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Abstract

Both the experimental 1aBoratory model of punishment and the
juvenile justice system's nggative sanctioning process havé a
common goal of suppressing undesired behavior. The psychological
literature on the experimenta& model of punishment contains a
number -of principles which have been demonstrated to”imprové the
effectiveness of punishment in suppressing behaviors under
controlled studf. This paper presents five of these principles
which yield predictions about deterrence of illegal acts by the
use of negative sanctions in the form of testable hypotheses.

The paper begins with a discussion of the objections voiced
by some authors to the practice of extrapdlating from an /
experimental model to‘the actions of the juvenile jusfice system.
. Objections have been made on two grounds: that the paradigms used
in laboratory studies of punishment are too dissimilar from the
- process-of justice system sanctioning, and that the subjects used
in exggrimental studies of punishment are not fépresentative of
the haﬁanwadolescents sanctioned by the juvenile justice system.
Although. these objections are serious, it is probosed that
research is needed which addresseS“the questions of
generalizabilit& of the experimental findingé to the juvenile
justice system, before the possible benefits of Such an N
extrapolation approééh are forgone. ‘

The first principle discussed is"the p%inciple of intensity

of aversive stimulus. When shock is used, more severe punishment

§uppresses behavior more thoréughly: Some problems in\< ‘ /

application -of this finding to junvenile sanctioning are
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.increase juveniles' willingness to commit illegal acts.

considered, and studies aré reviewed in which the éffects of
séverity of sanctions on juvenile'$s reoffending were examined.

The second prihciple,ﬂtemporal proximity of the punishment to
the behavior, asserts that punishment is more efﬁective when less
timé”is allowed to pass between act and sanction. Several
reasons for this delay effect are noted. The possibility is
presented that the juvenile's special human cognitive and
1anguage capacities may be used to help overcome the effects of
delay of punishment. ” » |

~The third principle, availability of reward for the behavior,
explains%ﬁow pa;t rewards strengthen behaviors, and rewards
qoncurren;'with punishment serve to maintain the behavior,
Yielding oﬂly a temporary suppressive punishment effect. These
points are treated as suggesting a need for det?ction of

delinquency early in a juvenile's career and reducing the

" opportunities available for reward from illegal acts.

The schedule of delivery of punishment is the fourth
brinciple. Punishment of every instance of a behavier is more

effective than intermittent punishment délivery. Indeed, some

studies shoﬁ that intermittent punishment may actually serve to

strengthen behavior. These results are interpreted in the

context of perceived uncertainty of punishment, which may

0
‘The’ final principle  considered is the need for available

alternatives to the punished response. ’ This‘principle seems to

imply the rehabilitation efforts must be combined with

punishment:A'However, several problems exist in extrapolating
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form the laboratory paradigm used to develop this principle to

the real-life world of the juvenile offender.

Following discussion of these five principles of punishment
and then implieations for juvenile’sanctiening, two cautionary
comments are made. It is noted that the interprinciple
relationships have not been systemafically'explored, and it is
possible that less than optimal application ?f one principle may
be compensated for by maximizing of another. This aspect of the
approach will be important in overcomlng practical, legal, and
ethical constraints in the appllcatlon of negative sanctlons. It
is also pointed out that there are individual differences in
responsiveness to punishment caused by the social,cpsychologi&al,
and physiological background'and status of each juvenile.
Appllcatﬁpn of any of the principles of punishment cannot be
expected to h&ve unlform results across all juveniles.

The paper concludes with the remlnder that application of any
of the prinEipies of punishment would be premature without
extensive research aimed at exploration of the numerous issues

brought, up in the counse of this exploratory paper.
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Cautions Concerning the Appropriateness for Juvenile Deterrence

of the Learning Theory Model of Punishment.*.

A nuimber of authors have espoused the relevance of a learning
theory model of punishmentvfor application in official negative
sanctioning.of illegal behaviors. Chopra (1969, p. 150) has
asserted that we have 'now probably reached the stage where
extrapolations of findings to the human condition could have some
meaning'" and presents suggestions for ways in which flndlngs from
1aboratory studies of punishment "may be applied to the actual
problem of controlling illegal behavior." Because of its
exlusive concern with suppressing behavipr; Singer (1970)
proposed that t?e experimental model of punishment is even more

relevant to deterrence of criminal behavior than to animal

'training and child rearing, two areas in which laboratory-derived

punishment principals are frequently applied. Jeffrey (1965)

~1nferred from learnlng experiments that it is the certalnty of

punishment, not the - severlty, that deters persons from committing

111ega1”behaV10rs

Assertlons of the pertlnence of principles derrved from an

experlmental model of punlshment for the effectlve appllcatlon of

negatlve sanctions to 111ega1 behaviors have not gone

‘ unchallenged by writers in deterrence theory. Objettions have

been made on two grounds: that the procedural paradigms used in

*Although the authors cited in this section have discussed
prlmarlly the> adult criminal justice: system, the present paper
focuses on the juvenile justice system and Wlll nefer
specifically to the juvenile system hereafter.- oy
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laboratdéry studies of punishment effectiveness are too dissimilar

from the process of negative sanctioning as it occurs in the

juvenile justice system, and that the subjects used in

. experimental studies of punishment are not representative of the

human adolescents who are the recipients of negative sanctions

from the juvenile justice system.

Questions about laboratory paradigms. In regard to the first

objection, a brief descriptioﬁ of a typical laboratory punishment

procedure is in order. The experimenter uses a reward, such as
food, to train a food-deprived animal to perfqrm aningle,
well-defined behavior, such as pressing}a bar. Wn;n the behavior
is being performed at a stable rate, thewexperimenter begins to
deliver an aversive stimulus instead of She rewafd contingent on
performance“of the animal's behavior. He measures the frequency
of performance-of the behavior, and if it decreases he infers
that’punisﬁment has occurred. Zimning and Hawkins (1973)vhave
discussgd some’of the important ways in which this Sort of |
laboratory procedure differs from the judicial process,of

negative sanctioning.

One of the major criticisms made by experimental
psychologists of "the punishment of crime" is that it is
deficient as a form of aversive conditioning. It is, as
Professor Eysenck says, "a very haphazard affair." Both Mr.

Chopra and Professor Singer speak .of the necessity for increasing -

the certainty and diminishing the delay involved in institutional
punishment...but is is clear that the basic difference is not
merely quantitative but qualitative. ) g :
Another critical aspect of the experimental studies of
punishment which does not apply to-the penal system is that,
aversivi, conditioning is based on repeatedly punishing repeated
We know of no

behaviors in a relatively short period of time.

e 8 =

@

PAGE 3

research in punishment that demonstrates a habital act being

%unigzgg only once and the habit being thus extinquished
P . : ‘ ’

And finally, almost the entire literature on punishment is
based on the electric shock. These considerations place a
substantial barrier in the way of deriving penological principles
from what are called 'the basic laws' of punishment" (p. 240).

Singer (1970) has provided a response to concerns about the
dissimilarity of shock to judicial sanctions.

We do know that different types -of punishment generally do
not alter the laboratory laws of punishment: Punishing stimili
such as slaps, buzzers, confinement in a box, shocks of different
durations and intensities, and removal from the vicinity of
reward, which include some fair analogues of incarceration, all
produce the same experimental results even when more than one
punishment is used for the same organism in the same experiment

(p. 411).

Deépitey§ingerfs assurances about electric shock, Zimring and
Hawkins' other concerns remain unanswered, nnd it ié important to
keep them in mind when discuSsing the reiationship of‘iearning'
theory and deterrence. k “

Another point of dissimilarity which may be important is
suggested by~Zimr3ng and Hawkins' use of the term "habitual -act."

In the paradigmatic 1ab0ratory‘§f0cedure, the same behavior is

upuniShed a number of times and the punishment effects are

assessed by measuring the decreasing frequency of performance of

‘that same behavior. The‘praﬁtical’situation of juvenile

sanctioning deviates from this laboratory ‘procedure, because, as

 Zimringfand Hawkins point out, the juvenile justice'system ‘

. b
usually has only one opportunity to punish an illegal behavior,
and- if the behavior is detectedﬁé second d} third time, thé

occasions for iunishment may be separated“by long periods of
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PAGE 4

time; It is well known that there are no suécessful

& demonstratlons of behavioral supression after a single pun1shment
with animals (extept in the special case of consummatory
behaviors (Garcia, 1974)). However, a single application of

‘ g punishment may be expected to have a more rapid suppressive
effect with humans than with animals because animal subjects
require several trials to learn the nature of the continguency

g between their behavior and the punishment. The special cognitive
capab111t1es of human adolescentsﬁa%ioﬁs them to develop an
understanding of the ‘'rules’ fon/;unishment even before

g punishment is applied, perhaps thus preparing them to be

especially receptive to learning in a single tr1a1 (Grings,

TR
AN

1965). These cognitive CapabllltleS\WIII be discussed in greater
& detail in a later section, | '
There is a second point of deviation from the model: the
behavior which is used as a measure of punishment effects. To
€ reiterate, the laboratory research assesses the suppressive
effects of punishment by measuring a decreasing frequency of
. If othér

performance of the same behavior that was punished.

& similar behaviors also are observed to decrease in frequency,

'generalization' of punishment effects across a class of .
behaviors is said to have occurred Instead of measurlng the

i & frequency of ‘recurrence of behav1or identical to the punlshed
behavior , studies of deterrence effects predomfnantly assess for
simple rearrest or further self-reported delinquency. If we view
: & - . the recidivism situation ffbn the perspective of a laboratory

" model of punishment effects; theft is not recidivism for.a

Ak g A S e L
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| | PAGE 5

‘Juvenlle who has been punished for public consumption of alcohol.

The appearance of theft behavior cannot be taken as evidence that
punishment did not effectively suppress alcohol consumption. It
can however, be taken as evidence that'fdeiinquent behavior’ uas
not suppreSsed, that is, that punishment effects did not
genenalize across responses in the class of illegal behaviors.
Clearly, it is generalization of punishment effects that the
juvenile justice system desires as a result of its interventionsa
This generalization Eecomes even more crucial when we understand
that the popular assumption that delinquents tend to specialize
in one career offense type is unsupported. In a review of the
literature Klein (1980) concludes "The clear d1rect10n .is
predominantly toward randomness, versatility, or cafeteria-style
The evidence is extremely weak for of%ense“
séecdallaatlon as well as for seriousness progre551on) (p. 5).
leen this lack of specialization, the use «of any further
dellnquency as a global measure of the outcome of punishment of a
single spec1f1c offense seems justified as well as necessary.
Unfortunately,%this author discovered no”studies, using anim:i;
or humans, of punishment generalization.

1%
effectlveness of punishment in supppre551ng a large class of

The question of the

\
behaviors as a "habitual act" thus remains unanswered.

Questions about experimental subjects. The second area of

objection to the applieation of an experimental punishment model

n ' “ r &

to negative .sanctioning is the dissimilarfty“of research subjects

to juveniie offenders. It is possible that the laws of learning

o
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PAGE 6
“may not predict the behaviors of humans as accurately as the
behav1ors of the animal subjects upon which the laws were
developed. Zimring and Hawkins (1973) noted, "... the vast
majority of the experimental subjects are rats, cats, dogs,
monkeys, goldfish, and pigeons rather than human beings"i(p.
23§). ’Aronfreed, who has conducted a number of studies‘of
punishment with human children, cautioned, ", ..this eXtrapolation
from animals to hunens is.a limited one. The socialization of
the cnild take; place through stiﬁulusHChannelsJand cognitive
:processes which are inherently socially oriented. The“effeéte of
this soc1a1 transmission may not be entirely predictable from[the
effects of the nonsocial medium that is generally used to study
learning in animals" (1968, p} 21).

Andenaes (1974) explained one implication of this human
social transmission (or language) for an animal-derived model of
punishment; pre-punishment,awateness of the behavioral

contingencies.

The application of legal punishment is the result of the
violation of a general norm which prescribes punishment and which
the offender normally will know in advance. The wholé experience
‘derives its meaning from this’ relationship between the general
norm and the application of punishment in the individual case.

The situation is very different from the situation of a confused
rat or pigeon who is desperately trying to adapt its behavior to
the incomprehensible manipulations of the psychologist (1974, p.
185). How does the experience of actual punishment influence the
deterrent effect of the threat--a deterrent effect which has
proved, in thls case, insufficient to prevent the offense? (1968,

&

N ) : o {
Thus, Andenaes' general concern is that punishment will not

.eliminate the behavior of humans as effectively as it eliminates

n

&

&2

| PAGE 7
the behavior of animals, and he suggests‘specifically that
pre-punishment awareness of the threat of punishment may
influence theoresponses of humans to punishment.J :

;;n answer to these concerns; a number of studies of the
effects of punishment on human subjects“heve demonstrated that
the principles derived with animal subjects are’very effective
with humans (see Aronfreed, 1968; Johnston, 1972; Rimm and
Masters, 1979; for reviews), «In addition, awarenese‘of the
continguency between behavior andrpunishment has been shown to
facilitate human subjects' learning to suppress behavior

(Aronfreed, 1968; Grlngs, 1965; Spielberger, Southard and
o e
Hodges, 1966). However, very few of the human studles u§Pd

e

normglvadolescents or juvenile offenders spec1f1ca11y, and most

'sthdied very young children, college students, institutionalized/

psychotlcs, and mentally retarded individuals (Johnston, 1972).

.Also, Aronfreed cautions, "most of the experiments which have

shown punishment can make -a contribution to normal children's
learning employ discrimination paradigms (e.g. choice between a
'correct' toy and a 'forbidden' toy) or other tasks of 'a type

which are not well suited to a demonstration of behavioral

suppression... there has been little empirical work on the use of

punishment to suppress the overt manifestations of a motivated
j : . : T
behavioral disposition in children" (1968, p. 163).

CEUEY s ’ #

Conclusions about extrapolations from the learning theory

model of punishment to juvenile deterrence.- Indsummary, although

some authors have adecated;thegappfdcation of principles derived

/)
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0 some of the pr1nc1p1es might be advantageous in improving

s from an exper1menta1 model of punishment to 1mprove the deterrent
& v ,
effects of negatlvely:sanct10n1ng juvenile offenders, others have

specific deterrence effects. All of the pr1nc1p1es yield

pred1ct1ons about deterrence of 1llegal acts by the use -of

raised objections concerning the relevance of the negatlve sanctions in the form of hypotheses which may be tested.

e e e

' € experimentally- derlved model to juvenile Justice procedure. . : o % | v Before the offerings of the experimental model of punlshment are

Concerns are that laboratory procedures and research subjects are dismissed, research is needed to evaluate the possible’ usefulness

SO d13s1m11ar to sanct10n1ng procedures and human adolescents ‘ of appllcatlon of the pr1nC1ples on a system scale.

4\?:}

‘ that any principles derived from the‘experimental study of e This review will define each of the principles which have
Y ; .

punishment by psycholog1sts are. of doubtful predictive value for | ~ " been demonstrated to maximize the effects of punishment in

the deterrent effects of sanctions applled by the Juven1le suppressing the behavior of animals in the laboratory, with

: c _Justice system. These obJectlons have not been satisfactorily « | reference to hallmark studies from the animal learning

. addressed to date, so it is adv1sable to proceed with taution

literature. These Principles are, (1) the intensity of an

when extrapolat1nc from the exoerlmental punishment model to the aversive stimulus (2) the temporal proximity of the aversjive
b4

¢ Juven11e JUStlce System sanctlonlng procedures. » , ‘ stlmulus to behav1or (3) the availability of reward for the

Nevertheless, awareness of the principles Of punishment may behavior, (4) the schedule of delivery of the aversive stimulus,

"be useful to the deterrencentheoret1c1an. There are. some and (5) the ava1lab111ty of alternate rewarded behaviors.

_ important similarities im\the experimental model of punishment « D Studies demonstrat1ng the use of each principle with human

and juvenile JUStlce sanctioning. The goal of each is to subJects will be cited, when ava1lab1e Also, deterrence studies

- ~ P ' ’ :
suppress unde51red behavior, and each attempts to reach the éoal [ ’

s Pz \ P from the criminological 11terature wh1ch may be relevant will be
L ) B 4
e by providing unpleasant consequencej:§ 0T such behav1or (although ‘. IR & discussed. | ” | 5
' the juvenile justice System also employs others means such as o ot S " . ~ ) ° f
incapacitation amd diversion). The 11terature on.&he ) o ”{f\f 1. The Intensity of the Aversive Stimulus. | |
v experlmental model of punishment contains a list of pr1nc1p1es | \'lh:y &%,(; " In a thorough remlew of the an1ma1 11terature Azrin‘and Holz (
which have been demonstrated to 1mprove the effectlveness of | = | h . (1966) stated "the intensity of pun1shment has beeh found- to be,
punishment in sﬁppress1ng behaviors under controlied study. It‘””:k f e 4 ¢ a maJor determinant of the degree of response reduct1on by
. is not known to what extent any of these prlnC1p%es mlght also | . : "“ _hjéqbﬁj@ . pun1shment A1l studies of the intensity of punishment have ,
1mprove th? effectlveness of ‘punishment! as meted out by the ’ : ' ‘ﬂi'l.‘ | found that the greater the 1nten51ty of the punlsh1ng stimulus, ?
juvenile justice system but it 1s poss1ble that appllcat1on of * | .! ‘ é'
“ : o : i

// ) ISP - ~ « o 2 mw*mwm””ﬁgﬁ'm
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juvenile the 'puniskment' begins, or ends.

PAGE 10
the greater is the reduction of the punished responses. When
electric shock has been used, suppression)has been virtually
complete at high intensities'" (p. 396). Johnston (1972) noted
that although there are no studies of punishment intensity_nsing
human subjects, "laboratory studies have shown reliably that

introduction of the punishing stimulus at lower intensities

‘resulted in less response reduction than if higher initial

intensities were used." (p. 1041). "It is not known whether this
effect is due to the absolute greater intensity of the }nitial
punisher, or to the contrast between the initial and later
punishers. Clearly, the implication is that deterrence might be
increased if first offenders were punished severely*, rather than
leniently.

" There are problems in applying the principle of severity to
Juvenlle sanctlonlng It is difficult to extend the model of
electrlc shock to the application of negative’sanctions. The
controllable strength and clear, rapid onset and offset of the
shock have been found to contribute significantly to response
éuppression (Fromer and Berhowitz, 1964; Mowrer, 1960) and it is
not at all clear at what point in apprehending and processing a

In fact 'punishment'

is not officdally meted out at all to a large number of first
. s ! s

offenders or minor offenders.

o

~*The term 'intensity' seems more descrlptlve of electriﬁ shock.

'Severity' will be used to describe the 1nten51ty concept 1n
relation to juvenile sanctioning. «t ‘
G o
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juveniles were.randomly assigned to treatment groups.

PAGE 11

Perception of inténsity. We are often reminded in the

punishment literature (Azrin and Ho&z, 1966; Johnston, 1972)\that
an aversive stimulus is not definedyas‘a punisher unless it
suppresse§ behavior, and that it suppresses behaviorkonly if it
is perceived as aversive by the subject. - Thus, increasing the

intensities of punishment in the juvenile justice system must be

defined as increasingly effective in deterring recidivism. This

author found no studies of juveniles' perceptions of sanction

severity. Honever; Rydelius (1980) found that boys who reported

feeling afraid when they were apprehended were less likely to

th

reoffend than were boys who reported no fear.

Studies of severity with juvenile offenders. Results are

contradictbry among studies which have attempted to examine
recidivism rates for treatment of varying severity applied to
juvenile offenders. Labelling theorists have proposed that
"apprehension itself encourages rather than deters further
deldnquency" (Gold and Wiliiams, 1569, p. 11). In addition to
the Goid and Williams study, Klein, Teilmann, Lincoln, and Labin
(1982, forthcoming) reported that, after a 27 month followup, the
further a Juvenlle had been processed within the juvenile justice
system, the greater the chance for rearrest, with juveniles who
had been counseled and released rearrested 25% less ofteh than‘
juveniles who had been petitioned. In the Klein et al. study,

| In direct
contrast, McCord (1980) has*recently reported that among |

apprehended Juvenlle flrst offenders "those who had been released

w1thout off1c1al proce551ng for their first arrests were more

et o
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PAGE 12

likely to commit subsequent crimes, to commit index crimes, and

until next arrest.

- :

N

f

€

to commit crimes against persons"»(p. 1). The small number of
boys who were fined, put on probation, or discharged after a
court hearing committed significantly fewer 5ubsequent‘crimes.
Murray (1980) has results similar to those of McCord. In his
study, increasing severity of sanctlon was: related 'to longer t1me
Xt It is possible that confllctlng results in
these studies are the effects of differential attention paid to
factors (such as 1oca1 law enforcement p011c1es, seriousness of

offense, number of prior offenses, a and age of the juvenile) which

- may influence decisions concerning the disposition of sanction

severity in individual cases.

 Research is needed on juveniles' perceptions of the severity
of the various sanctions available to the juvenile justice
system, and the differentiai deterrent effectiveness‘of these
sanctioning options; before if wi11 be known whether rhe
principle of punishment intenSity can be useful within‘the

juvenile justice system.

' The Temporal Proximity of the Punishment to the Behavior. 2.

J. B. Watson, who has been called the father of behaviorism, once

‘erote "The idea that a child's future ba&‘behaVior will be

 prevented by g1v1ng him a 11ck1ng in the evening for somethlng he

did in the morning is ridiculous" (1924, p. 183) A multitude of

~animal studies have proven Watson's common sense adage correct.

Church (1969) reviewed a number of animal studie§ that'discovered

that the effectiveness of punishment adminstration'diminishes

g s st e e vt et e e .

&

&

punishment during the first hour.

~difficult to discern.

‘encourages rather than deters further delinquency.

. PAGE 13
~rapidly from zero to five seconds following a behavior. Azrin
.(1966) reviewed animal studies of longer delays and concluded,
"immediate punishment was no more effective than non-immediate
After that time, however, the
responses recovered substantially and often completely with
non-immediate ‘punishment, whereas the responses were reduced
indefinitely and often completely during immediate punishnen}.
For enduring effectiveness,‘rhe punishing stimulus shouléibe

delivered immediately" (p. 394). Delays of punishment have also

been shown to reduce the effectiveness of behavior-contingent

learning in human children (Penny and Lupton, 1961; Walters,
1964).

The discrepancy between application of negative sanctions and
the experimental principle of immediacy of punishment is not
It is difficult to arrange to infliet
official penalties within five seconds of an illegal act.
Zimring and Hawkins (1973) have pointed out that the only
experience in the ‘sanctioning process that might fit the
immediacy requ1rements of the experimental model of punlshment 1s
apprehension. Gold and Williams (1969) 1n .their national study
of apprehension of juveniles’, concluded that apprehension itself
Research is
needed toﬁdetérmine if'juveniles perceive apprehension by an
officer as aversive, and‘to illuminate any differential deterrent
effects of different modes of apprehension and police contact.

Some clinical researchers- have found that, in the case of the

.complex response chains composed of numerous discrete behaviors'
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PAGE 14
which Charactize many undesirable human behaviors (e.g.
stealing), délivery of punishment as ea;iy as possible in the
s;quence is much more effective thankpunishing after the act is
completed (Aronfreé& and Reber, 1965; Berecz{ 1976; Birnbrauer,
1968). This effect is probably important in sanctioning illegal
béhavior, because the material rewards for illegal behavior ofteﬁ
have immediate effects which will be mo}e influential than the
effects of punishmeént delivered much 1ater§(EysencR, 1964). This
adfhor found no studies of the 1ikelihood of recidivism among
juveniles caugﬁt in the act, as opposed to juven}les apprehended
1atéf. A'study designed to elucidate the effects of immgdiate

S

apprehension.should, of course,control for the possibility that

.juveniles who are caught in their acts may be different from

juveniles who evade apprehension for a loﬁge} time, especiallybon
such characteristics as social clgss, intelligence, or phyéical
clumsiness; characteristics which may also influence juveniles'
susceptibility to punishment effects.

The aét-punishment interval.

it

immediate rewards, another problem is likely to arise when

In addition to the problem of

/:delayed punishment is used in an applied setting: the occurrence -

of behaviors in the interval between the undesirable behavior and
the punishmént. This . may result in thekpunishment'skégppressive“
‘effects being applfed to behavioruother than the illegal act.
Between the illegal act ana receipt of an official‘Sanction a
juvenile may péffor& the behaviors that facilitated his
apprehension; or perhaps cooperative behaviors with the juvenil?

officer, both of which are closer temporally to the official
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sanction than‘is the delinquent behavior. For example, a boy
steals a car, has a good deal of fun with it, drives on a busy
street with high police surveillance, is apprehepded but
cooperatéé with the officer, and then is fined. The act of theft
is closely followed by a reward (fun), while thé 1;ter behaviors
of driving in a policed érea and cooperating are followednby
pﬁnishment. The principle of immediacy of punishment predicts
‘that the boy will be less likely to coopegete with policq,ﬁénd

less likely to drive on a busy street, wheﬁxbe steals another

N 4P

car.

Cognitive mediation of delay effects. The principle of

immediacy of punishment seems, at this point, to predictﬂa
pessimistic outcome for juvenile deterrence. However, it is
advisable to remember Aronfreed's caution that human social
cémmunication abilities may mitigate relationships demonstrated
in labdratory research. He stated, "it may be that the most
crucial function of cognitive represeﬁtation in the socialization

process is the mediation of the temporal gap between the child's

" behavior and its rewarding or punitive consequences" (1968, p-

72). Aronfreed suggests that delay of punishment can be
compensated for if, at the time of punishmentudelivery; the

child's "cognitive representation" of the act is elicited. The

., affective value of the punishment may become attached to the

cognitive representation, or verbal description, of the act,
rather than only to the act itself. Aronfreed maintains that
this process is one of the means by which internalized control

over behavior is developed in humans.
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An 1nnerse technique useful in compensatlng for delay would

cons;st\of creating a cognitive representation for the ch1ld of
the punishment to cone, at the time of the act. Aronfreed
Fagan and Witryol (1966) and Maher (1956) have
demonstrated that the suppressive effects%of a delayed punishment
can be increased by verbally administered instructions that
increase the salience and certainty of delivery of the
punishment. 'There is some suggestionxthat verbal and cognitive
factors may be playing a role in juvenile deterrence. Moffitt,
Gabrielli, Mednick and Schulsinger (1981) found that recidivistic
juvenile offenders had lower scores on;verbal:intelligence tests
then did one time offende%s. One explanation could be that the-

one time offenders "formed cognitive representations of their acts

i

and punishments more easily, and thus benefitted more from their

negative sanctione, despite any delays which occurred betweenfthe
sanctions and their acts. The implication of Aronfreed's m
suggestions is clear: the sanctioning process might profit from
having the juvenile, or- the police officer or judge, verbally
desctibe the juvenile's transgression and the contingency between
the act and its punishment, at the time the sanction is
delivered. It is not unreasonable to doubt whether~a child's
cognitive representation of a punishment which has followed his
delinquent act can actually be effectlve in suppre551ng further
comﬁission5~of the dellnquent act. After all ‘cognltlve
representation is simply "imagining" the punishment taking place.
There are some &£?>§which suggest that‘imaginéry (covert)

punishment can suppress behavior. Epstein and Peterson“(1973)

&

&

=

&

‘the delayed‘punishment
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reported a laboratory stud} in which imagined ave;slveﬂstimuli
served as well as tangible punishers in a typical operant
conditioning paradigm. Two clinical case reports provide
instances where covert punishment has been used in the

Suppression of delinquent-type behaviors specifically. Davison

(1969) indiced a child to vividly imagine his father's angry mood

each time he contemplated a forbidden act. Guidry(1975) utilized

covert punishment in treatlng a case of compulsive stealing.

When the cllent felt an urge to steal, he was to imagine being

caught and dlsgraced. The client's thefts were reduced by 90 per

cent during a ten month follow- -up period. It seems that, when

individuals are aided in establishing a robust-Cognitive

representation of the contingehEy between act and punishment, the
representation can have subpressive effects on behaviors,

In summary, the importance of immediacy of delivery of
punishment is well establlehed. While practical (and
constitutional) constraints prevent the juvenile justice system
from deliv%ring~immediate punishment, avenues are availahle for
overcoming delay effecté.” One suchuavenue is investigation of
apprehensioncas a puhishment)bxperience, since it is the-
component of the”sanctionin§>procedure‘which is temporally
closest to a juvenile's actgeegggiﬁhr is examining the posstble
ways in which the cognitive and language abilities of a juvenile
could be used to stfengthen the connection between his act and
The explicit use, of verbal 1nstruct10ns

during the sanct1on1ng may also be found to diminish the problem.

of punishing the wrong behavior, which often4occurs with long

&




£
€

&

Y T R e Jp—

PAGE 18

5

punishment delays in applied settings.

3. The Availability of Reward for Behavior.

Recall the laboratory procedure above for studying punishment
effects with animals. The animal is firgt taught to emit the
behavior of interest by being rewarded for performing it, before

the punishmeht phase begins. Johnston (1972, p. 1044) has

pointed out that the need for the use of punishmenf in applied -
settings "unavoidabi& means that there have béen andfprobaﬁly
still are reinforcement procedures concurrently in progress with
respect to the punished response." In this situation two factors
are operating which can serve to'decréasé thé effectiveness of a
punisher: the strength of the response, which is é function of
past reward, and the maintenance of the response by rewards

occurring concurrently with punishment.

Response strength. In regard to the first factor, a number of

animal studies have demonstrated that the effectiveness of

punishment 1is inveréely related to the magnitude, frequency, and

immediéty of reward delivered prior to the onset of punishment
(Church and Raymond, 1967; Evans, 1970; Ferraro, 1966; and
Martin, 1963). Although stu@ies of response strength in humans
are nof‘éiailable, this principle implies that if an appfehénded

juvenile has committed illegal acts previously with success and

) payoff, negative sanctioning will probably be less successful in

deterring him from further illegal behavior than if he had been
apprehended following his first illegal act. A study of this
]

implication might be executed by comparing recidivism rates among

u
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juveniles who self-report many delinquent acts prior to their

first apprehension, with those who self-report relatively few

'deliquent acts prior to apprehension.

Response maintenance. In regard to the second factor,

Johnston (172, p. 1045) has suggestéd that "to obtain the maximum-

effect from a punishing stimulus, the frequency of reinforcement
for the response should be minimizedi“ The condition under which
no reinforcement is avaiiable’fdr a behavior is called
extinction. The frequency of‘perfgimance of a behavior during
extinction decreases as in punishment; indeed, if extinctionqis
ﬁaintained’long enough, bunishment is not needed. Animal studies

show that when both punishment and extinction are used

foe]

simultaneously, the elimination of a behavior is more rapid than
whﬁn either procedure' is used alone (Azrin, 1960; Estes, 1944),
but that if punishment is attempted while reinforcement is still
avéilable,‘and is maintaining the responée, suppresssion of
behavior is incomplete and transitory (Azrin and Holz, 1966; Boe,
1964). Singer (1970, p. 415) has commented, "since criminal
behavior is almost aiwaxs'fewarded, this suggests that we give
some a%tentiQn to extinguishing criminal behavior as well as
punishing it, by withdrawing the re&ardg or making them
inaccessible.” Shah (1966; p. 32) writes, "...the form and )
frequency of certain criminal acfs bears somé_connection to the
enVironmental structure and opportunities provided... The

may b§ broken into and be sfﬁrted
clearly affects the frequency of

offensgs involving joy*riaing and automobile theft." If
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opportunities for engaging in illegal acts were reduced, the

expectations for reward for such acts mlght diminish, and .
relative deterrent effects of negatlve sanctlons should increase.

In summary, both the strength of a behavior and the

O . . ' . ) N - h
maintenance of a behavior by relnforcers concurrentmw1t

punishment serve to mitigate the suppressive effects of
punishment. Juveniles who are apprenhended at their first
dllegal act may be better candidates'for deterrence, and measures
such as defensive environmenbal design and 'victim awareness

programs may help decrease“the amount of reward expected for

illegal -behavior.

4. The Schedule of Delivery of the Punisher.

Animal studies have demonstrated that behav1ors are much more
effectlvely suppressed when every 1nstance of the act is
punished, than when the act is only 1nterm1ttent1y punlshed
allowing”some performances of the act to be rewarded (Azrln,
The ‘

Holz, and Hake, 1963; Zimmerman and Ferster, 1963).

discrepancies found between self-report and official records of

1966; Short and,Nye, 1958) 1nd1cate

/
that many of the offenses commltted by mvenlles go unpunlshed

juvenile offending (Gold,

and we may assumg that most of these unpunlshed acts are

Indeed, even many detected and apprehended offenders

rewarded.
remain off1c1a11y tnpunished. Thus, the existing situation in
juvenile sanctioning parallels most closely an 1nterm1ttent

schedule of punlshment delivery. There are no reported studies

of schedules of punlshment w1th humans and even few. studles Whth
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1nvest1gaﬁe ‘the effects of 1nterm1ttent punishment on the

behaV1or of animals. However, some an1ma1 studres wh1ch are °

reported_have unpleasant implications for an applied system using

. f ‘ N . . ! . ('IIJ'“ g R
intermittent punlshment. For example, sporadic punishme)r.i’ of an

animal's 1nterm1ttent1y rewarded (o€ sehavior will strengthen the
subsequent resistence to extinction ‘of /the behavior when rewards
are w1thdrawn (Lawrence and Festlnger, 1962; Logan and Wagner,>
1965; Martln, 1%;3) BehaV1or that contlnues to be reaérded is
also made resistant to the effects of frequen; punishment if the

punishment is introduced graduallyronfan intermittent schedule

(Banks, 1966; 1967).

an1ma15\ma\4gn§gest that Juvenlﬂns who experdence punishment for
ﬂg%
only a few of the1r offenses may be llkely to develop adult

criminal careers as well, and may be especially resistant to

deterrent ed@fect of future punishments.

Expected punlshment

Two studies of the social, control of - r

.children's behavior have shown that &f children are led to expect

that punlshment will follow a behavior, ‘but that actual &
8

performance of)the behavior results in 40 consequence then the

absence of punishment has the effect of a‘reward;xthe ni@e of

behaviol’ is increased (Crandall, Good,

Offenbach 1966).

and Crandall, 1964; o

Thus, it is probable that every‘failure to
npgatlvely sanctlon aprehended offenders by the Juvenlle Justlce
system has anti- deterrent effects. There ?re data which support

/

this notion. Gabrielli and Mednlck (1n preparatlon) compared\

adult offenders who receivéd pun1shmepts leéss severe than the

mean punishment meted for their offense with offenders who A
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Effects such as these. on the behaviors of
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PAGE 22 assessment of the low ‘probabilty of thelr apprehension based on
' received punishments more severe than the mean. ‘The latter group personal experience. Offenders are aware that they are on an
§??:;reoffended 51gn:f;cant1y less ofté¢n than did the forler If we intermittant punishment schedule.
’ canﬁassume that the offenders expected to receive the average What are the iﬁpiications of such awareness? Erickson,
a@ouﬁt of punishment, then it is possiﬁle to infer that the . Stafford and Galliher (1980) surveyed juveniles in two Arizona
B 'ett%nt to which theirxectual punishments deviated from this counties’ to assess the effects of rates of punlshment for
expectéd amount iﬁpacted their rates of reoffending considerably. spec1f1c offenses on the Juvenllef’ evaluatiocn of norms
JResults of a study of 1,457 Chicago boys lend eupport to the idea concerning .the wrongness of engagdng in those offenses. Although
T _that pundshment delivered at less than the expected level may results depended to some-extent on the seriousness of the acts,
| actually reinforce behavior. Murray (1980) found that failure to in general juveniles were more willing to engage in offenses Qith
“take delinqueots who were already on probation back to court the lowest probapility of punishment. qInvaddition, juveniles who
£ after an arrest was followed by faster rearrests. d had been personally apprehended for an offense, but treated
Certainty of pundshment Although data are not available from 1enient1y,‘perceived the cffenses as 1ess serious than even the
'studies of human subJects to clarlfy the cogn1t1ve impact of _juveniles who had not been apprehended. This group is simjlar in
k{ ‘ d1fferent1a1 schedules of punlshment it is probable that some ways to the children tn'Offenbach's4(1966)Jstudy who
dlfferences in suppression effects between continuous and experienced as’a reward an expected,punishment which was not
intermittent punishment are ettributable to perceptions about the( delivered..
£ certainty of .punishment, not merely the frequency. The cigssical' “kUncertéinhpunishments,"Siegel (1978) comparéd,the
school ofbcriminology has 'long maintained that it is the perfonmance of sociopathic prisoners, nonsociopathic prisoners,
certainity of punishment, not the severity, that deters persons and college stude;ts on a card game in which the probability of
fikffxfTom criminal behavior (Jeffery, 19§§)- Parker and Grasmick punishment (losing poket chips which could be redeemed for money)
y/ (1979) have demonstrated that persons' personal experiences with was manipﬁleted by fheoexperimehter. “When the probability of
% crlmes and the personal experlence of their acqualntances are punishmént was in the midrange (40 - 70 per cent) sociopaths were
;Q more important 1n influencing their estlmates of the certa1n1ty more wiliiné to risk the loss of poker chips“than were members of
? of arrest than are media reports of official arrest rates. They - the two control groups. When questioned following the card games
; noted thae Walker (1969) reported that~cr1m1nals had more L about the1r percept1ons of the probability of punlshment the |
R accurate knowledge of’arrest rates than did the general PUbllc,<;Jﬁ&* soc1opaths underestfmated the likelihood of losing poker chlps
and concluded that oftenders themselvés' develop ‘an accurate, ;), '
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chips when the probability of oss s in~£he midrange bnf 414 who received full processing and sentencing. xEvaluation‘fesearch
, ’
, 4 | . o B ~ of such a policy mandatin unishment of 4
2 not underestimate the probability of loss when loss was.actually By - y 1ng p all apprehended
. e W ‘ offenders is in order.
quite certain; ‘
In summary, animal studles have proven that contlnuous i ) ; :
7 o 5. Availability of Alternate R
T punishment is more effectlve than intermitent punishment in ;;@ y/__ - ¢ Rewarded Responses .
suppressing behavior. Indeed, it is possible that sporadic Several ;tud1es have~reponﬁed that complete suppression of a
punishment o a rewarded behavior, or failure to de11ver an behavior can be rapidly achieved using punishment, if animals are
3 ’ N : -
e  offered an opportunity t i
¢ expected punishment, can actually serve to increase the strength | & PP unity to perform an alternate unpunished
of & behavior. These laboratory findings about punishment behavior which results in delivery of the reward previously
: , . provided b the un h d
schedules are interpreted in terms of juveniles' perceptions p y punishe behavior (Boe, 1964; Solomon, 1964;
| r about the certainty of punishment for illegal behaviors. | R Whiting and Mowrer, 1943). 'In addltlo? Rachlin (1967) found
, _ that man 1
Criminological studies exist which demonstrate that perceived manipulation of the severity of punishment has a greater
. suppre
certainty of punishment is determined by personaluexperience and : pp ssive effect when a rewarded alternate behavior is
€ that it affects juveniles' willingness to engage in illegal acts. i E Gavallable. Solomon, Turmer, and Lessac (1968) demonstrated that
A subgroup of serious multiple offenders may be especially likely g even delayed punishment will suppress behavior when an alternate
; ~ | . .
' . behav i . : 1113
to underestimate the likelihood of punishment when punishment is % ior is available Kar?h and Williams (1964) reported an
uncertain ySinger (1970, p. 417) wrote¢ " the moral derived from :t i B experiment with children in which no behavioral aiternate was
. . ] S o ’
i

m

. i . o available for i havi , : . .
the basic experimental results concerning certainty is , ble for the punished behavior. They found punishment to be o

et NP it e e s, s

nevertheless étraightforward: Catch more criminals more of the ﬂ o o ineffective in suppressing the children's behaviors. In a study
¢ time..." Unfortunately, the moral is not as straightforward to <?M%\‘ ﬁ 1{ E3 in which mentaﬂ p@tients were offered both an unpunishéd and dn

implement as it is to understand. However, the data 1nd1cate T ‘glntermlttently punlshed lever to pull in-order to earn

that policy which nandates that punishment mustﬁbe administered cigarettes, the behav1or of pulling the 1nterm1ttent1y punlshed
?ﬁ ‘to all first offenders who are appfehended might prove“useful‘in ) : ‘%ﬁ lever was totally suppressed as .soon as the nonpunlshed lever was

reducing the rewarding effects of lenient treatment of made avallable (Holz, Azrin and Allyon, 1963) Azrln and Holz

apprehended flrst offenders ‘ Recall the McCord (1980) study “n | (1966) explalned that punlshment of a behav1or for Wthh there is
%{ ~ which first offenders: who were released without official o :%@f . no alternate behavior may be expected to‘suppress respondlng byl

processing were more likely to commit subsequent crimes than boysd } e _5 only 30 per Fe?t:,‘ | ’ |

| | B | | . | - g °
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for a time (Lovaas and Simons, 1969).
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_ Problems in application of the principle of alternate

—

, . ‘ . - Y o,
response. On the basis of §tud1es such as the o?es cited here

Singer (19703 p. 429) concluded, "thfs,cumulative evidence péints
directly and overwhelmingly to the importance of éombining
rehabilitation with pﬁnishment. Our correctional system must
provide offenders alternative routes and skills to obtain the
rewards they formefly obtained only, or much more easily, through
There are however; several important dissimilarities =
between the experimental procedures which produced the principle
of alternate responées and the pfactical situation of the
juvenile justice system. In laboratory studies of punishment,
the subjects are first deprivedﬁof the rewérd which the
experimenter intends to“use so és to insure the subjects'
motivation to behave. For exaﬁple rats are starvedvto 70 per
cent of body weight, or children are deprived of social contact
Thus, the alternate
behavior is necessary for elimination of the punished behavior
because the-subjetts experience strong motivation to obtain theﬁ
reward (food pellets or encouraging hugs). Although largé
numbers of jﬁvenile offenders are from low income families, and
may be 'property dgprived', the naturéxof ;he motivation behind
many delinquent acts is not clear. Acts not motivated by
biological surviyal needs méy not ;equire alternate résponses
when they are punished. 9 |

Johnston (1972) pointed out that all availablg studies h;ve‘

had the alternate response produce the same kind and amount of

reward as the punished reponse. Programs might be spggestedvto
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%It is well to remember that a reward must be defined as
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6ffer altﬁietig contests és aifernates to gang fighting, each of
which produce the reward of defeating rival juveniles*. However,
it is difficult to imagine an alternate behavior to. theft which
might also provide a fourteen year o0ld with a color television

set in less than fifteen minutes, .or an alternate acceptable

behavior to drug use which will provide the same high. For many

illegal behaviors, it is the unacceptable nature of the reward
which makes the behavior a criﬁé.‘ Studies are needed which
clarify thé effecps of rewarding.the alternative rgsponsé with a
different class of reinforcers.

Another problem with extrapolation from the experimental

studies is that in laboratory procedure the punished and

‘alternate responses are very similar in topography, (for example,

pressing a red bar versus pressing a green bar) while in the case

of juvenile offenses, the punished and alternate behaviors must

be dissimilar. Fo} example, one can offer a juvenile thief a job
as an alternate means to obtain a television set, but it will
pfobably require months of effort ratﬁe: than minutes. Even- rats
will always choose the behavior requiring the least effort to

obtain a reward (Mitchell, Scott and Williamé, 1973). Johnston‘

(1972) has also cautioned that it must be anticipated that the

schedule of reinforcement for the alternate behavior would affect

the proportion of responding with the alternate, as opposed to D f

the punished behavior. If working at a job_is reinforced every : K

----- N Rl

rewarding in the perception of the juvenile; an athletic victory
may not mean the same as a violent victory to the subjects of
the program. ' ‘
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two weeks, and studying for a college degree is reinforced once

every four years, many persons with experience in illegally

obtaining a less delayed and more fnequent reinforcement schedule

i o

would prefer the punished behavior to these alternate behaviors,
especially if the probability of punishment is low. Juvenile
offendersnmav be especially susceptible to this preference.
Mischel (1961).found that children who were identified as
delinquent more frequently chose an immediate smaller reward,
rather than a delayed larger reward, than did children who had
not been 1dent1f1ed as delinquent

+Nevertheless, desplte the practical d1ff1cu1t1es in providing
rewarding alternatives to punished behaviors, it is probable that
many juveniles who do not engage in delinquent acts refrain from
doing so because they prefer alternate behaviors. Some illegal
behaviors may be more susceptible to replacenent,with.alternate
behaviors and rewards than are others. Programs could be‘

attempted which take advantage of the cognitive abilities of

human adolescents by increasing the saliency of 1onger term

rewards and prov1d1ng instructions for how they are attained with

the least effort. Research ‘is also needed to determine whether

any tendency to be less able to tolerate delayed;rewards is

related to delinquent recidivism.

~ Two Final Comments

Five principles of punishment derived from laboratory
research have been discussed in' terms of their implications for

juvenile deterrence. As is often the case with efforts to "~ =
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develop princifles aﬁoot human behavior in a social context, the
individual principles considered -alone do not captore the
comolexity of what really happens when punishment is usgo in
abplied settings; simplistic approaches to sanctioning based on
the predictions of these principles may be doomed to less than u
spectacular deterrence effects. It is important to consider the

possibility of mitigating interrelationships, both between the

‘principles themselves and between the principles and the

individual psychological characteristics of juvenile offenders to
whom they may be applied.

Interprinciple relationships.

A good example of ways in which
the effects of various principles may be dependent upon their
interrelationships is provided b& Cohen (1967; cited in‘Singer

1970, p. 420).

Criminologists have known for some time that increased
severity of punishments has little effect on incidence of crimes.
Why does severity have little effect, in view of both common ‘
sense and the previously mentioned experimental indications that v
it ought to? Because the punishments are so uncertain and
delayed. The effect of delay is .to lessen severity and
manipulations of severity have little effect at long delays
(Cohen, 1967). A

Although it is easy to imagine how relationships between
principles may act to decrease the overall effectiveness of
punishment, it is equally probable that less than optimal
applicatlon of one principle may be compensated for by
For example, given the humane

11m1tat10ns on severlty of punishment for Juveniles, the

prinC1ple of contlnuous schedule of punishment could, be utillzed
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to assure that each offender at least receives what punishments
are available. Or, a combination of high certainty of punishment
and shortened delays may preclude the need for increasing
severity. No experimental studies of relat%onships between
different princiﬁies ofgfunishmeﬂt.age available. Research in
this area would be invaluable to designers of juvenile justice

sanctioning policy. _

Individual differences in response to punishment . References

have already been made in this paper to chéracteris;ics of
individual juveniies which may mitigate the effectiveness of
punishment in some wa&s. Differences in the experiencing of fear
(Rydelius, 1981), verbal intelligence (Moffitt, et. al, 1980) and
ability to tolerate delay of reward (Mischel, 1961) were
mentioned. Additional factors have been posited which may
determine the magnitude and direction. of the reactions of
different individuals to the same experience of being punished;
for example, autonomic nervous system responsiveness (Mednick,
1977), cortical arousal (EEG) (Eyssnck, 1967), and‘previous
experience with punishment in the family (Becker, 1964).P The
literature about these.individual characteristics will be
reviewed in a subsequent paper, but it is important to poipt out
that there is some evidence that we caﬁnot expect all juvehiles
to respond uniformly to any manipulation of;the various,

principles of punishment discussed in ‘this papqx;

Conclusions

Despite cautions about the appropfiateness of applying~the;
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experimental model of punishment to theﬁprocesg of negative

~ sanctioning of juvenile offenders, I have asserted that aﬁgggﬁqss

of the principles of pdnishment may be of use to the deterrence
theoretician. Principles of punishment exist which have béen
shown to augment the suppressive effects of punishment in
research settings, and the implicatons ‘of the principles for
improving juvenile deterrence merit careful investigation.
However, it has become evident during the course of this review
that, while cohsideration of the punishment principles yields a
number of testable implications for deterrence, there are also
large gaps in the punishment literature itself which call for
research efforts»befdre such implications can be confidently
evaluated. Examples of such unexplored ggpé are: the role of

human cognitive and verbal abilities in attenuating &élay of

‘punishment, and the possibility of interrelationships between the

various principles. Therefore, it is not suggested that policies

or programs designed to implement any of the learning theory'
principles of punishment be a&opted immediately, but a call for

research is extended.
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