f,rom th~ socIal order in conventional or delinquent ways. Efforts to provide 
l~gItimate IdeologIes of alienation and opportunities for the collective expression of 
dIscontent should be made. 

, ,Inr summary, juvenile, delinquency can b~ prevented by community organization against 
CrImma, values and b,ehavJO~ and by subvertmg the processes of association through which 
youngsters become delmquems. Overall "The problem of prevention is partly a problem of social 
cont,r0l and partly a problem of reorganizing the social milieu so as to reduce 'the visibility of a 
partIcular form of deviant behavior" (Ohlin and Cloward, 1963:197). 

A COMPREHENSIVE MODEL OF DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

A, comprehensive research and development project based on the proposed general 
theoret~ca~ model a,nd its preventi~n implicat~ons is currently underway in Seattle, Washington 
(se~ WeI~ ... nd ,Hawkms, 1981; Hawkms and WeIs, 1980; Weis, Janvier, and Hawkins, 1980). This 
proJe~t IS, deSIgned as a ~e~er~l community delinquency prevention approach, which addresses 
the SItUatIons of comr:nUnIties m general and is appropriate throughout cities and large urban 
areas. However, as dIscussed earlier:, :.vitb.!!:! an~ city, including some smaller cities, there may 
b~ one, or ,more sm,aller communI,tIes or neIghborhoods characterized by deterioration, 
disorganIzatJOn, a~d hIgh ,rates of crI~e and delinquency. In such areas, the exacerbated 
proble~s of t~e, d~sor!?anI~ed, community and community-specific problems interact with the 
fr~nt-lIne SOCIalIZIng I~stitutIOns of family, school, and peers and create additional problems 
WIth respect to th~ SOCIal development of youth who live in these areas. Therefore there is a 
nee? ,for community-based programs in high delinquency rate neighborhoods which include 
ad~ItIOnal ela~o:ated or refined and! or new intervention program elements, including elements 
desIg~ed specIf~cally ~o a,ddress the problems of community disorganization. The model 
deSCrIbed m thIS sectIOn Includes elements from the Seattle comprehensive research and 
developr:ne~t ~~del, plus elements designed specifically for high delinquency rate neighbor
hoods withm CItIes. Examples of these elements are included. 

, The modificatio~s and additi~ns for high delinquency rate communities are based on a 
phIlosophy of community-based delmquency prevention which is embodied in the well-known 
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Chicago Area Project, which b~gan in ~933 and <;o~tinue~ to, ~perate today. The-basic unit of 
operation is the community. defIned as I'a col~ectivity of I,ndividuais .and gro.~ps, often located 
within a specific geographIcal area and varIously organized and dIfferentIat~d b~ ~ex, age, 
race ethnicity statJ!3 interest need and purpose. The area tends to be IdentifIed, both , , , " d" , 
locally and externally not always sharply and consistently, on the basis of a mmlstratIve, 
historical, physical, po'litical, economic, social and cultural ~onsiderat~on,s" ~Sp~igel, 197 p; or 
a neiyhborhood defined as "a s~all a~e~ in which the p~pula:IOn has a SImIlarity m educatIonal, 
socia and economic levels or in relIgIon, race, or natIonality. A strong common bond makes 
for ea'sier community orga~ization because goals and programs are more easily understood by a 
large proportion of the residents" (Sorrentino, 1977). By I~neighbor~ood," therefore, we ar: ~ 
referring to the proximat~ residential area ar~u~~ a partIcu!ar re~Idence, the nearby terntory 
in which interaction is limited to informal socialIzmg and neighbormg. 

The basic philosophy and theoretical foundation of the Chicago Area Project are 
summarized in a set of assumptions outlined by one of its founders, Clifford R. Shaw 
(Sorrentino, 1977): 

(1) that the problem of delinquency in low-income areas is to a large extent the 
product of the social experiences to which children and. young people, are 
customarily exposed; (2) that effective treatment and preventIOn can be achIev~~ 
only so far as constructive changes in the community !ife can be brought ,about; (3) 
that effective rehabilitation entails the re-incorporatIOn of the offender mto some 
socially constructive group or groupings in the community; and (4) that in, a~y 
enterprise which is likely to be effecti~e ,in, bringing about th:se changes, It IS 
indispensable that the local residents, mdividually and. col1e<;:tIvely" ~cce~t :he 
fullest possible responsibility for defining objectives, formulatmg poliCIes, fmdmg 
financial support and exercising the necessary control over budgets, personnel and 
programs. 

Clearly, there is a general similarity between the i,mpl~cit ~heory of del~nq,uency in ~ssump
tions 1) through 3) and the integrated theory embodIed m thIS paper. Th~s IS not ac.cIdent:'ll. 
The general "program characteristics" revol~e around the g?al of developmg the proJe~t With 
rather than for the community. In the ChIcago Area Project they may be summarized as 
including (Sorrentino, 1977: 11-14): 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Use of natural leaders: these are leaders within significant neighborhood 
institutions such as church leaders, professionals, students, businessmen. Their 
function is to help plan, control, and give moral support to the program. 

Staff: recruited from the neighborhood except for a small number of trai~ed 
workers as local conditions require. Some are volunteers, while ot~:rs receIve 
a small stipend. All program activities are under, the superVISIOn Of. :he 
community committee. Most members of the superVIsory staff have trammg 
in sociology, group work, social work, psychiatry, and law. 

Activities: through the community committee a program of recreational, 
cultural and educational activities is carried on in conjunction with agencies 
already' established in the community. Examples include camping, athlet,ics 
and games, music, dramatics, movies, handicrafts, and various adult educatIOn 
and civic activities. 
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Soc~al action: co.~~unities carryon specific campaigns to improve the local 
e~vIro~ment, facIlItIes, and opportunities in health, housing employment 
e ucatlO~, and law enforcement. These campaigns are cond~cted with th~ 
WcoollPeratI~n of bloc~l governmental, law enforcement, and service agencies as 

e as pnvate usmess. 

~~e of ~~ur~ groups: as far as possible, each child is brought into activities 
. ng WI . ot er members of the informal group to which he or she belon s 

~~~~ ~:~i aIm of preserving t~e n~tura~ relationships and controls of the gro~p: 
-to niu.ent groups the aIm IS to mtroduce constructive values into their 

ac lOns, re ymg on the prestige of the group's natural leader. 

Use of all comm~nitx n~sources: contributions and resources of indi enous 
groups a~ well as mst~tutlOns that are initiated and sustained from outsi~e the 
~~~~~~I:{ bayr~O~O~~pdlI.natt~d tO

l 
madximiz~ the total available resources and to 

Ica mg a rea y avaIlable resources. 

Other similar projects have been attem t d bl " '. 
Boston in the middle 1950's In thO . p e ,~~ta ~ the M~dclty Project Implemented in 
community organization. I~tervent1~n~r~iect a cltlze~s. councIL was formed to strengthen 
elements (Miller, 1962). The theoretical bas~eo~:t fam~lIes and yout~ gangs were the other 
t~eory, proposing that adherence by youths to 7e project was a verslO.n ~f cu.ltural deviance 
dIsorganized community led to high rates of d 'l·a owerbclhass. culture, wlthm the context of a 

, e mquent e aVlOr and gangs. 

A more recent recognition f th . '. 
(I981a) for more efforts and reseoarche:r~~Ise of thIS philoso~hy is foun~ in a call by Woodson 
Also similar to the social developmen~ moe:~lOPt~nJ. work m com~unIty-based prevention. 
borrowing more from the control theor .. e o. . e mquency and ItS prevention, although 
disorganized neighborhoods because thetr;~~ffn, It IS proposed that.yo~ths .get into trouble in 
effective in "bonding" its ChI'ld d' y'. as well as other mstitutions, has not been 

. ren, an cnme IS a byproduct Th f h '. community organization with a focus on the ff t' • ere ore, t e solutlOn IS 
, e ec Iveness of "extended families": 

The formation of primary bond . h' h ". 
'meaningfully identified may be Sthm w ;c 1 people. sUbjectIvely Identify and are 
community revitalization. Com~~~~;'~ evdent I.n self-renovation and positive 
accepted than juvenile justice ro ram ase pnmary groups,. more readily 
assigned to families. They can ~e~iat sb ~an take on .the functIons historically 
and, in so dOing, truly modify the young ~eoepl:(~:~~~o~~If~~)~hoOd and its youths 

Woodson cites projects which attem t to . 
particularly the House of Umoja in Philadel~~~syuct b cfmm) Unity-based "surrogate families," 
and development. a see e ow , as exemplars for future research 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 

. The program elements which might constitute 1 . 
delmquency prevention project incl d' 1 ~ tru y comprehensIve community 
n.eighborhoods within the commu~ity a~eI7i~te~ ~~~~s "':~Icdh b ttrget high delinquency rate 
fIve areas of intervention __ commu~ity family h eslcrI e e ow. They are divided into the 
each area are further divided into tw~ cat ,s.c 00 I peers, and employment -- and within 
community applications" and the oth d . eg~rIes o .. program elements, one for "general 

er eSIgne speCIfIcally for ''high delinquency neighbor-
J 
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hood applications." The former includes bc:>th preclusive and secondary corrective prevention 
strategies, while the latter relies primarily on secondary and tertiary prevention strategies. In 
most communities the program elements with general applicability would be sufficient for 
most prevention purposes, but in high delinquency rate communities (or high rate neighbor
hoods within communities), special extra efforts need to be directed at those youths who are 
"falling through the cracks" of general socializing institutions and more general preclusive and 
secondary prevention efforts • 

COMMUNITY 

A. 

1. 

2. 

GENERAL COMMUNITY APPLICATIONS 

Community Crime Prevention Program 

This is the community block-watch model which has been successful in reducing 
residential burglaries. (See Community Crime Prevention Program in Wall et al., 
1981:30.) This approach is included not only for its immediate and obvious deterrent 
potential, but more importantly for its use of a social network strategy which engages 
neighborhood members in shared activities around the common goal of crime prevention. 
This involvement can generate a sense of shared concern and power which is manifested 
in community norms against crime. These norms can contribute to a climate in which 
criminal actions are viewed by community youths as both risky and unacceptable rather 
than as a routine part of growing up. The community is more visibly organized against 
crime and delinquency. 

Community Youth Development Project 

Community-focused youth participation and advocacy projects may also hold some 
promise for delinquency prevention. In these projects community members, including 
youths, are organized into planning committees to mobilize community resources to 
provide a community environment conducive to positive youth development. The major 
goal here, which is clearly problematic, is the involvement of community youths who are 
not typically involved in leadership roles in school. If these youths are involved in 
planning and organizing activities and projects to improve opportunities for youths in the 
community, they may develop stronger stakes in conformity. Regardless of the specific 
activity, the major goal is to provide youths who may not have established commitments 
to education or attachments to school with involvement in legitimate activities and ties 
to legitimate groups. (See Youth Community Development Project in Wall et al., 
1981:135.) Detailed information on this element is also found in Washnis (1976). 

B. HIGH DFT,~NQUENCY NEIGHBORHOOD APPLICATIONS 

1. Community Committee 

Based on the generic Chicago Area Project model (see Sorrentino, 1977) a 
community committee is formed t'O perform overall coordination of the community
based program. Membership should reflect the population composition of the neighbor
hood so that no particular interest group predominates. A significant proportion of the 
committee should be youths; as a benchmark, less than 20 percent would seem 
insufficient. A broad-based committee is needed not just for equity and legitimacy but 
also to broaden the Committee's familiarity with neighborhood conditions and problems, 
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and resources in the form of contacts both inside and outside the neighborhood. In 
communities where youth gangs are present, the Committee should include persons with 
close links to them. Specific Community Committee responsibilities would include the 
following: 

a) Conducting an initial and ongoing Crime Inventorr. Data should include types of 
crimes being committed, locations and times, identIties (where known) of perpetra
tors and victims, and situational factors (e.g., previous conflict relationships 
between participants). 

b) Drawing on the crime inventory and on knowledge of the community, the 
~om~ittee wo~ld per~orm a coordin~ted. Needs Assessment and Plannin~ effort to 
IdentIfy gaps m serVIce and to assIst m the development of strategIes and, if 
needed, services to fill those gaps. Given the multiplicity of potentially useful 
program elements, it is vital that long-range planning be instituted and maintained 
to insure a rationally-prioritized sequence of implementation and to avoid over
loading the community's resource base with new projects. 

c) Dra~ing on. the crime inventory, a Community Crisis Intervention strategy is 
devIsed and Implemented. Interventions would consist of information gathering and 
rumor control, 24-hour hot lines, arbitration and mediation between violence-prone 
groups, and monitoring of high-risk situations. In general, the intervention would 
focus on the important socializing institutions' of famIly, school, peers, and the law. 
Regarding the latter, links with local law enforcement and juvenile justice agencies 
are necessary and crucial components of a coordinated community effort. 

d) Community Committees would maximizF2 t;leir service delivery capabilities through 
the E,stablishment. and Coordination of Linka,qes with other organizations and 
agencIes that provIde or should provide specialIzed services to the neighborhood. 
Coordination of services with institutions and agencies should strengthen the 
variety and quality of services provided youths and the neighborhood, and reduce 
the duplication of services. 

e) The Committee would engage in ongoing Development of Youth Service Activities 
with identification of and ::;pecial emphasis on those program elements which ar~ 
vital to the neighborhood'::; crime prevention program. 

f) The C?mmittee would publish a Community Newsletter to disseminate information 
mcludmg program activities, calls for volunteers, victimization-avoidance informa
tion, and so on, and to provide a vehicle for area residents to comm unicate more 
effectively with each other. (See Chicago Area Project in Hall et al., 1981.) 

Youth Committee 

This is a com~ittee of .nei~hborhood youths, including former and pres~nt gang 
members where applIcable, WhICh IS closely lmked to the Community Committee and is 
si~ilar in its responsibilities. The Youth Committees are established to provide 
alIenated young people who may have little to no commitment to education or 
attachment to school with involvement in productive, conventional activities outside the 
school •. It wi~l maxi~ize ~enefits to be gained by participating young people and the 
commu~Ity alIke bJ:' lIlvolvlllg young people and adults in the planning of delinquency 
preventIOn/commumty enhancement programs through participation in the Community's 
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Committee structure. Some significant number of member~ of th~ Youth Committee 
would also sit on the full Community Committee. A model IS pr~vIded by !C~ Y (Inner 
City Roundtable of Youth) in New York City. Its f~n~t.io~ IS to maxI~~ze .you~h 
involvement in the neighborhood program, in terms of IllltIatmg and participatlllg m 
community projects. (See ICR Y in Hall et al., 1981.) 

3. Community Advocates for Youth 

Community volunteers would serve as genera! a~vocates .for, yo~ths, ,whet~er 
individuals or groups, in their relationships with orgalllzat~ons and mstI,tutIOns, mcludmg 
schools, law-enforcement agencies, and community busme~s ent7rp:I~es. Ideally, an 
advocate would have continuing responsibility for a few partIcular, m~IVI?Uals or a gr~up 
of youths. The advocate would serve to assist and instruct youths m fllldmg const,ructive 
solutions to conflicts and disputes:) and seek fair treatment of ,them by youth~servlllg and 
-controlling agencies. This could be seen as a commulllty-based versI~n of case 
management (cf. Strasburg, 1978), with a distinct youth advocacy, role playmg a much 
more prominent position, as in the Dispensary of Saint Anthony m LaPlaya de Ponce, 
Puerto Rico (d. Wcodson, 1981b:17-2l). (Also see Hall et al., 1981.) 

4. Community Improvement Project 

Part of the neighborhood program would be projects to improve and augment the 
physical resources of the neighborhood, to ~nh~nce "s~fety, livability, an,d appearance." 
Youth involvement in planning and execu~IOn IS req~Ired, an? such proJc::cts sh~u~d, be 
used as opportunities to get youths, includmg gangs, mvolved m constructIve, activItI,es. 
Part of the community improvement project could in~lude "~ommu~ity campaIgns" WhIch 
would operationalize the organization of the commulllty agamst delmquency or any o~her 
pressing problem. For example, there have ~een, succe~sful com,mumty campaIgns 
against narcotics sales, prostitution, vandalism, l1ttermg, nOIse pollutIOn, and so on, but 
here the focus would be on delinquency-related problems and concerns. 

FAMILY 

A. GENERAL COMMUNITY APPLICATIONS 

1. Parenting Training 

Parenting training for delinquency prevention should se~k to ~nhanc~ the ~ollowing 
characteristics of the family by teaching parents more effectIve chIld rearmg SkIlls. 

Opportunities for family involvement are par~ially determined by ba.ckgro~nd 
variables including socioeconomic status of the famIly and sex and age of the c~Ild, 
which ca~not be directly addressed by prevention intery~ntions., However, the, child's 
role and responsibilities in the family represent opportulllties for mvolv~ment, which c:an 
be enhanced through training. It is hypothesized that w~en pare!1ts prOVide chI,ldr~n WIth 
participatory roles in the family as contributors to famIly survIval and func~IOnm? and 
reward children for performance in these. roles, attachment to the fa'!111y WIll be 
enhanced and delinquency prevented. Additionally, the greater the affectIOn, nurture, 
and support shown children by parents, the greater the likelihood of attachment be~wee!1 
parents and children and the less the likelihood of ,delinq,uenc:y (Jens7n, 1972; ~IrschI, 
1969). Parenting training can provide parents WIth SkIlls m showmg affection and 
support for their children. 
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. Parenting skills rely in good part on effective communication between parent and 
chIl? The more parents and children communicate with one another regarding thoughts, 
feelmgs, and values, the stronger the attachment between children and parents (Hirschi, 
19~9; ~r?hn, .1974). Parents can be assisted through parenting training in opening and 
mamtammg lmes of communication with their children, in empathetic listening and in 
basic interpersonal skills (Alexander and Parsons, 1973; Patterson and Reid, 1973): 

. Fairness and. imp~rtiality of discipline appear related to family attachment and 
famIly co~tr?l .(HIrschI, 1969; Nye, 1958; Stanfield, 1966; Bahr, 1979). Consistent 
parental dlsclplme also appears to increase the likelihood of belief in the moral order 
(Bahr, 1979:623). Parenting training can assist parents in consistent discipline practices. 
P~ren~s sh~uld ~lso consistently reinforce desired behavior and thereby develop similar 
sk~lls 10 the!~ chIldr~n. (Alex.ander and Parsons, 1973). Parenting training can provide the 
SkIlls to utIIIZ~ posItIve remforcement to shape the life of the child. Finally, parents 
should be consIstent as models of law-abiding behavior for their children if children are 
to develop belief in the legal order. Parenting training can emphasize the importance of 
this modeling by parents. 

~be g~Jietal goals of parenting training for delinquency prevention are to improve 
par~nt1Og SkIlls and, therefore, to increase attachment between children and parents and 
to Improve the control effectiveness of the family. (See Gordon 1970' Wall et ale 
1981:79 for e~amples of parenting training programs.) One versio~ worth mentioning 
h;re ~ecause It targets young women who may be alienated from conventional institu
tIOns IS the Mother-Infant .B<;>nding Program ~n Phoe!li~, Arizona. It is using innovative 
approaches to select reCIpIents of parentmg trammg: primary target groups are 
adolescent parents (mostly single mothers who are high school dropouts and unemployed) 
and parents who have be:n repo~ted for child maltreatment. Continuing efforts are 
needed to develop ways of IdentIfymg parents in need of training and gaining their active 
cooperation. (See Hall et al., 1981.) 

B. HIGH DELINQUENCY NEIGHBORHOOD APPLICATIONS 

1. Family Crisis Intervention Services 

. The. most prorT~i~ing ~orrec!ive preventi~n app~o~ch focus~d on the family is crisis 
1O~erventI"on for familles WIth chIldren. Famlly CrISIS mterventlon servic:es which use a 
SkIll development approach to families ~s systems of communication and exchange have 
been shown effectIve for both preclUSIve and corrective prevention (Alexander and 
Pa~sons,. 1973). Experi~ental evidence indicates that when both parents and children are 
tramed 10 commumc~tlOn, continge!l~y contracting, and negotiation skills and parents 
are also taught consIstent and explICIt rule-setting behavior, delinquency referrals are 
reduced amon.g "~tatus of~end~rs" and minor delinquents. This approach also appears to 
redu::: the llk~llhood of delmquency referrals of younger siblings in families who 
partICIpate (Klem et al., 1977). 

. The family systems-oriented, skills training approach to family crisis intervention 
serv.I~es ~eeks t~ mcrea~e effective parental supervision and family communication in 
famIlIes 10 confllct, to 10crease attachment between parents and children where these 
attachme!1ts have ?ecome weak or broken, and thereby to prevent delinquent behavior. 
(See FamIly Teachmg Center and Western States Youth and Family Institute in Wall et 
~l., 1981:.46,127.) The Family Trouble Clinic in Detroit offers immediate crisis 
mterventlOn and follow-up parenting training to families who call police because of in-
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family violence episodes. Staff members are available on a 24-hour basis. This is. an 
approach which not only supplements the limited crisis-intervention reso.urce~ of polIce 
but uses the crisis situation to locate families in need of longer-term serVIces. (See 
Family Trouble Clinic in Hall et al., 1981.) 

Parent Support Groups 

In communities with high rates of delinquency, the ability of parents t~ sup~rvise 
and monitor the activities of their children is more difficult, and the easy avallablh~y of 
illegal opportunities makes parenting even more. difficult. A way to res~.ond IS . to 
organize parents into networks and support groups, 10 o~der to deal more effectIvely WIth 
their children, especially as youths come under the mfluence of peer groups. These 
groups of parents meet to discuss their probl:ms as pa~e~ts an? t~ exchange Ideas, 
perceptions and encouragement. An approprIate orgamz1Og pr10ciple would be the 
formation ~f networks and gro~ps of parents whos.e children already con,stit~~e an 
informal clique or belong to a neIghborhood gang. ThI~ coul~ ~~hance parents. abIlIty to 
supervise their children and maintain knowledge of theIr actIvItIes, both of WhICh act as 
effective deterrents to delinquency (d. Hirschi, 1969). 

3. Surrogate Families 

This is a promising but relQ t-i' .:ly undeveloped area. The idea is to provid: a 
family-like environment within the community for children and adolescents ~ack1Og 
natural families. Persons filling family roles would be indigenous to the co.mmumty and 
therefore intimately familiar with the environmental problems of the chIldren served 
(Woodson, 1981a). The House of Umoja in Philadelphia is an excellent model of the 
surrogate family concept. Originated and run by a couple ~hose sons .were exposed to 
neighborhood gang influences, the program operates a reSIdence hous1Og a number of 
community youths. Affectionate, family-based "primary group" relati?nshi~s .and a 
consistent moral atmosphere are emphasized, and an assortment of serVIces sI~Ilar to 
those of eclectic youth service centers are provided where needed. At present It. wo~ld 
be difficult to replicate this program since it seems to be depende.nt on extraord1OarIly 
concerned and energetic natural families. However, implementatIOn of the surrogate 
family concept should be a special emphasis for research and development. (See House 
of Umoja in Hall et al., 1981.) 

SCHOOL 

A. GENERAL COMMUNITY APPLICATIONS 

1. Personalized Instruction 

Traditional methods of instruction, school curricula, and grading practices do not 
provide success experiences f~:>r all student~ (Si1~erman, 1970). A .large number of 
students receive poor grades 10 most of theIr subjects for all of theIr sc~ool careers, 
creating a 2roup of students who are perpetual losers (McPartland and. McD Ill, 1977: 14). 
Personatized instruction refers to a set of interrelated elements WhICh address th~se 
issues: 1) development and implementation of curricula tailored to students' learn10g 
needs and interests; 2) establishment of clear learning .goals for each stude~t; .3). and 
implementation of individually-paced learning pro~rams WIth clear rewards for 1OdIv~d~al 
improvement in academic competence (see HawkInS and Wall, 1980). T~us,? promI~1Og 
approach appears to be training teachers in skills necessary for personahzed InstructIOn. 
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Teachers should be taught to develop high interest and relevant materials; to establish 
realistic goals for each student; to tie clear rewards to different levels of demonstrated 
effort and proficiency based on student's ability and original performance rather than on 
competition with classmates; and to broaden available rewards beyond traditional grades 
(Bednar et ai., 1970; Tyler and Brown, 1968; Romig, 1978). 

Personalized instruction, with its contingent reward systems, should positively 
influence students' cognitive skills and performance levels, increase the proportion of 
students experiencing academic success (Rollins et al., 1974), increase student attach
ment to teachers and school, and increase student commitment to education. 
Ultimately, delinquency will be a less likely behavioral outcome. 

Student Involvement in Decisionmaking and Governance 

The student role is largely a passive one. Commitment to education, school, and 
conventional lines of action can be enhanced by involving them in meaningful roles in 
shaping one of the institutions which affects them during this crucial period of their 
social development -- their school and its classrooms (Coleman, 1961; Matza, 1964). 
Student involvement in decisionmaking and governance consists of a couple of important 
components. The first is classroom-based skills training in participatory governance and 
shared decision making (see Skills for Democratic Participation in Wall et al., 1980: 
114-). The second is student involveme,nt in school policymaking (such as participation 
in formulation of the school drug policy) and in review of student violations of 
school rules and expectations. Attention should be given to recruitment and involve
ment of a broad range of ''natural peer group leaders" for participation to insure that 
participatory roles are available for students not typically involved in traditional 
student council or other student governance stuctures. (See the Open Road Student 
Involvement and Positive Peer Culture in Wall et aI., 1980:75,90, for examples of 
programs which involve mixed student groups.) Increasing student involvement in school 
policy formulat.ion and discipline procedures and increasing student skills for ful
filling these roles should increase student attachment to school, commitment to con
ventional lines of action, and belief in the moral order. 

Interpersonal Skills Training 

Programs which seek to improve students' interpersonal skills have been broadly 
implemented for drug abuse prevention in the past decade. The few available rigorous 
evaluations have shown that these interpersonal skill development approaches to be 
among the most promising for drug abuse prevention (for reviews see Janvier et al., 
1980; Schaps et al., 1978). These approaches propose that young people need to learn 
basic communication, decision making, negotiation, and conflict resolution skills in order 
to interact effectively with family members, teachers, and peers. The premise is that 
schools should teach these interpersonal skills just as they teach cognitive skills" If 
young people have these social skills, they are more likely to find their interactions with 
conventional others rewarding and to develop attachments to these others. These skills 
may also contribute to academic success and to attachment and commitment to school. 
On the other hand, when these skills are absent or underdeveloped, young people may 
become frustrated in interaction with others, may bo more susceptible to delinquent 
influences, and may turn to unacceptable behaviors to meet their needs. A number of 
interpersonal skills curricula are available. (See for example, Johnson and Johnson, 
1975a, 1975b; Magic Circle, DUSO, in Schaps and Slimmon, 1975; and Curriculum for 
M"'eting Modern Problems and Project PRIDE in Wall et al., 1981:4-0,97.) 
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4. Law-Related Education 
, d k'U development seeks ultimately to 

Another preclusive interventIon focuse on s I ~ t the func"'ions of the law and 
strengthen belief in the ,la,~ ?y edu~ati~tg s~uden~~r~s~Uto other l~w-related education 
their rights and responslbll~tles un e: 1. n ~ion with ower enhancement. By 
approaches, this interventIOn combmes edu~ , 1 law st~dents learn how to use the 
addressing civil and consumer law as well ~s crl~~n.a oais Rather than relying on a 
law for their own prote~ti,on and Ito aChlC::~~rt,:;r t~is intervention seeks to develop a 
didactic approach ~mp~aslzmg lega reJPon~~t~~ 1 c~ncepts, such as freedom, justice, 
more general bellef, m thde law an(S re National Street Law Institute in Wall et al., 
responsibility, authonty, an so on. ee ) 
1980:68; and Law in a Free Society in HaH et al., 1981. 

5. Experiential Prevocational Education and Career Exploration 

d t f r the world of work while still in 
Another curriculum a~dition prepares stu, eni~fo~mation and experiences which will 

school. Schools should pro~lde you~g peoPI: ;'l~ for attaining legitimate, worthwhile 
help them develop aspIratIons an expec a 10 k commitments to legitimate careers, 
employment. If schools can help studen~s ~':n efor achieving this goal is experiential 
delinquency should be reduced. One mec ~lS 'n which students are exposed to a wide 
prevocational education an~ caree~ ~xtorat~onf ~he skills and training required to attain 
range of possible career optIons an. ~n or~e ok can increase students' understanding of 
these. Experiential exp~s!Jre to, JO s an, w,?r to lacement sites, and enhancing the 
actual career opportUnitIes, w~lle contnbu~mgd s P rewarding. This should, in turn, 
likelihood that involvement WIll be perceIve ,a 1 
generate aspirations and commitments to conventIonal career ro es. 

, b' early as middle or junior high 
Experiential prevocatio~al educatlon c~n ~~ne::l ears, the program should be 

school and continue through hIgh s~h~O~, ~U~I~~S to wo~ Ysites. In subsequent years, 
based largely in the clas~room '':'It Ie, ces in the community can be included and 
opportunities for work or mternshlp expeknen ry for high school graduation. (See 
articulated with traditional course wor necessa 
Experience-Based Career Education in Wall et al., 1981:43.) 

6. Cross-Age Tutoring 
, ' 'evention strategy aimed at skill develop-

Cross-age tutorm? IS ~lso a c~rrectl~e pr e ~videncing special difficulties in school 
ment for both students m pnm,ary ~rades w 0 ar iven the 0 ortunity to perform a 
and students in junior and seDlor h~gh 5C~001b w~o t~~: ;ounger stJlent and older tutor is 
productive role ~s tutors. The ef ,ect or a~tachment to school. To maximize the 
increased commItment, t? educat~on and , of secondary school students as tutors 
preventive power of this mterventIOn'd se,lectIo~ accomplish "retroflexive reformation" 
should be based on teacher recommen atl0ns. 0 co nitive skills are adequate for 
(Cressey, 1955; Cressey and Ward, ~969), :t~den~~o~~~;pea; marginal, should be included 

1~~~~~~t~; p~o~f~~~~ :~~~es~~~~~t~~~i~io~a~IY selected for leadership roles. 

7. School Climate Assessment and Improvement 
, b tween teachers and school administrators 

Research has shov:n that cooperatlOn e victimization (Gottfredson and Daiger, 
characterizes schools wi~h low rates of teac:herfor enhancing administrator and teacher 
1979). An approach WhICh has shown promIse 
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cooperation is school climat ' Zigarmi forthcom' • e assessme~t, and lmprov~ment (see Brookover, 1978; 
staff en~age in a :~:i' ~?x et al., n.d.). ThIS IS a process 10 which the administrator and 
the school's social an~ l~ ass~,ss~nt ,~~ program, process, and material determinants of 
identify school climat e f uc: ion, mi leu. ~aculty and admin~stration collaboratively 
address these roblem= ~ ors 10 need of l":lprovem~~t and Implement activities to 
mented the;' • hus, regardless o~ Its specIfic focus, when properly imple-
Additionally Pw~~~~s ,can enhance co~p~r,atlon between administration and teachers. 
common set' of oHci~~provement activItIes f~cus ?n !he development of a clear, 
environment is p more l~~:l:r~cetures for ?ealmg with mfractions of rules, the school 
Consequently students ar 0 ,e perceIved by students as equitable and just. 
the school and, as a result e d~l~~qe ulelknetlbY tho ~evelhoP sltron~er ?:liefs in the moral order of , e aVIor s ou d be mhibited. 

Child Development Specialist as Parent Consultant 

Another method for enhanc' , child's environment is to im ro mg consls:en~y of expectations and sanctions in the 
development specialists in ~Ch;~lscomm~mcatlonh between schools and parents. Child 
regarding special achievements or n~:~s 1~;U~~ ,t a1, ~arents are routinely contacted 
recruitment of parents for volunteer i elr ,c 1 reno They can also coordinate 
decisionmaking. (See Child Develo m n~olvem:nt, m classro~m activities and in school 
in Wall et al., 1980:26, 103.) pet SpeCIalIst and RegIonal Intervention Program 

HIGH DELINQUENCY NEIGHBORHOOD APPLICATIONS 

Independent Community Alternative Schools 

A corrective prevention approa h' d ' school, and commitment to educatfo a~~e at ac~demlc achieveme!1t, attachment to 
learning environment for junior and se~io r~u~h S~1111 development IS an alternative 
remain in traditional school environm r Ig sc 00 ,stud~nts who will not or cannot 
or disinterest. Alternative educatio;~: because hOf l~sruPtive behavior, disaffiliation, 
which appear important for delin ue ograms s ,ou (contain the following elements 
1) personalized instruction with c~rrrc~a p~e~fntl~n see Hawkins and Wail, 1980): 
interests, clear learning goals and an ' d' ~~ o~T to student~' learning needs and 
rewards for individual improve~ent in ac~~e~~ ua y-paced learnmg program; 2) clear 
emphasis in the classroom' 4) low stud t/ d 1ft com'pe~ence; 3) a goal-oriented learning 
competent teachers.' en a u ratio m the classroom; and 5) caring, 

Alternative schools can be operated i d d 
provide for the educational needs of neighborh

n 
den e~tlY of public school systems to 

from public schools. Alternative schools 00 yout d
S 

;hO drop out of or are expelled 
Employment and Learning) in the Bronx operate Y ProJ~ct REAL (Return to 
Development, Compton California are ,and Compton ActIon Center for Youth 
been expelled or have dropped out ~f s hgoOd examples., They serve youths who have 
their emphasis is on occupational pre~ar~~o~nd ~e tYPI<:ally. of!icial del~nquents, and 
REAL ,operates a carefully-structured a~ remedIal baSIC educatIOn. Project 
in private industry and to provide e~~~~~a~ ~o l~ntegrate st~dents into entry-level jobs 
schoo!, actually a continuation high SChO~1 ~ ow-up serVIces. Ano~her alternative 
Amencan Youth), in Los Angeles. Th h' l/s run by ,SAt: Y, (SerVIces for Asian
REAL but is designed to meet the need~ s~ ,00 s pr,ogram IS slmll~r to that of Project 
ethnic groups. (See Project REAL comp~ I~ ~~rtl~ular commumty and its indigenous 
SAA Y in Hall et al., 1981.) , on c Ion enter for Youth Development, and 
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School Crisis Intervention 

Activities within this element include gaining information on situations with the 
potential for violence, monitoring school activities which frequently are scenes of 
violent episodes (e.g., athletic events and dances), and negotiating solutions to conflict 
situations. The emphasiS is on ad hoc prevention efforts in incipient violent episodes. 
Some exemplary programs are Sey YES (Youth Enterprise System) in Los Angeles, and 
Community Streetwork Center and Centro de Cambio in San Fr~r\cisco. All three 
include "in-school crisis intervention" as part of neighborhood-wide pl'ograms to control 
gang violence. Common features include use of indigenous staff members (sometimes 
former gang members); use of gang-member youths; information gathering and rumor 
control; situation "defusing" and monitoring of high risk activities; and maintenance of 
close links with police and school personnel. Another vital activity is the training of 
teachers, administrators and school security personnel in techniques of crisis interven
tion. (See Sey YES, Community Streetwork Center, and Centro de Cambio in Hall et al., 

1981.) 

In-School Suspension 

This is a method of controlling youths who are violent and/or disruptive in school 
and is designed to avoid the counter-productive implications of suspension and expulsion. 
That is, if a juvenile is not in school, he will not be able to learn and he will become 
more detached from school and less committed to education. "SuspendecP' students are 
kept in school but are suspended only from ordinary interactions. They do individualized 
lesson plans in separate study carrels, usually for a few days at a time, and release from 
suspension is contingent on performing assigned work. 

School-Community Councils 

Students are probably more likely to develop attachments to schoo~ when their 
parents and the school staff are in agreement regarding expectations for behavior and 
performance. In contrast, parents' complaints about schools are not likely to inspire 
their children to believe in the school's authority. Collaborative cooperation between 
parents and school personnel and among school personnel themselves is likely to enhance 
student commitment to education, attachment to sch001, and belief in the moral order 
and, thereby, to prevent delinquency. This can be accomplished through a School
Community Council. This Council would be comprised of principal, teachers, parents, 
and other community members who are responsible for "school site management": 
identifying important issues, establishing common goals, and collaborating in solving 
problems. The Council would provide a point of access and a forum for negotiation 
between community and school, increasing the probability that school priorities will 
reflect the needs of local students, as well as their parents and other community 
members. Promising programs under the Council's purview would be: 1) parents as 
teachers: use of parent volunteers as classroom tutors and aides; 2) home-school 
coordinators: school personnel with specific responsibility to act as liaison between the 
school and the families of students; and 3) planning, coordination, and implementation of 
other school-related program elements. 
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PEERS 

A. GENERAL COMMUNITY APPLICATIONS 

1. Peer Leadership Groups 

. P~er leadership groups have been instituted in a number of middle, junior, and 
semo: ~Igh, school~ acro~s the country. The model of peer leadership which appears most 
prOmISing IS one In WhI~~ groL!P members are leaders of informal student cliques and 
groups, rather tha~ traditlOnal student body leaders or students in trouble. Typically, 
member:s are n~mInated ~y teachers and students and a peer program coordinator is 
responsIble for fInal,selectIOn of members. The peer leadership groups meet daily for an 
~our as part of theIr regular school activities. In contrast to therapeutic guided peer 
interactIon P!"ogra,ms, however, an explicit orientation of the peer leadership groups 
should be to IdentIfy an~ address school policy issues that are perceived as problems by 
students and ~o work WIth the school administration to develop reasonable solutions. 
P:er: ~eadershI~ group~ can a,lso serve as recruitment pools for student judicial! 
dISCI~lInary b9,dIes. D,esigned thIS way, peer leadership groups can avoid the problems of 
peer interventIons WhIch focus wholly on delinquent groups (see Klein, 1969). 

_ ~Jeer ,leadership groups s,eek to encourage leaders of delinquency-prone groups to 
establIsh tIes to more conventIonal peers. These attachments will be developed as group 
members work ,to~e~her tow~rd eommon goals of institutional change in the school and as 
they perform JudICIal functIons. It is also assumed that attachment to school will be 
enhanced by performance of these functions. FinaHy, to the extent that informal peer 
group leaders, are acc~rately selected for participation, it is hypothesized that these 
lea?ers may, In turn, Influence members of their own cliques toward more positive 
attItudes to school. In this ~ay delinque,n~y prone groups may be coopted, (See Open 
Road Student Involvement Project and POSItIve Peer culture in Wall et al., 1981: 75,90.) 

B. HIGH DELINQUENCY NEIGHBORHOOD APPLICATIONS 

1. Gang Crisls,Intervention 

This is similar to in-school crisis intervention but it operates neighborhood-wide 
and fo~uses on de~inquent groups. Model programs are operated by the California Youth 
AuthOrIty Gang ,vIOlence Reduct~on Proj~ct, SAA Y, S~y YES, all in Los Angeles, and by 
YES (Yout~ EnrIchment System) In DetrOIt. InterventIon strategies are similar to those 
~mployed In schools, and crisis intervention is done as part of a strategy which also 
~ncludes ef~orts at lo~g-t~rm resoluti?~ C?f inter-gang conflkt and redirection of gangs 
Int~ nonde!Inquent ObjectIves and actIVItIes. Obviously, crisis intervention on an ad hoc 
baSIS has lIttle p:omise .for long-term reduction of gang violence, but it is necessary to 
allow t~e ope~ation of other cause-based program elements. (See CY A Gang Violence 
ReductIon ProJect, SAAY, Sey YES, and YES in Hall et al., 1981.) 

2. Youth Gang Councils 

This ,intervention, is directed at gangs and is intended to achieve long-term effects 
by addreSSing more baSIC causes. Councils are formed which include current and former 
gang m~mber~. an? leaders in, o,r~er to de~is~ solutions to gang conflicts and to create 
altern~tIve ObJ~ctives an~ ?~tIvities for eXIsting gangs. The intervention has preventive 
potentIal both In the actIVItIes of the council and in its ability to recruit gang members 
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into a conventional structure. Model programs are operated by BUILD, Inc. (Broader 
Urban Involvement and Leadership Development) in Chicago, ICR Y (Inner City 
Roundtable of Youth) in New York City, and SAAY (Services for Asi'an-American Youth) 
in Los Angeles. (See BUILD, ICRY, and SAAY in Hall et al., 1981.) 

EMPLOYMENT 

A. GENERAL COMMUNITY APPLICA nONS 

1. Integrated School and Work Programs 

Two approaches hold promise here. One is a vocational placemen~ service in t~e 
school. Students can use this service to assess both short and long term Job prospects In 

the community. Its major function should be to link students leaving school with jobs, in 
order" to increase the likelihood that they develop commitments to conventional 
activities in the world of work and occupational expectations and aspirations which can 
inhibit delinquency. The second is a program for juniors and seniors in high school 
interested in vocational training. An extension of the experience-based career education 
program discussed earlier, this element provides academic credit for certain work 
experiences using learning contracts with specific individual learn,i~g goals and 
proficiency standards. Again, the goal is to increase ?ttachment, to legItImate scho?l
related activities and commitment to conventional lInes of actIOn for students WIth 
marginal commitments to traditional school endeavors. This approach has been used 
extensively in alternative education programs (see Hawkins and Wall, 1980:29-32). 

2. School/Work Councils 

In schools where the employment elements are implemented, school/work councils 
of community business people, Employment Security representatives, local Depar~ment 
of Labor prime sponsor representatives, and school personnel might be, esta?l1shed. 
These councils oversee and coordinate the school employment elements, IdentIfy and 
creat work exploration and placement opportunities for students, coordinate the program 
elements with existing and emerging school/employment transition programs, and 
develop and maintain linkages between the school-based employment componen~s and the 
private sector. These councils also assist in the development of employment In growth 
industries and the expansion of job opportunities for youths not firmly attached to school. 
or committed to education. 

B. HIGH DELINQUENCY NEIGHBORHOOD APPLICATIONS 

1. Intensive Vocational Training, Expansion of Job Opportunities, and Placement 

This program elem~nt is an intensive integrated corrective prev:ntion progran: for 
school dropouts which provides training in basic work habits, job SkIl1S~ and vocatIonal 
assessment; recruits employers to provide job opportunities for participants; matches 
participants with appropriate placements; continually follows up with participants during 
work adjustment; and advocates for job upgrading of youths who have performed 
successfully on the job (see Jobs for Youth and Project 70001 in Wall et al., 1981:58,100). 

The primary target population are youths who are at risk of becoming permanently 
unemployable. The interventions seek to develop skills and provide roles which will 
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enh~~ce commitments to occupational goals and other conventional lines of action. In 
addItI~n. to occupational skills training, instruction is given in basic behavioral 
n~ces~ItIes (e.g., p~n~tuality,. completing work assignments, performing in a task
~Ir~c~ed stru~ture), In Job-seekIn~ skills, a~d in the distribution of job opportunities and 
;aI!lIng reqUlr~ments. A p~ased IntroductIOn to the occupational world, as practiced by 
.roJect REA~ In the Bronx, IS necessary. In this project initial instruction is given in the 

fIrst phase (SIX months). whi.le cl.ients work half-time in subsidized jobs. In the second 
pha.se youths w.ork fu~l-tlme In prIvate-sector jobs (50% subsidized in this program) while 
theIr progress IS mom~ored and ~ounseling is available if needed. The third phase is a 12-
month follow-up as clIents con.tmue to work full-time on an unsubsidized basis. Similar 
programs are r~n by the Perrme Crime Prevention Program, iri Miami, Florida, and by 
Young Commumty Developers, Inc. in San Francisco. 

f Whil~ not all prospective recipients would require the fully-elaborated treatment, 
f or a consld~rable nu~ber of youths the problems of ignorance or a lack of preparation 
~r occupatl~ns reqUIre. a ,very thorough intervention strategy. And more than other 

e e~ents, thIS on~ ~eqUlres ~he a~i1ity to locate resources __ primarily employers __ 
~ut~lde of the nelg~borho?d m WhICh the project is based and the youths reside. (See 

HrolIJectalREAL, P)errme CrIme Prevention Program, and Young Community Developers in a et ., 1981. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

A large proportion of the serious property and violent crime in th U' d 
committed by juveniles. e mte States is 

~:mall pefcentage of ~ll juvenile. offenders account for a major part of serious juvenile 
o enses. hese are defIned as serIOUS delinquents. 

Most S~ri0bus offe~ses do not result in arrest; serious chronic offenders are repeatedly 

darrl~ste, buth th~Ir arrest records usually capture only a small part of their actual 
e mquent e aVIOr. 

~os: d~lin~uents do !!£! specialize in a particular offense type. The most useful 
dIstInctIOn IS between serious and less serious offenders. 

Few ~hronicd offenders are arrested repeatedly for specifically violent offenses Their 
~~~e~se~~~%rS i~:~I~~y\~hgeCvhers~tillilty o.f ltheir u~derlying behavior, but arrest rec~rds are 

romca y VIO ent delInquents. 

~~~g:s.and other law-violating groups commit a disproportionate share of serious juvenile 

in~Sf~ee;:iO::.S by the juvenile justice system to prevent delinquency have generally been 

J:~~~i~~~S t~r . th~.tre?iction o~ delinquent. behavior in individuals are not sufficiently 
. d"d 1 JUs. 1 y mterventIOn strategIes which concentrate only on high-risk 
m IVI ua s. Delmquent behavior can only b d' d . 
individuals with an officially-recorded history of r~p~~~e~c~:lin~~~n~~~at confIdently in 
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9. Intervention with individual serious delinquents can only accomplish limited remediation, 
and only with the individuals who are" treated: it is logically impossible to attack the 
persisting causes of delinquency by treating individuals whose behavior is the outcome of 
those causes. 

10. The most powerful explanatory theory of delinquency is an integrated model derived 
from social control and cultural deviance theories. 

11. The social processes which prevent delinquency occur in social organizations and 
institutions (families, schools, communities) in the course of activities which are 
primarily directed toward positive goals, (e.g., socialization of children, family inter
action, education). 

12. Serious offenses and offenders -- including offender groups such as law violating groups 
and gangs -- are concentrated in particular ££...mmunities and neighborhoods within cities 
and urban areas. These high-delinquency neighborhoods are characterized by poverty, 
disorganization, and weakened institutions of socialization, and tend to have concentra
tions of minority group residents. 

13. The causes of serious delinquent behavior are concentrated in these same high
delinquency neighborhoods; conversely, the social developmental processes which prevent 
delinquency are less effective. 

14. Individuals, institutions, and organizations within communities -- including high-delin
quency communities -- possess resources for preventing delinquency which cannot be 
supplied by outside agencies. These include intimate know~edge ~f loc~l persons and 
conditions; credibility; networks of interpersonal connectIOns; ImmedIate personal 
concern with local problems; and the potential for positive effects at the cultural level. 

15. Professional and governmental agencies outside neighborhoods have the potential to 
mobilize, direct, and support a community's resource base through theoretical, technical 
and organizational expertise, and funding assistance. 

Recommendations 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Intervention should be directed toward the causes of serious delinquency, which includes 
violent delinquency: no gain in effectiveness or economy can be expected by separating 
violent delinquency as a special target of preventive intervention. 

Intervention should be directed toward the social development processes which result in 
juveniles becoming delinquents or serious delinquents: The focus should be institutional 
and organizational change of the socializing institutions of family, school, peers, law, 
and the community. 

Primary emphasis should be placed on developing strategies for preclusive prevention of 
delinquent behavior. 

Development effort is also needed to devise strategies for secondary corrective 
prevention, targeted toward high-risk' groups and individuals; and to devise prediction 
teChniques for more efficient targeting of intervention. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14.. 

------,,~-~ ----

:~~~~~t~~a~ffor~s ddiJected at serious d~1inquency should be implemented 1n communities 
~ • es ~ . e I.nquency. EmphasIs should be on development of communit -based 

S
PhreOuvledntblOn, p~rt~cIPdation of community residents and utilization of community re~ources 

- e maXImIze • 

!;e ~ole. of prof~ssional and governmental agencies should consist of technical and 
di;~n;z:~~n~~~:~~~an~e; ;.peciali~ed ser~ices which communities are unable to operate; 
evaluation. un mg aSsIstance, research and development; and scientific 

Community-based programs sh ld t b . 
the fear of crime. ou arget oth delmquency and one of its concomitants, 

Research and .develop'!1ent efforts on the prevention of serious delin 
necessary; ~articular1y m the area of community-based strategies of preventi~~~ncy are 

Primary responsibility for prevent··t h 
with the community. mg I s yout s from engaging in delinquency should rest 

Community control of prevention efforts should be encouraged. 

!~f~~~~~s of and research on juvenile delinquency should be the foundation of prevention 

In selecting strategies for community-ba d . 
strategies which have valuable result . se !J.~~entlOn, preference should be given to 

important where the active participatio~ ~~ ;ou~h~o~n~Ott~;~:~Wf:;s is Tn~:d~sd. especially 

Involvement of youths in prevention efforts h ld b .. . . 
high-risk youths, delinquents, and gang membe~s~u e maxImIzed, mcludmg recognized 

Community organizations should attem t t .. .. 
and minimize illegitimate opportunities: 0 maXImIze legItImate opportunities for youti'l 
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