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Foreword 

This final report is divided into five somewhat discrete 

sections, mirroring the specification of products promised in the 

original proposal. Quoting from page 51 of that document, we 

proposed: 

... formulation of an initial theoretical framework, 
distinquished from the paradigm (in the grant proposal) by 
specification of interrelationships among variables and by 
hypothecation of dominant causal relationships (which) will 
constitute the primary product of this completed grant. 
Useful by-products will include extensive, focused 
bibliographies, summaries of statutory and operational 
principles of police sanctioning, and an archive of data 
sets apropriate to one-time vs. multiple offender 
comparisons. 

Section I of this report consists of the continuation 

proposal (unamended) submitted to the National Institute of 

Justice. It offers an integrated conceptual scheme for 

understanding and investigating the effects of early police 

sanctions on juvenile delinquency careers. For short-hand 

convenience, the scheme is referred to as Sanction 

Sensitivity Theory and is based upon our work during the 

grant period and upon materials included in Sections II 

through V of this report. 

Included on pp. 46 to 49 is a preliminary listing of the 

appropriate data sets for studying sanction sensitivity 

issues. Further work on this topic has been done since the 

time of the proposal preparation. Yne interested reader 

should note the following comments in considering this part 

of Section I. 

-
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Given the additional review of available data sets, our 

choices for further study are rather clear. The variables 

of interest to us (left hand side of figure A-I) suggest 

three data sets are most useful. These are Shannon, Kobrin 

and Klein, and Mednick. The Mednick set, not listed in 

Section I, is the only one to include neurophysiological 

variables important to the inhibitory process. The Shannon 

and the Kobrin and Klein data sets are most inclusive of the 

post-arrest variables. 

A second, or backup, group of data sets will be those of 

Polk and of Elliott and Voss. Their greatest weakness is in 

having limited, dichotomous measures of police dispositions; 

the first three are less limited in this regard. 

Overall, our final choices have been made on the basis 

of number of relevant variables, cohort size, disposition 

alternatives, inhibitory measures, and commonness of 

measures. The numbers involved are Shannon, two cohorts 

with 889 interviewees; Kobrin and Klein, 4006 cases with 951 

interviewees; Mednick, 129 cases; Polk, 1227 cases with 491 

interviewees; Elliott and Voss, 2617 interviewees. 

Commonality of specific measures across th~ five data 

sets is as follows: 

1. SES: Mednick, Shannon (Duncan SEl Scale), Kobrin 

and Klein (NORC Occupational Classification), Elliott and 

Voss (Hollingshead), and Polk all employ occupational 

indices easily convertible t~ common categories. 

2. Ethnicity: all but Mednick (no variation) can be 
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" DATA SETS 

RBC = Racine Bir 
(Shannon)' 

DSO ;;: Deinstitut 
of Status 
Program Ev 
(Kobrin an 

DBC ;;: Danish Bir 
(Mednick) 

SOC = San Diego 
(Elliott a 

OC = Oregon Coh 
(Polk) 

rBC = Philadelph 
Cohort 
(Wolfgang) 

th Cohort 

ionalization 
Offenders 
aluation 
d Klein) 
th Cohort 

Cohort 
nd Voss) 
ort 

ia Birth 

SC = Stockholm Cohort 
(Janson) 
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CS ;;: Cambridge Study 
(Farrington) J 

NS ;;: National Survey ~ 
(Wadsworth) ~ 

FRP = Family Hesearch Projec~ 
(Simcha-Fagan) ! 
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1 = Sanction Sensitivity 
Variables, i 

2 = Inmediate Youth Response:­
to Encounter Variables I 

3 = ~ubsequent Youth ; 
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collapsed into White) Black, and Hispanic categories, with 

Elliott and Voss and Kobrin and Klein adding Asian. 

3. Prior Arrest Exposure: Shannon and Elliott and Voss 

share two items, one on friends in trouble with the law and 

one on level of delinquency in the neighborhood. 

4. l.g.: well-~orrelated test scores are available in 

Mednick, Elliott and Voss, and Polk. 

S. Family Stabili~: directly comparable categories of 

parental and alternative adult combinations are available in 

all five prinoipal data sets. 

6. Peer Norms: Kobrin and Klein, Shannon, and Polk 

include comparable iten~ on friends in trouble at school and 

with the law. Kobrin and Klein deliberately employed the 

Polk approach. 

7. Stake in Conformity: comparable items on importance 

of school activities and educational norms are found in 

Kobrin and Klein, Shannon, Elliott and Voss, and Polk. 

Mednick includes social worker judgments on these issues. 

Job valence is contained in all but Polk. 

8. Dispositions: all include, at a minimum, release 

vs. system referral. Kobrin and Klein, Shannon, and Mednick 

contain at least four levels of sanction severity; Shannon 

and Kobrin and Klein include six. 

9. Self-Concept: comparable measures of delinquent 

self-concept are contained in Kobrin and Klein, Shannon, and 

Elliott and Voss. Kobrin and Klein and Shannon have 

conformist self-concept measures, but they are quite 
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different in form. 

10. Self-Report Measures: all but Mednick and Polk 

include a self-report measure. While each is different, a 
minimum of ten common offenses is contained in the other 

three data sets~ Elliott and Voss having the fewest. Kobrin 

and Klein and Shannon, the most inclusive, have 29 and 19 

items each. 

11. Official Arrest: all data sets include police 

arrest measures, each set having numbers, date of arrest, 

and specific offense charges. In the Mednick set, official 

arrests commence at age 15, while other sets have no lower 

limit. 

Section II takes up where our proposal stopped on the 

question of the relevance of learning theory principles and 

findings to police sanction processes. Principles of 

stimulus intensity, temporal proximity, availability of 

rewards (positive sanctions), schedule of sanction delivery, 

and alternative responses are applied to an analysis of the 

police/juvenile encounter, and suggestions made for bridging 

some of the gaps noted in the review. 

Section III amplifies the findings an~ implications of 

both the specific deterrence theory and labeling theory of 

early sanctions. Specific limitations of currently 

available research are noted in some d.etail, especially as 

the research might;, ,relrte to, the potential effectiveness of 
J 

/_ .. -

police/juvenile encounters. 

Section IV contains two parts. In the first, we report 
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on a search of selected state statutes 1.vhich provide the 

ambiguous legal context within which police sanctioning of 

juveniles takes place. In the second, we report findings of 

the actual police practice and its organizational context 

within those selected states. Discrepancies between statute 

and practice are noted, as are the implications of both for 

application of sanctions deemed to be punishing. 

Section V reports two studies, carried out on the Danish 

sets, of various social and physiological precursors of 

one-time and multiple juvenile offenders. These analyses 

were pointed toward the issue of sanction sensitivity, 

rather than delinquency etiology. The results clearly 

emphasize the relevance of these precursor variables to 

sanction sensitivity and raise suggestions for additional 

directions of research. 

1 
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A CONCEPTIJAL SCHEME FOR SPECIFIC DETERRENCE THEORY: 

TESTING SANCTION SENSITIVITY TO EARLY SANCTIONS IN 

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Malcolm W. Klein and Sarnoff Mednick 

Section I of the Final Report 
of Grant 80-IJ-CX-OOSS:* 

Exploring Guidelines for Specific 
Deterrence Theory: Early Sanctions 

in the Juvenile' Justice System 

*This research was supported under this grant from the National Institute 
of Justice. Points of view are those of its ffilthors and do not necessarily 
reflect the positions of 'the U.S. Department of Jl~tice. 
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A Conceptual Scheme for Specific Deterrence Theory: 
Testing Sanction Sensitivity to Early ·Sanctions in 

the Juvenile Justice System 

Abstr,act 

This proposal is concerned with the control of delinquent 

careers through understanding the effects ot the first 

sanctioning encounter between police and juvenile suspects. Its 

purpose is to test the validity of a developing specific 

deterrence theory in delinquency. 

For the past year, the research team has employed 

bibliographic research, legal analyses) a survey of police 

practices, and pilot analyses of cohort data to.develop a 

conceptual scheme for understanding levels of effectiveness of 

flrst arrest encounters with juvenilei. The conceptual scheme, 

fully explicated in the proposal) stresse? constructs having to 
! 

do with Cal juveniles' sensitivity to police sanctions, (b) 

alternative police dispositions, ec) behavioral and cognitive 

intervening processes, and (d) the inhibition or generation of 

further arrests. 

Research activities will include (a) structured observations 

of police/juvenile encounters, (b) alternative statistical 

approaches to establishing two hypothesized forms of sanction 

sensitivity, and (c) a path analytic approach to a causal model 

explicit in the conceptual scheme. The latter two sets of 

analyses will be carried out on a selection of longitudinal data 

sets being £ade available by a numbeT of original investigators. 

The products of this research should include a modified and 

more fully specified model of the specific deterrence process for 
( 
!I 
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PAGE 2 
juveniles and a set of practical implications for delinquency 

control at the point of first arrest. Guidelines for a 

longitudinal test of the model and these practical implications 

should also emerge from the proposed research. 
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A Conceptual Scheme for Specific Deterrence Theory: 

Testing Sensitivity to Early Sanctfons in the 

Juvenile Justice System 

INTRODUCTION 

This proposal constitutes the second step in a program of 

research designed to yield an empirically testable and 

generallzab~e crime control theory specifically related to early 

sanct~oning (~irst arrest and disposition) of juvenile offenders. 

~uch a theory Will have direct application to police responses to 

iirst~time offenders. The first step is being concluded under a 

slxteen month NIJ grant of an expressly exploratory nature. It 

was the premise of the first grant proposal that a good deal of 

exploratory conceptualization, research, and literature review 

was needed prior to undertaking analyses of data directly related 

to earlY sanctioning questions. 

This current proposal, based on the ongoing activities under 

the first grant, is the logical continuation of OUT research 

aims. Ihanks to the first grant, we are now positioned to 

accompllsh two goalS. First, we can transform the earlier 

"Sensitizing Paradigm of Relevant Variables in Early Sanctioning" 

lYg. ~~, first proposal) into a more refined conceptual scheme in 

which paradigm variables are added and deleted and organized into 

a set of proposed causal relationships. In this proposal, we 

offer the first presentation of this conceptual scheme. It will 

serve as the first iteration of an early sanctioning theory, and 

W1ll proviae guiael1nes for the data analyses we propose to 
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undertake in the requested year~f support. 

The second goal is to undertake analyses of data relating 

directly to early sanctioning of juvenile offenders. These 

analyses will take several forms, all of them designed to 

ii~uminate variables differentiatin~ between one-time-only and 

mu~tiple offenders, i.e., those for whom an early sanction (first 

arrestj may have served as a deterrent or a contributor to 

further arrests. 

One set of analyses will be carried out on existing 

~ongitudinal data sets located under the first grant and offered 

to us by the or iginal investl' gators. II"' h nc uaed ere will be four 

analytic approaches ~o testing the efficacy of the cqncept of 
"Sanction Sensi ti vi ty". These will be followed by a path 

analytic approach to the several data sets with the goal of 

testing and modifying a causal model!relating sanction 

sensitivity to recidivisim 

Another analysis \vill derl" ve from a proposed set of 

observations of in-station encounters between police and 

first-time and mUltiple juvenile offenders. These observations 

Will help to fill in the most glaring gaps in studies related to 

our conceptual scheme, those specifically oriented to 

aifferential po~ice discretion applied to first-time versus 

~epeat juvenile offenders. 

In the pages to fOllow, we will use our proposed conceptual 

scheme to organize the materials being presented. It is 

important to keep in mind that this scn' eme l"S no'" 
n emerging from 

work under the first grant; not only is it zubject to 

== 
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modification, but modification is an explicit purpose of our 

proposed research. Also, it is important to keep one or two 

other points in mind. 

First, because of our concentration on the crime control 

aspects of early official sanctioning, our conceptual scheme is 

not put forward as an etiological framework in the usual 

tradition of delinquency theories, (e.g. Elliott et al., 1979; 

Hirschi, 1~6~). ~ather, we are concerned with understanding 

variables operational in the sanctioning and the post-sanctioning 

deterrence arena, i.e. at the point in the justice system where 

po~ice may have their greatest impact on truncating developing 

careers of delinquency. 

Additionally, the conceptual scheme is different from our 

analytic intentions. Under the proposed grant, we cannot attempt 

to test the scheme as a fully comprehenslve theoretical 

structure. Rather we will use the scheme to ·guide us in 

se~ecting specific analyses for theory-building purposes. A 

number of variables specified in the conceptual scheme are 

included in the ciata. sets available to us, but many others are 

not. The ultimate, comprehensive test of the emerging theory 

must eventuallY involve a prospectively designed, longitudinal 

experiment with random or matched assignment of first-time 

offenders to alternative police dispositions. We are building 

toward that ultimate ideal by undertaking the research proposed 
, 

in the fOllowing pages, and by explicitly refining the early 

sanctioning conceptual scheme as it emerges from our work. 
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Alternative Paradigms of Response to Delinquency 

It is useful to recognize three relatively independent 

paradigms of approaches to delinquency of the 1970-1980 period, 

th~ Paternalistic, the Liberationist, and the Neo-Classica1 

paradigms. We will characterize these very briefly as to 

philosopny, youth populations of interest, and supportive data. 

The Paternalistic paradigm assumes the vu1ner~bility, 

dependence, and nonculpability of adolescents. Their lack of 

competence calls forth a protective adult response to 

misbehavior. The paternalists concern themselves most 

par~icularly with dependent and neglected youth and with some 

status offenders and unsophisticated delinquents. The 

paternalists are the prime movers behind the increased thrust for 

expanding the familY court as opposed to juvenile court. 

Paternalists have stressed prima~y prevention and early 

intervention to forestall delinquency. Available data do not 

provide support for the efficacy of their position and, in some 

instances, suggest deleterious effects through labeling 

processes. Family counseling and foster care have been among the 

preferred treatment approaches, and avail~ble data provide a very 

mixed level of support for these approaches, rangin~ from 

slightly deleterious to somewhat promising for narrow categories 

of offenders lsee the reviews by Lipton et al.; 1975; Sechrest et 

al., 1!:J7~; Klein, 1~7!:J). 

'l'he Liberation~:List paradigm.,is an outgrowth of the 

chi~drenls rights movement, in combination .. .rith an acknowledgment 

that today'~ adolescents"are ~ualitatively different from those 
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of prior decaaes. The hallmarks of this paradigm are the 

provision of adultlike rights for adolescents and increased 

recognition of their physical and social competence. Targets of 

their concern tend to be runaways, some incorrigibles, and minor 

cases of delinquency in preference to serious cases of 

delinquency. Liberationalists are the most vocal proponents for 

removal of juvenile court jurisdiction over status offenders and 

the provision of independent legal representation for juveniles 

lsee bmpey, 1~78). 

Recent treatment approaches favored by liberationists have 

included deinstitutionalization and diversion, but evidence for 

tne utllity of these approaches, beyond their mere advantages in 

humaneness, indicate failures in both.program implementation and 

in salutory effects lKobrin and Klein, 1981). A newer approach, 

restitution, is not yet well tested.! Individual counseling nas 

consistently failed to produce results, (Romig, 1978), while 

certain forms of residential treatment have shown a bit more 

promise (although the jury is still out on this approach; 

Teilmann.and Peterson, 1981). 

The Neo-Classical paradigm, sometimes in concert with a "just 

deserts" model of justice, stresses individual accountability for 

precatory acts and downplays the emphasis on age as an 

appropriate consideration. The focus is on the act and its 

consequences, not upon the actor. Neo-classicists focus on cases 

of serious ofienses and repeat offenders. Their preference is to 

provide aault court proceedings and sentencing for adolescent 

crimlnals, emphasizing victims and protectio~ of society in lieu 
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of rehabilitation. Treatment alternatives are down-played in 

favor of surveillance, incarceration, and personal 

accountability. The data on these approaches suggest mixed 

results, with more supportive evidence than most practitioners 

find comfortable lEmpey and Lubeck, 1971; Murray and Cox, 1979). 

These depi~tions of dominant paradigms serve to remind us 

t~at any approach to the handling or treatment of juvenile 

offenders is enmeshed in broader contexts of philosophy, 

politics, and views of life. The search for effective responses 

will be improved to the extent that we understand and account for 

these contexts. This point is particularly germane now because 

current thinking is moving away from Paternalism and into a 

bifurcation stressing Liberationist and Neo-Classical approaches. 

The former -- Liberationism -- has been -poorlY supported by data 
• during its expansionist period. The· failure of most diversion 

programs, in particular, is forcing us to look more carefully at 

the more punitive alternatlves. 

1his, in turn, has led us to consider, as the epitome of the 

Neo-Classical approach at the juvenile level, the issue of early 

official sanctions for juvenile offenses, the so-called slap on 

the wrist in the form of initial juvenile arrests. Briefly, here 

is the quandary we may be in; 

a. The review of relevant psychological literature under our 

first grant suggests that effectiveness of negative sanctioning 

depends heavi~y on such issues as temporal contiguity between act 

and sanction, on contingent punishment where the actor has some 

sense of the risk associated with the act, and on the substantive 

-----~----- ----- --.~, ----:-----~ 
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identity of the act as committed and the act as defined for 

punishment, 

b, The very nature of police response to delinquent acts 

conflicts with these principles. Temporal contiguity is usually 

absent, there is a poor relationship between acts and risk of 

detection and sanction, and act identity is often altered in the 

period between act and sanction. All this suggests that early 

police sanctions cannot be effective. The pivotal case is at the 

time of the first ar·rest. 

c, Yet the common finding is that 50% of first arrests are 

not followed by further arrests. This 50% drop-off rate suggests 

the likelihood of significant characterological differences 

between one-time and multiple offenders related directly to being 

deterred by police-associated sanctions. 

~ut our review of the criminological literature under the 

first grant suggests that an equally likely result of early 

sanctions is the initiation of the labeling process and the 

creatlon of even more delinquency, With both deterrence and 

generation of delinquency as likely outcomes of current arrest 

and disposition practices, it is difficult to suggest 

theoretically based guidelines for police activity with 

juveniles. 

Deterrence and labeling seem to be opposite sides of the same 

coin. Our situation, as outlined above, yield~ a double paradox; 

the prerequisites of deterrence are defeated by the structure of 

the juvenile justice system, yet the ~esults of early sanctioning 
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by that system indicate the the coin has landed with both sides 

face up! 

There are some implications to be derived from such a 

message, The first, of course, is that we have a lot of thinking 

and research to do in order to understand what is going on and 

what might go on. Second, it may be that several academic and 

practitioner blind men have been handll'ng dOff 1 erent ap.pendages of 

the aelinquency elephant. Different perspectives, emphasizing 

different categories of delinquents, may have fost~red the 

appearance of more conflict, of a greater paradox, than need be 

the case. 

The First Proposal 

In order for the reader to assess the status and aims of the 
current proposal, it • may prove usefui to review very briefly the 
overall content of its predecessor. The following comments do 

not constitute a report on work under the first grant; this 

proposal is being prepared prior to completion of that grant and 

th~refore prior to the completion of its final report. But in 

describing movement from the original "Sensitizing Paradigm" to 

the current "Conceptual Scheme", we will refer to activities 

undertaken to date under the first grant. 

The first proposal provided reviews of several areas of 

llterature to suggest that (a) little is known about the 

effectiveness of early sanctions of juvenile offenders, (b) there 

is a dlsjuncture between what police can do by way of sanctioning 

and what learning theory suggests might be effective, and (c) 
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there are alternative conceptual approaches ~- e.g., labeling, 

deterrence, genetic -- that suggest different outcomes from early 

sanctioning. The period of the first grant was designed to allow 

us to gather information which would position us favorably to 

undertake, with greater conceptual clarity, analyses of available 

ciata pertinent to t~ese issues around e'arlysanctioning. 

Included in the activities of the first grant were the 

fO.Liowing: 

La) highly focussed literature reviews in the areas of 

laoeling/deterrence in juvenile delinquency and in the psychology 

of punishment, especially in relation to family dis~ipline; 

(b) a review of extant state laws relating to police disc~etion 

in the handling of juveniles, especially first-time vs. repeat 

offenders; 

lc) a national survey of actual police practices in disposing of 

juveniie cases, again stressing first vs. repeat offenders; 

Ld) an analysis of two sets of available Danish data relating 

perinatal and genetic variables to non-offending, one-time 

ofiending, and multiple offending juveniles; 

le) location of available data sets which could be used under the 

fol.Low-up grant to seek variabl~s differentiating between 

one-tlme and multiple offenders (as e~emplary of deterred and 

non-aeterred offenders). 

It is these sets of activities, along with some rather 

intensive staffing in a cr6~1-disciplinary research team, which 

have brought us to the current proposal. The literature reviews 

are almost finished; the legal review has been completed; the 
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national police survey is underway, with substantial returns 

already in hand; the present analyses of the Danish data are 

Close to completion; the determination of the best available data 

sets has been initiated; finally, the staff discussions resulting 

from all of this activity have led us from the sensitizing 

paradigm of the first proposal to the conceptual scheme of the 

present effort. 

We present next the original sensitizing paradigm with a few 

explanatory comments beca,use, quite frankly, it ,is import.ant to 

us tnat readers understand where we started and what our general 

intentions were. The paradigm is no longer part of our 

conceptqalization. It was an early attempt to express, for 

ourselves, some organization of the variables we felt to be 
." 

critical to our interests in early sanctioning via police 

behavlor. The variables were derived from our own research 

enterprises and our reading of the field. Both prinCipal 

investigators have had extensive careers in criminological 

research, but this research, as a new and specific enterprise, 

resulted from papers delivered by each of the prinCipal 

investigators at the invitation of the rehabilitation panel of 

the National Academy of SCiences, where it was recognized that a 

m~j~r 'need existed to develop theoretical and empirical 

guidelines pertinent to the early sanctioning of juvenile 
:j 
I offenders. 
i 

.] 

.. ~ The two horizontal sections of the paradigm represented the 
. 'I 

',I two contexts for selection of variables, one being the juvenile 
. i 

. J justi~e system and the other being the juvenile offender. ·,.1 
'.1 

•.. J 
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The emphasis on the juvenile justice iystem was not unique, but 

it was unusual when compared with most conceptions of offender 

deterrence. In our case, because we were concerned with early 

sanctioning in particular, it was the police variables which were 

selected out; i.e., we were interested in the earliest sanction, 

in the "front end" of the system. 

Columns A and B, Background and Structural Context, listeQ 

variables thought likely to interrelate with normal police 

responses lColumn C) and the context of any particular 

police/juvenile encounter (Column D) to yield the choice among 

available case disposition options. These latter were the 

praetical operationalization of the early sanctions of direct 

conce:r;n. 

In a like manner, the four columns, A through D, were 

designed to specify parallel variables in the juvenile's context 

that yielded reactions to the sanctions or dispositions resulting 

from the police encounter. We were, in truth, less certain of 

the logical and operational placement of some of these variables, 

but it was important that they be made explicit. 

The end point of this paradigmatic exercise, of course, was 

in the suggestion that police sanctions and juvenile reactions to 

them (Column F) would-be" reflected in some crucial outcome 

variables, both behavioral and cognitive, as noted in Column F. 

This was as close to any caus~l attribution as we cared to 

venture in connection wi th the paradigfIl. It was, as we noted, 

designed merely to sensitize us to variables and relationships to 

be kept in mind as we pursued our preliminary activities in 

1 
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information gathering. 

From our point of view, the sensitizing paradigm has served 

its purpose well. It has been used to guide staff discussions of 

relevant li~erature) to suggest variables for inclusion in the 

review of statutory law and the survey of police practices~ and 

to se~ect variables in the Danish data to receive priority 

attention. However, we have now moved to a different conceptual 

level in which some variables are omitted, others added, and all 

are organized in terms of their functions and in terms of causal 

relationships. We will not specifically refer back to the 

paraciigm. 

The Early Sanctioning Conceptual Scheme 

In the following pages, we present varinus facets of 

emerging Conceptual Scheme. The scheme itself, and the 

exposition required, is quite complex. In order to deal with 

this complexity, we will present a series of five r~lated arrow 

diagrams lFigures ~ through 6) as follows: 

Figure 2: The constructs central to the conceptual sdheme, 

wi thout embelil i s hmen t. 

Figure 3: The full sch~me, in which constructs are embellished 
J' t 

by con tr i buslng- var i abl es a1;1d indi ca tor s . 

Figure~!: The constructs limited to those for which 

measureable indicators are likely to be available 

and upon whi chanalyseswill; be undertaken. 

Flgure~: Contributing factors associated with selected 
I 

measurable constructs in the scheme. 
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Figure 6: Expected indicators for selected measurable , 

constructs in the scheme. 

It is Figure 3 which contains all the elements of the scheme 

and all the components to be found in the other figures. 

However, Figure 3 is consequently quite complex, so we present 

Figure 2 first, containing the principal constructs, the 

conceptual framework for the ensuing discussion. 

Flgure 2 tells the following story: 

1. The way a juvenile responds to the first police/juvenile 

encounter is a function of three streams of variables. These are 

La) characteristics of the juvenile, which we call sanction 

sensitivity, that relate directly to police sanct'ions; (b) 

etiological factors and police contacts which help produce the 

first arrest encounters; and (Cl variables affecting the arrest 

and disposition decision of the polite. Our conceputal scheme 

concentrates operationally on (a) and (c), that is the sanction 

sensitivity ana police sanction streams, with the more commonly 

studied etiological stream constituting, for no~, ,a set of 

unmeasured exogenous variables. 

2. We posit, with respect to sanction sensitivity, two forms of 

this c6nstruc~ whi¢h predict (as the arrows inditate) to two 
1':' II '\ .~. ~._ 

\ 
diiferentintei~venihg constructs. this· conception will be fully 

" ~ 

explicated later in the proposal. 

3. We are now willing to speculate on principal causal 

relationships, as indicated by the arrows. This is part~cularly 

important to our plans for analysis of the data sets from other 

investigators. Note that the model is recursive f which is 
if) 

-, 
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appropriate to our current interest in developing causal models 

for the ~imple dichotomy between one-time-only and repeat 

offenders. In this case, juveniles with more than two arrests 

are treated like those with only two arrests. In the future, sanction 

sensitivity models aesigned to deal directly with multiple repeat 

offenders or 11career" delinquents must be non-recursive; they 

must incorporate feedback loops from immediate and subsequent 

responses back to sanction sensitivity, from disposition back to 

pOlice rOle enactment, and from new arrests (which then become 

priors) back to sanction sensitivity. 
o 

~ut for now, referring only to the issue of responses to 

first arrest, the sequence illustrated in Figure 2 indicates that 

two forms of sanction sensitivity interact with police sanctions 

to yield changes in a sequence of intervening variables of a 

behavioral and cognitive sort which in turn produce a cessation 

or continuation of arrests. The intervening processes, 

temporallY ordered, are youth immediate and delayed responses to 

the sanctions in the polic~ encounter, a net inhibitory or 

generatlve effect,' ana a level of further delinquent behavior. 

Other factors and causal paths are acknowledged in Figure 2, 

incl uoing exogenous eti 01 ogi cal var iab1 es-and prof es s i onal 

organizational variables affecting police arrest and sanctionil~g 

practices.* As we move on to Figure 3, the full view of the 

conceputal scheme, it will be helpful to pay particular attention 

to the difference between boxes which are and are not marked by 

- - - - - - - - ._ - - - - - - - - - .1 _ 

*The arrow leading directly from disposition to new arrest will 
be explained in the analysis section of this proposal. 

\ 

PAGE 17 

asterlsks. We will review Figure 3, the full conceptual scheme, 

item by item. Where appropriate, we will indicate points at 

which our current work directly impacts on the scheme. First, 

however, several points can be made. 

1. We are distinguishing between the conceptual scheme and 

analytic intentions. The major variable categories are indicated 

in Figure 3 by rectangular boxes, but some of these are otherwise 

unspecified (Delinquent Act, Police Contact, Reaction to Contact, 

Net Inhibition/Generation). Thes~ categories, important to the 

scheme, are not of analytic concern to our research plans for 

reasons that vary from category to ct· a egory, ana we will explain 

each instance. For now, we merely wish to emphasize that our 

proposed research cannot involve each of the elements of the 

conceptual scheme. The boxes are there because we wish to 

explicate the major components of th~ scheme irrespective of 

their amenability to our current research opportunity. * 

2. We distinquish with square vs. rounded brackets two sets 

of variables. The first are the essential components of the 

principal category, while the second are £ontributors to the 

variable category. 

3. ~ote that the principal categories of variables relating 

to the juvenile justice system and to the juvenile, 

--------------------
*~s Asner ~lY76:8).no~:s, "~ertain assumptions may not be met or 
data.may be ~n~vallable ... In such Situations, a causal approach 
~o.t~~ theorlz~~g m~y be valuable as a heuristic device. 
T~l~Klng~aUsal:y aDout a problem and constructing an arrow 
alaQram tnat re!leC~S caus~l processes may often facilitate the 
~le~r~r s~atement ot hypotneses and the generation of additional 
lnslgnts lnto the topic at hand." 
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treated separately in the earlier paradigm, remain the two 

distinct foci of the conceptual scheme. They come together now, 

however, as joint contributors to the juveniles' responses to the 

pOlice/juvenile encounter. 

Partial Versions of the Conceptual Scheme 

Figure 3, as it stands, is a bit complex because it attempts, 

ln one place, to represent several aspects of our overall 

framework and intentions. Clarity may be achieved by breaking 

Flgure 3 into three components parts. Taken together, the three 

wou~ci be icientlcal to Figure 3. Seen separately, they express 

different components of our interests in the proposed research. 

Consider, for instance, Figure 4. 

Figure 4 isolates those constructs in the Conceptual Scheme 

for which we expect to have measurab~e variables in the data sets 

made available to us. Our principal data analyses, therefore, 

Wi.Ll invol.ve these. The other co'nstruc~s, those important to the 

Conceptual Scheme but not subject to data analysis under the 

proposed grant, are omitted for the reasons specified bel?w: 

1, 7: The usual etiological variables not elsewhere included 

in the Conceptual Scheme are not of concern to this 

developing theory of early sanctioning of juveniles. A 

few are important as background variables directly 

affecting sanctioning sensitivity, but many are not 

pertinent to the police control issue as they might well 

be to the initiation of delinquent behavioi. Excluded 

here might be such variables as alienation, 

(, 
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community disorganization, and birth order. 
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The delinquent act, i.e., the instant offense behavior 

for which the first arrest* is made, is an omitted 

component for several reasons. First, the behavior, 

unlike the official charge, will not have been a data 

element in many of the data sets available to us. Second, 

because our primary concern is with the arrest and 

sanction, the initiating behavior can be treated as given; 

most arrests are a response to an act or to the allegation 

of an act. There has been ample research (e.g. Piliavin 

and Briar, 1~64; Black and Reiss, 1970; many others) on 

factors leading to a juvenile arrest, of which the 

characteristics of the act is one category. Our 

concentration is on the aftermath of the first recorded 

act. 

~) 4: By Po~ice Contact we mean the police/juvenile contact 

which often lbut often not) precedes the in-station 

encounter. Such contacts may take place in the street, in 

a schOOL in response to a call from school officials, in a 

store, at the youth',s home, and so on. The components of 

this preliminary contact and the juvenile's responses to 

it are omitt~d in part for reasons identical to ~hose for 

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

*'lhroughout this proposal, the term "arrest" is used as it would 
be in adul t instan~es. .!n many state codes, the word is a voi ded 
with reference to Juve~lbes. Our usage, following the data 
reported In Klein et al. l1976), refers to the in-station 
custody, the most common operational usage which applies to 
offIcial juvenile "arrest li statlstic::s. 
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the instant offense (see # 2, above): data will often be 

absent, and the components come temporally prior to the 

point of our immediate interest. But in addition, many 

pOlice contacts are never reported, and may never lead to 

an arrest. Further, many arrests (in the sense of 

in-station encounters and dispositions) do not result from 

initial police contacts (cf. Black and Reiss, 1970). To 

include these contacts in our analysis procedure, even if 

the relevant data Vlere available, would enter more "noise" 

than information into the analysis. 

Police role definitions. and enactments are components we 

do not expect to find included in the available data sets. 

This is, in fact, a relatively uncharted area in 

delinquency research (as opposed to non-juvenile police 

research). Our own work in the past (Klein et al., 1975; 

Klein and Littl.e, lY80J and the questionnaire data coming 

from our current grant are exceptions and while highly 

inio~mative to our Conceptual Scheme, do not provide data 
,,' 

includable in the proposed analyses of other data sets. 

We will, however, have reference to t~ese issues in the 

design section of this proposal which outlines plans for 

observations of police/juvenile encounters. 

Net inhibitory/generative process (terminology taken from 

Gibbs, 1975) has, in our scheme, the status of a 

nypotheli5!1 construct. The effect of the inhibition or 

genepra~iQn ot further delinquency is measured by self 
::( 

report instruments. But th~. internal processe~ 

• 

I 
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, t 

intervening between youth responses to sanctioning and 

their behavior, i.e., the combination of deterrent and 

labeling processes, cannot as yet he measured 

independently of these effects. The hypothetical 

construct of , net inhibition/generation is needed to help 

bridge the gap until such time as other research in 

aete:rrence 

processes.* 

more effecti vely pins down these'i,nternal 

Meantime, it is epistemologically 

inappropriate to define the construct 

effect (further delinquency). 

by its predicted 

With these omissions cIar1 1e , we 'f' d can look again at Figure 4 

to see, very briefly, t-e ~ h C-o-Ilnpo-n--en+s which _are expected to be 

enterea into our alu.,lyses of available data sets. The 

var1'abl-es are Sanction Sensitivity and Police independent 

'l"he componen,ts of the latter will be Disposition lSanction). 

easilY operatlonallzed 1n , 'the options available to the police. 

~anction Sensltivity will consist of the juvenile's placement on 

selected varlables alreaay nown or - k - hypothesized to affect 

'beh' avioral or cognitive. to official arrrests. responses, These 

are of two sorts Lto be further clarified later in the proposal), 

generative an lnnl lory. d . -. b' t As an exampl e of the genera ti ve 

h by Jens en l'1972), Elliott (1978), and Klein process, researc 

~-------Cl-g78), has shown that whites, girls, first offenders, and higher 

are more likely to exhibit negative income youngsters 

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

*We have in mind her~ ~articul~rly th~ per~eEtr~~hre~~~~~~)'O:n~he 
sort undertaken by brlckson, ~tafford, ana a 1 er 1 

the Knowledge-of-sanction approach recently proposed to N.r.J. 
by Charies Tittle. 

c 
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self-concept changes fOllowing arrest and disposition than are 

blacks, boys, repeaters, and lower income youngsters. As an 
example of the inhibitory process, Mednick and his colleagues 

lGabrielli, 1981) have shown greater impact on post-arrest 

deterrence among subjects with relatively high r.Q. and among 

those with relatively high levels of slow alpha EEGs. These and 
other variables to be noted later seem empirically to be 

associated with greater sensitivity to the imposition of official 

sanctions. The term Sanction Sensitivity is chosen here to 

emphasize our specific concern with background variables directly 

relatea to responses to sanctions, rather than background 

variaOles predictive of delinquency in the more usual delinquency 

theories.* 

From Sanction Sensitivity and DispOSition, Figure 4 takes us 

to a chain of intervening processes.! Leaving aside the 

hypothetical construct of net inhibitory/generative processes, we 

inClude Immediate Youth Responses, Subsequent Youth Responses, 

and Further Delinquent Behavior. The first consist of the 

cognitive and emotional reactions to or evaluations of the arrest 

encounter itself as an important event. These responses are more 

relevant to inhibitory processes than to generative processes. 

research on specific deterrence, 

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

*For instance, labeling theorists generally posit that societal 
stlgmas are more likely to be. attached to ",:mderdog" groups __ 
minorities, the poor~ etc. Tney are more.llkely,.f?r,examp1e, 
to De selected out for arrest. But Sanctlon Sensltlvlty, 
reierring to the reaction to arrest, posits ~hat bei~g a~ ethnic 
minority, or poor, 1S less li~ely t? resu~t ~n negatlve lmpact 
from arrest, at l~~st among flrst-tlme offenders. 
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but elements of these responses are available in a few 

aOata sets ll'ncluding our own diversion evaluation longitudinal 

data gathered on an NIMH grant from 1974 to 1977). 

The second, Subsequent outn espon , Y o R ses are generally of two 

Kinds, those pertinent to labeling processes and those pertinent 

but in contrast to immediate to specific ,deterrence processes, 

youth responses, these subsequent responses are more pertinent to 

generative than to inhibitory processes. Changes in 

self - concept) f or ins t.ance, ar e abs 01 utely cr i ti cal, to the 

exp~ana~ory system of labeling theory (the generative process) as 

generallY explicated. Less criti~ally, attitudes toward law and 

authority, along with perception of arrest risk, relate directly 

to individual level explanations of general deterrence 

• ° b t th effect of negative sanctions (the prOposltlons a ou e 

inhibitory process). 

Finally, we include Further Delinquent Behavior as an 

intervening process rather than as a measure of the dependent 

variable because our concern--given ~he crime control emphasis of 

the proposed research--is with repeated or non-repeated arrests~ 

Further Delinquent Behavior is one, but not the only, contributor 

to further arrests, as our own prior data have shown. 

Understanding the distinction between one-time-only and repeat 

-o£fencie.r..s,_--B.s--.offi.cially recorded, is the raison d' etre of our 

research and of the theory we are striving to develop. Therefore 

our analysis will use official arrests as the sole measure of the 

dependent variable. Under these circumstances, other potential 

depencient variables commonly found in other research --variables 
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such as se~f-concept changes, perception of risk, and self-report 

deiinquency--take on intervening variable status for us. 

Stated a bit arbitrarily, the difference between Figure 3 and 

Figure 4 is that between our emerging Conceptual Scheme and a 

Short-range plan of attack with limited available data. Our 

long-range goal is to fill out th~ entire Conceptual Scheme 

empirically, but that grandiose goal is not yet within our reach. 

Movlng toward it, with delimited anaiyses of available data sets, 

is within our reach. 

We turn briefly, now~ to Figure 5. This figure highlights, 

for selected components of Figure 3, major variables which 

contrlDute to l"cause") the components' specified. 

We have isolated four components for which, both conceptually 

ana empiricallY, we can justify the listing of causal or 

contributing variables exogenous to each of the constructs. The 

four lists are iilustrative but, quite obviously, not exhaustive. 

Incieed, one of our proposed analyses wil~ search specifically for 

other variables directly predictive of sanction sensitivity. As 

noted earlier, prinCipal supportive work in this area is that of 

Elliott, Klein, and Mednick, but other summary works include 

Jensen on SES (1972), Datesman and Scarpitti (1975), Klein 

ll~~O), Felciman l1977j, Robins l1966), and Hirschi (1969) on 
familY ·aiscipTlne":--o,,----_ .. __ .. 

With respect to police role, especially juvenile poliCing, 

the reve~ant work is principally our own (Klein, 1974; Klein and 

Lltt~e, 1~80; Kleln, 1981; Little, 1Y8l), although more general 

- c::ocac: 



r'1 

, , 

r 

/' 

\ 

"", 

t: <fi, 
Figure 5: VARIABLES CONTRIBUTING TO SELECTED SCHEME CONSTRUCTS .-'----'-- .. ---" 

Sanction (Generative, 
SerisITTiiTty-rrnhlEHory 

SES, Ethnlclty 
Prior Arrest Exposure 
lQ 
Alpha EEG 
CNS Reactiveness 
Family Stabllity/Dfsciptfne 
Peer Norms I 

Stake in Conformity 

(---'~--·-H--H-
'- /" L ____ -' L -.J L_ 

.[ Relation of Sanction 
to expectations 

Relation of Sanction 
to famfly d.fsclpline 

Impulse Control J 

Pollce Role** 
Defln I tion and 
Enactment 

01 spos I t ion 1----------... (Sanction) 1-________________________________ ---' 

[

Professional/Fraternal APproaCh] 
Statfon Policy 
Conception of Punishment 

State and cas~ Jaw 
Court policy 
Conlllun f ty to I erance 
Nature of offense 

charge 
Co-subjects 

Perceived contrfbutlbn 
Family aUI tUde 
Victim attitude 
Time delay from act, etc. 

Admissability of evidence O-No precursors specified; thIs Is 
not an etiological scheme 

l!3-EltcJoded from analytical alms 
- -Causal dIrect Ions 
c::J-Major category of variables In 

[ ] 
conceptua 1 scheme 

. -Components of category 

{ )
-varlables contributing to 

components or major category 

I 
I 

I 
~ .. ""', 

\ 

,""'" 

, '."':.' 



PAGE 28 

research is relevant to the juvenile area. (c. f., Wilson, 1968; 

Rovner-Piecznick, 1978; Sundeen, 1974; McEachern and Bauzer, 

1~67J. 

In the area of police sanctioning decisions, a considerable 

literature has now evolved which designates important correlates 

and even suggests the relative contributions between some of 

these. Prominent among these studies are Piliavin and Briar on 

juveni~e attituaes(l904), Black and Relss on victim attitude 

ll~7U), McEachern and Bauzer on demographic variables (1967), a 

veritable host of studies on the nature of the offense, and 

Butcher on co-subjects (unpublished). Our current grant is 

yielding data on the impact of State and case law and of court 

policy. 

Finally, the suggested list of contributors to Immediate 

Youth Responses to the Encounter includes items not well 

documented in the literature but which we hypothesize as highly 

pertinent. We Will be searching for such variables in the 

avai~abie data sets, as well as in our proposed observations of 

the poiice/juvenile encounters. 

Figure 5 can be viewed as one set of conclusions we have 

reached over the past year. That is, our analysis of the Danish 

cohort aata so far, our bibliographic research, and our staff 

discussions have led us to some firm opinions that these 

variaoles, more than some others included in our orignal 

paraciigm, should be given a prominent place as causal variables 

in the Conceptual Scheme. Figure 6, by way of contrast, is 

merely a depiction of the measurable components or indicators of 

[J 
I 
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some of the major constructs in the scheme. 

Under disposition we have listed five options for police 

sanctioning generally available across the country. Some are not 

available in certain jurisdictions, and for certain types of 

offenses. Jurisdictions with the widest variety of available 

dispositions (especially where these can be roughly graded as to 

presumeci severi ty) 'are of the greatest value to our analytic 

purposes. Jurisdictions with a paucity of options, or data sets 

in which disposition data were not COllected, .are obviously of 

Least value. It is not the arrest alone which is important to 

building a specific deterrence theory, but information on the 

severity of the concomitant sanctions as well. 

u'ncier Immediate Youth Responses we have offered three 

suggestions. The first--emotional response--is admittedly 

amorphous, but research to date has fertainly not been 

clarifying. Our numerous personal observations of arrest 

encounters have revealed a variety of youth responses - anger, 

anxlety, fear, relief, even pride--but we hope to begin the 

process of systematizing these as they relate to delayed 

responses. Perception of fairness and perception of punitiveness 

are not only touched upon in prior research (e.g. Foster et a1., 

1~7~) out also may appear in one or more of the data sets to be 

employed in our analyses. ---.•. -- .-""'~-----' '---. -·-~· ___ ~ __ .r_ 

The components listed for Subsequent Youth Responses may be 

less oDvious. They derive not from clear empirical 

demonstrations but from three relevant sets of theorizing. 
<} 

Self-concept las developed and measured in our NIMH project, and 

os· 
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va~iaated oy Elliott) is crucial to Lemert's conception of 

secondary deviance and most labeling theory constructions 

generally. Perception of arrest risk derives from deterrence 

theory, and particularly from the innumerable writings 

translatlng general deterrence correlations into' specific 
. 

aeterrence processes (see e.g., Gibbs, 1975; Zimring and Hawkins, 

1~73; Tittle, 1~8U). Attitudes toward the law and toward 

authorities is a principal component of practicing police 

conceptualizations about, the role of case dispositions. 

Under Further Delinqency and New Arrests, we have listed some 

common components as number of instances, their types, and 

seriousness (most likely to be measured using the Rossi scale 

l1~74) since it is the most comprehensive). Under New Arrests, 

two other components are possible but not included here.* 

The first is number of charges in each arrest, a measure 

particularly sensitive to police attitudes (mofe charges listed 

re~ates to punitiveness and to a desire to build a prosecutable 

case). however, mUltiple charges are seldom collected by 

researchers lourselves excluded), i'f prefereX'"lce to listing the 

most serious charge (an unfortunate biasing r,esearch practice 

which overlooks police contributions to recofded arrest charges). 

The second is time delay between subsequent arrests. Again, 
.-~~---- - --.,..----,,---" ... -'"'--_ .. --_.--. __ .--- ... _.-

this is not commonly incluaea in data sets. Further, for career 
, ". (:<; 

recoras completed up to the (age of majority, where of first 

*As indicated elsewhere, the principle analyses will use the 
dichotomy 0.£ one vs. two or more arrests. However I we may also. 
investigate continuous dimensions such as number and 
seriousness. 
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arrest is known, time delay is necessarily correlated with number 

of offenses. 

The reader will have seen by now that Figures 4, 5, and 6 are 

indeed nothing more than breakdo\l7ns of the complex depic,tion of 

our Conceputal Scheme in Figure 3. Figure 3 is complex because 

it contains not only an idea system, but also some of our current 

thinking with regard to analysis, causal variables, and some 

measurement components. This is an volving scheme, and we now 

fully ant~cipate that the proposed research to be elucidated 

below Will see it both 'm,bdified and more fully' specified. What 

Will not change, if we aI"e to continue in the diFectio'ns we have 

chosen, are (1) the double focus on juvenile characteristics and 

pOlice propensities, (2) our concentration within the former on 

sanction sensitivity rather than delinquency potential, and (3) 
• our focus on the arrest situation as'the pivot around which we 

will investigate the issues of early sanctioning. 

Tne Investigative Paradox 

~efore moving on to a ~escri~tion of the studies being 

proposed, it is important to reiterate the basic question that 

motivated this line of resE~arch, and the partial answer which has 

emerged thus far. The Rehq.bilitation Panel of the National 

Academy of Sci ences asked w'ha t is known about the ef£ec.tiv-eness __ . ___ . ____ : 

of early sanctioning. Since the answe~ was patently clear --very 

little is known~-the Panel's inquiry was altered to ask, what are 

the issues which must be covered in ord.r to approadh such a 
\ 

question't 1/ 

Our o~iginal writing for the Panel and the thrust of our work 
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under the current grant had to do principally with attempting to 

specify issues. The Sensitizing Paradigm and'the subsequent 

Conceptual Scheme should be seen as steps in the specification. 

Further, our work has now led us to a partial answer to whether 

or not early sanctioning is an effective deterrent; that answer 

is that the nature of police practice is so ~ontrary to 

established principl~s of learning that deterrence through early 

sanctioning seems a most unlikely proposition. 

And yet, there is some evidence that deterrence of this sort 

may indeed take place. Further, there is also evidence that 

early sanctioning may actually generate further arrests. Thus in 

an intellectual context which argues for no effect, there is 

contrary evi~ence for opposite effects. As a result, we 

entertain a complex hypothesis which will receive several direct 

tests in the analyses we propose. 

The hypothesis is that there are two directive streams of 

inhibitory and generative processes at work among those juveniles 

who are affected by early sanctioning. In Figure 2, 3, 4, 5, and 

ti, this is .suggested by the dotted line through sanction 

sensitivity. These two streams correspond to deterrent and 

labeling effects, and) at the extreme, we suggest, to two 

different sets of youngsters. For one set ,sanction sensitivity 

refers to the behavioral level rather directly: arrest and 

disposition deters the future behavior ~hich might result in 

future arrests, although this may be mediated by immediate 

responses to the arrest situation .. For the other set, sanction 
./ 

sensitivity leads to two types of labeling effect~~= The first is 
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a shift toward a negative self-concept which in turn results in 

future misconduct and therefore subsequent arrests. The second 

is a set of behaviors, not necessairly delinquent, which leads to 

greater visibility to the authorities who, in turn, react to the 

prior arrest and disposition with a propensity toward further 

arrest lKlein, 1978; Lincoln et al., forthcoming). In these two 

bra.nches of the second set of youngsters, the reader will 

recognize the internal-change and the societal-reaction versions 

,of labeling theory, a recognition that it takes two, suspect and 

officer, to make an arrest. 

Essentially, then, we are suggesti~g two types of 

sanction-sensitive youngsters. these who learn to d~sist or reduee . 
their arrestable behavior (or at least to hide it) and those who 

become more susceptible to further arrests. The theoretical 

perspectives suggesting this dic,hotonfy are illustrated in Figure 7. 

Figure 7: Alternative Paths to Recidivism 
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The labeling perspective posits a positive relation (+) from 

sanction sensitivity to recidivism, i.e., additional arrests, and 

that path ble will be a better predictor than path !. The 

deterrent perspective posits a negative (-) relati)n from 

sanction sensitivy to recidiv~sm, i.e., a cessation of arrests, 

and that path E will be a better predictor than path c/e .. The 

seeming conflicting perspectives can both be entertained if 

inaeea they correspond to different kinds of youngsters, 

juveniles for whom one might hypothesize orthogonal sets of 

operative variables. 

Aaditionally (see Figure 3, 4), we can test whether any 

mediation of the recidivism effects is brought about by different 

intervening processes, subsequent youth re~ponses in the case of 

labeling (generative) process and immediate youth responses in 

the case of the deterrent (inhibitory).. process. 

By way of illustration, let us assume arbitrarily that 

first-time arrestees will consist half of inhibitable and half of 

generatable recidivists. The former are unlikely to be 

re-arrested. The proportion of recidivists of the inhibitable 

type high IQ, slow alpha wave, older juveniles for example __ 

will be increasingly lower as the number of rearrests increases. 

But the proportion of gen~ratable recidivists will increase (even 

as their absolute numbers go ·down via chance, reformation, 

incapacitation, etc.; see Gibbs, 1975, Chapter 3). That is, 

those whose sanction sensitivity i~ most directly related to 

self-concept changes and to behavioral visibility will 

increasingly constitute the cohorts of second, third, fourth, to 
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nth multiple recidivists. Figure 8 illustrates this prog~ession. 
As the abSOlute numbers of r~-arrested juyeniles decreases, 

the proportions of inhibitable and generatable arrestees will 

become more unequal. If data from our proposed research is 

generally supportive of the Conceptual Scheme, and if in 

particular our conceptions revolving around sanction sensitivity 

are confirmed, then we believe that important. hypotheses such as 

that above will be both logically entertainable and empirically 

testable. Such tests would be important to continuing the 

process of developing' specific deterrence theory. We call 

attention to these matters now because they illustrate a 

programmatic journey on which we feel we have embarked. 

Proposed Studies 

Our prior research on the generative processes in labeling, 

along with most other research on delinquency generally, suggests 

that gender is an important exogenous variable. Further, most of 

the data sets with which we will be working either o~it girls 

entirely or' i"nc;:lude only small numbers of girls with arrests. ,.,-

Th~refore all analyses to beudiscussed on the following pages 

will be done on boys, and separately on girls where the numbers 

involved make this possible. Otherwise, gender would be included 

as a sanction sensitivity variable. girls being more affected by 

labeling processes following arrest (Klein, 1978). At this 

juncture, referenfe is made to Figure 4 which depicts those 

constructs in the conceptual scheme for which we expect to have, 

or to gather, relevant data. Our analyses will be concerned with 
:' ~ 
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the fOllowing questions. 

1. Are there, as we expect, two general categories of sanction 

sensitivity? 

2. Can the general flow of relationships in Figure 4 be 

demonstrated, thus supporting the conceptual scheme as outlined 

in Figure 2? 

3. Can observations of police/juvenile encounters yield 

hypotheses regarding factors differentiating between police 

response to first-time and repeat offenders and regarding 

immediate youth responses to such encounters? This last question 

is specifically proposed because of the paucity of research 

directly concerned with the encounter situation. 

The last question will be approached through collection of 

new data from observations in police stations. The first two are 

critical to our concept of sanctionsepsitivity as constituting 

something different from general delinquency etiology. TheY'will 

be approached through analyses of Danish cohort data, and of our 

other data sets being made available to us by their originators. 

We will describe our intentions in the order of question 3, then 

questions 1 and 2. 

A. Police/Juvenile Encounters 

As noted earlier, a good deal of work has been done on 

variables relating to police arrest and disposition decisions. 

Most of this has been correlational, using officially recorded 

data. Observational stu~ies have been rare, but include the 

oft-cited work of Pi1iavin and" Briar. (1964) and Black and Reiss 

l1970). The general conclusions .from both sets of studies are 
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that police decisions are a function of two major categories of 

variables,the legal and the social. PrinCipal among the former, 

and accounting for the greatest amount of variance, are the 

seriousness of the instant offense, the number of prior offenses, 

and the admissability of evidence. Our own research suggests 

that the importance of such variables derives from a combination 

of state and case law, court policy, and both formal and informal 

station or department policy. 

Among social variables, the most prominent have been the 

demeanor of the supject, judgments of family attitude and 

"resources, the presence of co-subjects in the offense inCident, 

deSires of the victim, and general community tolerance. In 

addition, the subject's age, gender, ethnicity, and SES have been 

related to the police deCiSion, with the latter two more often 

yielding conflicting results across studies. 

In almost none of this research has the distinction between 

first-time and repeat offenders been given prominence, and in 

none of it has there been c~reful, on-site observation of 

differential inVOlvement with first-time versus repeat offenders. 

Our conceptual scheme calls for data on the enC0unter situation 

which can best be taken from direct observations. 

For the observational phase 'of our research, we intend to 

conduct field studies in police jurisdictions where systems of 

differential dispositions exist for first-time' and repeat 

jUvenile offenders. From our review of Juvenile Codes during the 

current grant period, we deter~ined that the states of Rhode 

Island, Florida, Texas, and Colorado specifically address the 
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issue of first-time and repeat offenders in their statutes. 

The legal statute in Rhode Island differentiates between 

first-time and repeat offenders. Their juvenile code defined 

delinquent to include any child who has committed any offense 

which, if committed by an adult, would constitute a felony or who 

has on more than one occasion violated any of the other laws of -----

the state or of the U.S. or any of the ordinances of cities and. 

towns, other than ordinances relating to the operation of motor 

vehicles. lR.I. 14-1-2) 

One of the criteria set forth in Florida's Juvenile Code for 

the transfer from juvenile court is prior history which 

emphasizes "that greater weight be given to an adjudicated felony 

or a two times adjudicated misdemeanor" (Fla. 39.09). 

The Texas statute states that the court can order d~tention 

if it finds that a juvenile has previously been found to be a 

delinquent ..... (Texas Fam. Code Ann, Title 3, 54.01). 

Another example of this differential treatment is the 

Coloracio juvenile statute which provides for commitment out of 

the home for not less than one year for a child who has been 

adjudicated a delinquent child twice or a child who has been 

adjudicated a delinquent child and whose probation has been 

revoked for an act which would constitute a crime if committed by 

an adult ...... (Colorado Cocie 19-3-11). 

These instances led us, during the current grant period, to 

survey police jurisdictions in states which specifically provide 

for differential treatment of first-time and multiple juvenile 

offenders in their juvenile statutes and in states which do nOt 
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make this distinction. We' I " d lnc uae , as well, states recently 

making significant differentations between minor and serious 

offenders. The' t t f h" 1n en 0 t 1S survey was to gain information 

about formal and informal police policies designed to deal with 

these two types of offenders. A s a result of our research effort 

we have already located jurisdictions where such programs exist. 

For example, since the police in Miami Beach, Dallas, North 

Providence, and Keene, New Hampshire, have expressed an interest 

in our research, and are positively predisposed to the 

possibility of our conducting field investigations in their 

agencies, we have tentatively selected those locations to be 

included in the observational study. E h ac of these deparments 

has a special first offender program. As responses to the 

survey continue to come in (over 300 are already in hand, and we 

anticipate another 50 or more retu~ns)~ additional observational 

sites may be added. 

The observations will seek patterns of police and offender 

behavior pertinent to inhibitory (deterrent) versus generative 

(labeling) processes. In each station, observations will include 

busy (Friday and Saturday nights) and non-busy periods (non-busy 

must be established onsite; there is no pOl'nt l'n b . d o servlng uring 
periods with no encounters). An t . a tempt will be made to observe 

more than one officer in each station. The observer will note 

any cues to variables relating to sanction sensitivity, to 

factors affect~ng police role definitions and police sanctions , 
and to the components o~ immediate youth responses, e.g. afraid 

vs. calm (see Figure 3)." For instance, the suspect's age, 
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gender, and ethnicity along with cues about his family discipline 

patterns (the parents are often present in this encounter), his 

verbal ability and obvious neurological deficits will be noted. 

With respect to poll'ce role definition, station policy about 

first offenders can be ascertained; and the officers' conception 

of their disposition options as'punishment can be inferred. 

Preliminary results from our police questionnaires indicate that 

many officers consider a number of their options to be 

non-punitive. Only petition with detention is uniformly seen as 

punishment. The relationship between perception of punitiveness 

and the options d.ifferentially proffer~d to 'first time offenders 

is rather direct; first-timers 'are more often given dispositions 
. 

seen more often as non-punitive. This fact alone could well 

reduce the deterrent value of the first arrest. If it is 

accompanied by the officers' disparagement of the event as 

serious, or of the disposition as punitive, the reduction of 

deterrent value would be even greater. Yet this might have 

little effect on the labeling effects; the stigma of arrest is 

still available in the situation. This relates directly, of 

course, to our suggestion of two forms of sanction sensitivity, 

two sets of variables leading in one case to inhibition and in 

the other to generation of further delinquency. 

Certain factors predictive of dispositions will also be 

obtainable. State and case laws will be known; local court 

policy can be ascertained. Offense seriousne~s, presence of 

co-subjects, and judgment of Gvidence admissibility can be 

ascertained from the officers. The disposition decision, of 
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course, will be noted. Behavior~ in the encounter, in some 

instances, will permit the observer to judge the subjects' 

perception of disposition fairness and punitiveness, along with 

indications of fear and anger. In others, it may be possible to 

query some offenders on their responses. These should be related 

directly to the offender's status as a first or repeat offender, 

and to sanction sensitivity variables; analysi~ of these 

observational data will suggest whether indeed we are on the 

right track here. 

Additionally, we are very interested in making inferences 

about the officers' attitudes toward the two types of offenders 

(first-timers and repeaters) and toward their own sanctioning 

behaviors. As noted earlier, we know from our current research 

that many officers see most of their options as ~ punitive. 

Do they, in fact, communicate this att~tude to the juveniles, 

thus decreasing their implicit sanctioning value? Does this 

depend on whether or hot the juvenile is a repeater? 

It is generally acknowledged that police handle first-time 

'offenders differently from repeat offenders although some 

officers deny this by stating that "all suspects are treated the 

same". The extent of the difference and direct relationship with 

officers' views of what they consider a punishing sanction has 

not been widely demonstrated. Data from the first 314 returns 

fro~ our national juvenile bureau survey under tha current NIJ 

grant present a clear picture. Table 1 illustrates both the 

percentage from police respondents who do ~ consider the 

available dispositions as forms of punishment, and the percentage 

.-,---------"--..:..--~-----"---'----~~---~~ 
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[.1 
of time these dispositions are applied to first-time and repeat 1 

juvenile offenders. 

Table 1: Police Dispositions and Views of Punishments 

Dispositions 

Release only 
Release with 
official report 

Referral to agency 
Petition to Court, 

no Detention 
Petition to Court, 

.. ,i th Detent ion 

Views as NOT 
Punishment 

91% 
70% 

50% 
25% 

7% 

Applied to 
First Offenders 

83% 
52% 

. 23% 
19% 

1% 

Applied to 
Repeat Offenders 

< 1% 
10% 

30% 
43% 

80% 

The response from the police officers in our survey indicates 

a dramatic .. di{t~rence in the sanctioning of first-time and repeat 

offenders. Further, first-time offenders in contrast to 

repeaters are sanctioned in direct line with what the officers 

themselves view as non-punitive dispositions. Police practice 

and police philosophy are in some conflict here. How this 

relates to police effectiveness should be clarified by our 

proposed research. We will be particularly interested in whether 

the officers' attitudes toward the two kinds of offenders can be 

judged by whether the off~nder is ignored or made to feel 

attended to; whether the station processing i$ explained or not; 

whether or not future behavior is discussed, and so on. Other 

officer attributes based on the pioneering study of Wattenberg 
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and Eufe l1963) Will also be explored. The officers' attitudes 

toward the sanctions and toward the juveniles may well (from our 

viewpoint are expected to) interact with sanction sensitivity in 

predicting to the juvenile's later responses and to subsequent 

net inhibition/generation processes (see Figure 2). 

In sum, then, the observational study '''ill be of the 

hypothesis generation type, the purpose being to streng~hen our 

understanding of the encounter portion of the conceptual scheme. 

Observations will be structured to yield inferences about the 

input of variables relating to sanction sensitivity, police role 

definitions, and police disposition. Patterns of outcome between 

these and youths' immediate reponses to the encounter wiJ.l be 

sought, all this in relation to the comparison between first-time 
and repeat offenders. 

In the months between this writing and project start-up, we 

plan to undertake a series of pilot observations in order to 

develop as much structure for the observations as possible. In 

t~e absence of funding support, these will be undertaken in Los 

Angeles County where our contacts wil~ make such observations 

very easy to arrange. However, we have also initiated a request 

for a small amount of private support. If this is forthcoming, 

we Wlll expand the piloting to several other states and increase 

the number and variety of encounter situations. In either case, 

1\" what will result is a structured observational form s?ecifying 

variables to be observed and requiring short notes on the cues 

and data used to establish the existence of or position on those 
variables. 
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B. Sanction Sensitivity 

As discussed earlier, we posit two general forms of sanction 

sensitivity. One of these is of the deterrent type, the other of 

the labeling type. Both are supported in the literature, but are 

seemingly in confl1ct W1th eac 0 er. . .. h th But there l'S no conf I i ct 

if there are concommitant; types of youngsters; one type whose 

make-up leads to inhibition of further antisocial behavior as a 

function of an early sanction, the other whose make up leads from 

the sanction to stigmatization and labeling processes which in 

turn lead to further an~isocial behavior and arrests. On~ needs, 

then, to seek two different sets of variables which best 

characterize the two types of you~gsters. 

We will attempt this differentiation by application of 

several forms of analysis to the data sets beingmacie available 

to us. Depending on the data sets, th~ analyses will be 

performed on sanction sensitivity variables related to two 

groups; one-time only and repeat offenders. We must now describe 

briefly the situation with these data sets. 

1. The data sets: ---

In preparation for the proposed analyses, we undertook an 

archival search under our current grant. Its purpose was to 

locate extant data sets which could be used for intensive 

investigation of the early sanctioning issue. Both published and 

unpublished sources were used, and over 100 initial possibilities 

noted. But when limiting criteria were applied to thes~ only 

the instances noted below remained as salient possibilities. The 

criteria applied to any data set were these: 

(iJ 

o 
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1. The data must be available to' us in machine readable 

form, preferably on tape; 

2. The initial investigator must be willing to share his 
data; 

3. There must be adequate documentation; 

4. The data must be longitudinal so that there is a 

reasonable certainty that most of the one-time-only offenders 

would not later have become repeat offenders; 

5. The data must include follow-up arrests and instant 

offense informdtion, preferably including arrest disposition; 

o. The data must include at least some of the antecedent 

variables relating to sanction sensitivity. 

7. The subjects should preferably have been juveniles after 

1950 so that modern juvenile police processing practices would 

have been applied to them.* 

Not many data sets managed to survive the test of these 

criteria. For those that did, we have been in touch with each of 

the original investigators and a number of them haVe, already 

agreed to provide the data, the codebooks, and the computet 

documentation. To each investigator, we have sent a listing of 

the variables of interest, based upon Figure 3, and these lists 

are being returned to us with an indication of which variables 

are in the set, as well as any suggestions for particularly 

pertinent additions. We will not have the resources to use each 

----. ---------------
*For coveraoe of the development of police juvenile units and 
juvenile ~~ecialization, see Kobetz, 1971; Rovner-Pieczenik, 
1978; Klein and Little, 1981. 
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set; the choice will be based on the specifics of the data 

available in each set and on a desire for some variety (e.g., 

urban and rural, U.S. and European). We hope to employ at least 

fou~ of the available sets. In addition, we will probably do 

some pilot analyses on Klein's NIMH diversion -data which include 

substantial data on several of the constructs less likely to 

appear in the other data sets. 

The data set candidates are as follows: 

1. ~lliott and Voss: A school cohort of the entire ninth grade 

Class of the academic year 1963-1964 from eight secondary 

schools in San Diego, minus those students with prior legal 

processing In = 1~13). 

2. Polk: A school cohort of all male high school sophomores in 

Marion County, Oregon, enrolled in 1964 (n = 1226). 

Follow-up interviews are available on selected sub-groups. 

3. Shannon: Three birth cohorts from Racine, Wisconsin for the 

years 1942, 194~, and 1955 (ns = 1352; 2099; 2672). 

4. Gold: A sample of youths between the ages of 13 and 16 drawn 

from the 1961 schooL district records of Flint, Michigan (n = 
522). 

5. Wolfgang: a) A birth cohort of all ma:es born in 1945 who 

resided in the city of Philadelphia at least from their tenth 

until their eighteenth birthday (n = 9~45). 

b) A similarly defined birth cohort that included both 

ma~es and females born in 1958 (n = 28,209). 

c) Seven birth cohorts of all infants born at 

Pennsylvania Hospital between 1959 and 1966 (n = 9236). 
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6. Wadsworth: A sample of all births during one week of 1946 in 

Britain(n = 4231). 

7. West and Farrington: A school cohort of all boys age 8 to 9 

who were attending six local primary schools with an 

additional sample of 12 boys from a special school included 

to increase representativeness (n = 411). 

8. Wolfe: A birth cohort of all males born in Copenhagen in 

1953 (n = 12140). 

9. Janson: A residence cohort of all males born in 1953 

regardless of where born, if they lived in Stockholm on 

November 1, 1963 (n = 7,719). 

10. Simcha-Fagan: A sample drawn in the early sixties of all 

- families residing in an area of Manhattan that contained a 

child between the ages of 6 and 16 (n = 1034). 

11. Kobrin and Klein: Samples. gathered between 1976 and 1978 

from eight cities across the United States participating in 

the National DSO evaluation of diverted status offenders and 

of comparison pre-program groups of institutionalized status 

offenders (ns range from 145 to 766). 

As of this writing, we have had positive reponses from 

Elliott, Polk, Shannon, Gold, Kobrin, and Simcha-Fagan. There 

have been no rejections, and we await word from the others.* The 

level of cooperation has been most rewarding. Even at this 

preliminary point, one investigator has offered to do the 

*Verb~~ assurances have been received from Wolfgang, Farrington, 
andcJanson, but specific responses to our first written inquiry 
are not yet physically in hand. 

v. 

____________________ , __________________________________________________ ~~ ______________________________ c~ ____________________________ ~~(~)~ ____________ ~ ____ ~ ________________ __ 
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analyses himself in line with our desires; another would provide 

at his or her own expense, special tapes containing the specific 

data of interest to us. A third has offered to carry out 

preliminary analyses in order to help determine what might be 

most useful to us. We have not yet responded to these offers, 

but they certainly bode well for the level of collaboration we 

seek:' Further, some of these data sets have been used by 

investigators other than the originators; i.e., their amenability 

to secondar~ analysis has already been demonstrated. For 

example, the Polk data have been used for a number of independent 

dissertations. Both Hirschi and Polk have used the Elliott and 

Voss data set. Lab and Allen (1981) are using the Shannon data. 

Simcha-Fagan's data are a second version of the original Mid-Town 

Manhattan Study data. 

With respect to sanction sensitivity, the relevant variables 

in the chosen data sets will be related to one-time and repeat 

offenders, using several procedures to be described below. In 

cohorts including non-offenders, analyses using all three groups 

may be performed, for several reasons. 

One reason is that there is a common hypothesis especially 

among labeling theorists that many first arrestees are selected 

out more or less by chance (Lemert's "primary deviance"). If so, 

they should not differ significantly on sensitivity variables 

from those not arrested (controls using self-report measures in 

the data sets can be included here). 

Another reason is that current analyses of one of our Danish 

cohort data sets have yielded comparisons on selected variables 
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in which the one-time offender falls at the extreme rather than 

between the non-offending and the repeat offenders. For example, 

in autonomic nervous system sensitivity, the one-time offender 

shows more sensitivity than either the non-offender or the 

multiple offender. This finding is extremely interesting. Some 

individuals who commit an offense are punished by the juvenile 

justice system, and do not commit an offense again for an 

extended period; they have the highest level of sanction 

sensitivity as measured by autonomic reactiveness. The 

comparisons in the Danish data sets are based on a small cohort 

of particularly high-risk youngsters, so we look forward to the 

opportunity for a fuller set of comparisons in other cohorts. 

2. Sanction sensitivity analyses: 

But leaving aside this non-offender issue, our principal 

interest is in determining the hypothesized existence of the 

inhibitory and generative forms of sanction sensitivity. There 

is no single, best way to go about this. The major requirement 

is to establish separation between the two groups independently 

of their relation to recidivism, and thus independently of 

etiological processes. We will "triangulate" on this issue by 

trying each of the following approaches: 

1. Danish cohort, analysis based on primacy of inhibiting 

effect. 

----------------'-------_~~ ___ I __ • ___ -------- ____ ~ __ 
---- ---~-
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2. Selected cohorts, two factor solution of sensitivity 

variables. 

3. Selected cohorts, sensitivity - youth response interactions. 

4. Selected cohorts, crossed discriminant analyses. 

The question we are asking of the data has not been addressed 

prior to this research, so we cannot be assured that the several 

approaches (listed above and described below) will yield fully 

consistent conclusions. For the sake of clarity, and because we 

are hypothesizing a considerl;,.' e separation between inhibi table, 

and generative juveniles, the discussion hereafter will assume a 

trend across the suggested analyses that will support the 

two-category hypothesis. Our later explication of the sequential 

analysis applied to Figure 4 will also be based on this 

assumption. 

However, it may indeed happen that the sanction sensitivity 

analyses will fail to support the two-category hypothesis. This 

would suggest that inhibitables are really the obverse of 

geneiatables, that we are really dealing with opposite ends of 

one continuum. This outcome is certainly more in line with the 

literature on the etiology of delinquency, and would suggest that 

sanction sensitivity functions in much the same way as 

etiological processes. For the final sequential analysis applied 

to Figure 4, the adjustment would be some modification of the 

diagram to delete the separate arrows for the generatable and 

inhibitable youngsters, and the elimination of the proposed 

separate sequential analyses for inhibitables and generatables. 

~ 
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a. analYSis assuming the primacr of the inhibitorr effect 

There are several reasons for assuming that the inhibitory 

effect predominates over the generative effect. In etiological 

discussions, it is generally accepted that deterrence is stronger 

than labeling. The effect is more direct, less me~~Rted. The 

psychological (learning) literature supports the immediacy of the 

deterrent effect. Further, labeling theorists generally posit 

that the labeling effect is cumulative over time (see Lemert, 

1951, 1967 for theory, and Klein, 1974, for confirmation) and 

applies to only a relatively small portion of potential victims 

of labeling (see both Schur and Kitsuse, 1975). 

Under such an assumption, a simple syllogism can be 

sugge,ted. 

a. High inhibitables, as compared to low inhibitables, will be 

non-recidivists regardless of their status on generative 

variables. 

b. But among low inhibitables, those high on generative 

variables are more likely to recidivate than those low on 

generative variables. 

This is a simple statement of an interactive effect which can 

be tested using ANOVA with a dichotomous dependent variable. In 

this case, the dependent variable, one-time vs.repeat offenders, 

is generally distributed about equally (half of arrested 

juveniles are not re-arrested) and the effect of violation of the 

distribution assumption is minimized. The independent variables 

are the sanction sensitivity indicators, which in this analysis 

are selected ~ Eriori (see, for example, Figure 3). 
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This analysis will take advantage of a rather unusual subset 

of a birth cohort consisting of all 32,000 males born in 

Copenhagen between 1944 and 1947. The subset, chosen because it 

contains variables appropriate to our purposes here, consists of 

4,558 men above 184 cm. in height, originally selected to 

investigate XYY chromosomal issues. Careful analyses were 

conducted on differences in delinquent behavior between these 

tall men and the others. Tall and short did not differ in their 

delinquent behavior, nor in the relationship to delinquency of 

such variables as age, SES, and I.Q. Of these 4,558 men 1,239 

have juvenile arrest records and such potential sanction 

sensitivity measures as SES at birth, SES as young adults, 

marital status of parents at birth, IQ., school attainment, and 

others which yet need to be determined from arrest and court 

records. 

Though necessarily somewhat limited in available variables 

and r~stricted to tall males, this cohort has sufficient promise 

to merit the exploratory analysis proposed. * A potential 

drawback, of course, is the use of recidivism as the criterion 

variable when we are clearly attempting to test the existence of 

the two forms of sanction sensitivity independent of arrest 

outcomes and thus independent of non-sanction-related etiological 

variables. However, we can achieve our purpose here because the 

results of this Danish cohort analysis will take their meaning 

from replications in the U.S. data sets. Only positive 

*Since only 12 XYY cases were located among the cases, this 
potential bias is obviously of no concern. 
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replication will allow us to draw value from the Danish cohort 

analysis, because the replication will be of sanction sensitivity 

categories as related to intermediate responses, without 

reference to recidivism. 

b. two-factor solution 

In this analysis actually, a sequence of analyses -- we 

will first undertake a factor analysis of the sanction 

sensitivity variables in the U.S. data set with the largest 

potential collection of these.* The analysis will be limited to a 

two factor oblique solution. If the two factors do indeed 

resemble our hypothesized categories,** then replication will be 

carried out on each data set with a sufficiently rich set of 

sanction sensitivity variables. 

If cross-validation is supportive,** we will move on to a 

direct test of our proposition that sanction sensitivity relates 

to recidivism through its interaction with the sanctions 

delivered at first arrest. Consider the two diagrams in Figure 9 

as related to inhibitables. 

The simple proposition implicit in Figure 9 is that the 

prediction from analysis of (b) will be better than that from 

(a); i.e., sanction sensitivity is mediated by the severity of 

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

*P:eliminary materials from Polk, Gold, Elliott, Shannon,'and 
Slmcha-Fagan show a number of pertinent variables in each set 
the mos~ common of wJ:1ich are ag~, LQ., family stability, SES; 
and del1nqu~nt assoc1at~s. It 1S our understanding, however, 
that the Wolfgang mater1als may contain the most comprehensive 
set of sensitivity variables. 

**if not, the analysis ceases at this point 
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the dispositions imposed (controls on offense severity must, of 

course, be included.) In terms of analysis, this is a simple 

regression problem, with the additon of the sanction measures to 

the sanction sensitivity measures. Precisely the same prediction 

will be made, and tested separately, for the generatables except 

that the relation of sanction sensitivity to recidivisim is 

reversed, i.e., higher sensitivity predicts to recidivism. 

Figure 9: Schematic Representation of 

Sanction as Mediator: Inhibitables 

High ~='--------! •• no recidivism 

a. Sanction Sensitivity 

Low --------------~~~ recidivism 

b. 

High no recidivism 
.............. Arrest~ 

/ Disposi tions 

Low .. ~ recidivism 

Sanction Sensitivity 

Finally we should n'ote that the availabili ty of mu~"tiple data 
\ '"" 

sets will permit several repetitions of the test. Thi~.) 

opportunity to take advantage of multiple data sets is rather 

unusual, and applicable to several of the "blocks" of analysis 

being proposed in this application. It bears repeating that 

these replications, because of different measures in the various 

data sets, are replications of analyses of constructs, not 

necessarily of specific individual variables or measures. For 
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theory building purposes, we view this as a most appropriate form 

of replication. 

c. establishing sensitivity throuKh immediate and subsequent 

responses to sanctions. 

Referring back to Figure 2, the reader will note our 

suggestion that inhibitables and generatables will follow 

different pathways with respect to responses to sanctions. The 

generatables, for instance, are expected to show significant 

delayed responses to sanctioning. The most common variable, in 

line with labeling theory, is the self-concept variable. 

Arrested and sanctioned juveniles are expected to develop more 

negative, delinquent identities. To establish sensitivity 

variables related to delayed responses to sanctioning we will 

reverse the investigative direction and compare scores on 

sensitivity variables between those higher and lower on 

delinquent self-concept (commonly available in the data sets 

which include interviews) and any other available delayed 

response variables. Once again, such a procedure requires 

cross-validation on the remaining data sets. 
ji 

Precisely the same operation will be carried out for those 

higher and lower on immediate responses to sanctioning, but in 

line with our thinking these should relate backward to 

sensitivity variables pertinent to the inhibitables. This, too, 

will require re,plication. 

Several outcomes are possible with respect to these two 

analyses. First, those higher and lower on the two kinds of 

-
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response variables may not differ in sensitivity scores; this 

would disconfirm our propositions. Second, they might differ in 

sensitivity scores, but the sensitivity variables reflecting 

these differences might be substantially the same for the 

inhibitables and the generatables. This, too, would require a 

modification, but not abandonment, of our conceptual scheme. 

Finally, both sets of differences might emerge, might 

differentiate between two sets of sensitivity variables, and 

might stand up under replication. This would fully confirm our 

proposition and substantially strengthen the case to be made for 

the overall conceptual scheme. We feel the test is severe, but 

logical. 

d. ~rossed discriminant analyses. 

This fourth exploratory approach was suggested to us by 

Dr. Robert W. Hodge who has given us some methodological 

consultation during the writing of this proposal. Several steps 

are involved. First, within any data set a discriminant analysis 

using the immediate sanction response score as the criterion 

variable will be run on the sensitivity variables thought to be 

pertinent to the inhibitory process.* Then an analogous 

discriminant analysis, using subsequent sanction responses, will 

be run on sensitivity variables thought to be pertinent to the 

generative process. Comparison of these two discriminant 

functions and their predictive efficiency will give us a handle 

--------------------
*Recidivism is a non-preferred criterion variable. I 
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on the relative efficacy of the inhibitory and generative 

processes. With replication, consistent results over data sets 

with varying indicators will support the construct relationships 

suggested in the conceptual scheme. 

With both discriminant functions in hand and suitably pruned 

so that the coefficients make substantive sense, we can establish 

the table in Figure 10. 

Figure 10: Crossed Discriminant Functions 

Predisposed to 
XnhibitorYProcesses 

YES 

NO 

Predisposed to 
Generative Processes 

YES NO 

IG IG 

[ 
~l~ The variables in the cells are formed simply by cutting the 

.' .. 1 discriminant functions so that the numbers of generatables and 

I inhibitables are equal, respectively, to the numbers who are high i. 
I vs. low on sanction response scores. There is an SPSS procedure j 
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that will accomplish this. 

If our sensitivity variables have been properly classified 

and are separable, then the cross-tabulation illustrated in 

Figure 10 should exhibit the following properties: 

a. Cell IG should have relatively few cases in it 

b. Cell IG will contain a substantial number of cases of 

non-recidivists. 

c. Cell IG will contain a substantial number of cases of 

recidivists. 

d. Cell IG, ideally, will contain very few cases. 

This would be true if we had effectively exhausted the universe 

of important sensitivity variables. Should this not be the case 

a reasonable expectation at this point in our explorations 

then there could be a number of cases in that cell, cases of 

juveniles deterred or labeled by factors not included in our 

analysis. 

The principal outcomes of this suggested approach are two. 

First, it would reveal the relatively "pure types" of 

generatables and inhibitables. Second, it would give us some 

sense of the extent to which there is an overlap between the two 

sets of predisposing sensitivity variables. 

The approaches detailed above are designed in the spirit of 

"informed exploration". We are sure enough of the value 0'2' our 

propositions to put them to the test, but at this stage we are 

certainly open to modifying our scheme. No single approach to 

establishing the parameters of sanction sensitivity seems 

patently most appropriate, and certainly not to the arbitrary 

!1f if '. , I ," 
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exclusion of the others. Our expectation, however, is that these 

analyses, in aggregate, will justify the final analysis of the 

broader conceptual scheme, to which we will turn next.' 

Should our expectation not be supported -- should 

inhibitables merely be revealed as the obverse of the 

generatables -- we will revise the conceptual scheme 

substantially as required, and continue wi th th,e final analysis 

but with altered goals. Different sanction sensitivity 

predictions will not be involved, but the scheme will still 

involve the interaction between individual predispositions and 

police dispositions. We will still be concerned with attempting 

to establish the effectiveness of police sanctions in the first 

arrest encounter, and ~ith seeking suggestions about the 

application of sanctions as yielding deterrent or generative 

results with first offenders. 

Sequential Analysis 

Figure 4 represented the constructs for which we expect to 

find measures in the Several data sets beihg ~rovided to us. No 

single data set will provide us with an extensive set of measures 

of each construct, -and each data set is sufficiently different in 

several respects that it would not be reasonable to aggregate 

them. We propose, then, to carry out a sequential analysis, 

testing causal relations in an admittedly incomplete causal 

model, and to tailor the analysis as necessary to each available 

data set. Asher (1976: 67-68) notes that "The best applications 
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of causal modeling will involve an interplay betwee~ theory, 

research design, and data. This means that the secondary analyst 

may be at some di~advantage since the data are givens for him. 

~ut even for the secondary analyst, theoretical and substan~ive 

considerations must play a major tole in the construction and 

testing of models." 

If the exploratory analyses described above yield sufficient 

discrimination between inhibitables and generatables, the 

sequential analysis will be undertaken s'eparately for the two 

categories. If not, one analysis per data set will suffice. The 

pertinent components of Figute 4 are repeated below in Figure 11 

for the reader's convenience. 

Figure 11: Applicab~, Components of F'igure 2a' 

Sanction _. - - -

1--~ISubsequent -.J New J 
' / .....;...;;;;;.;;;.;;.;;;.;a...;;;~..;;;..L-I. ~I Arrests 

I DiSPositionJ~ _________ I_-_-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_____________ ~ _________________ ~t 

Figure 11 represents a developmental model (see Asher, 1976) 

as it would appear if generatables and inhibitables were 

separable. It will serve. for illustrative purposes. The 
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broken-line arrows are used to remind the reader that 

modification will be required if the two categories of juveniles 

do not emerge from prior analyses. 

Right now, for eXploratory purposes, we are handling the 

conceptual scheme, as identified in Figure 11, as if there were 

only cases of uncorrelated residuals -- as if sanctioning 

processes were fully independent of etiological processes (see 

Figure 2). This is not a fully supportable assumption and future 

work must involve a longitudinal study in which are inCluded some 

variables which are prinicipally etiological and others which are 

principally pertinent to sanctioning as well as those 

contributing to both etiological and sanctioning processes. The 

ultimate complexity will arise in connection with the question of 

how the weights of these variables shift as a function of 

re-arrests. 

Further, we are assuming the relative absence of 

specification errors. However, successive iterations through the 

several data sets should, in fact, allow us to further specify 

the model as additional pertinent variables emerge from the data 

sets. That is, one of our explicit concerns is to reduce the 

problem of specification errors. Certainly it would be naive of 

us at this point to take seriously the assumption of no 

specification errors. 

tet us look at one example of these issues that we can deal 

with in our analysis. The reader is by now familiar with the 

constructs and the expected relations between them, except that 

I'~he causal arrow leading from disposition to new arrest has not ) I 

II 
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been fully explicated. This could prove a critical relationship 

in our analysis because it can "dTain off" a considerab~~ amount 

of variance; i.e., this is a suggestion that there may be 

spurious relationships in the causal model. We have data from 

a prior project which show this relationship clearly in an 

experimentally controlled study. If the relationship exists in 

other settings, then it must be accounted for, since it acts in 

opposition tb deterrence and its presence could also result in 

misattribution of labeli~g effects to self-concept changes. 

Briefly, the situation is this. In a study of juvenile 

diversion in nine police stations, juvenile arrestees were 

randomly assigned to one of four disposition conditions; outright 

release, normal community referral, community referral with 

purchase of service arrangements (and thereby more intensive 

treatment), and petition to court. Both self-report and arrest 

data were collected for a follow-up period of 27 months. Figure 

12 (reproduced from Lincoln et al., forthcoming) reports the 

results graphically. 

Severity of police disposition had some effect on self-report 

delinquency, in line with expectations from labeling theory 

(i.e., the generative process, in our term~). But of particular 

importance here is the fact that, when controlling for 

self-report differences, there remained a highly significant 

effect.of disposition on re-arrest. Juveniles given outright 

release were least likelj to be re-arrested; juveniles petitioned 

to court were most likely to be re-arrested. Randomization to 

disposi tion prevented explanation via <;lifferences in prior 
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record, offense severity, and so on. The differentiating 

variable was the sanction itself, and (as we confirmed in police 

interviews) the operating process was that of the police 

re-arresting youngsters as a function of their knowledge of the 

prior disposition. It is, of course, with first offenders that 

factors other than offense seriousness and prior record are most 

likely to be involved, and 50% of the offenders in the Lincoln et 

ala report were first offenders. From our viewpoint, the 

disposition/re-arrest relationship is more than a factor to be 

controlled; in a conceptual scheme which assigns considerab13 

weight to the sanctioning proces?, it becomes an integral , 

component of that scheme. Police actions must be considered a 

major component of a delinquency control theory. 

A path ana~.ytic approach 

Given the time-sequenced nature of our theoretical 

conceptions as depicted in Figure 11, the data organize 

themselves into temporal waves. That is, we will have 

predelinquent measures on our subjects in the various cohorts to 

be examined. We will have information on the nature of the 

juvenile justice system reaction. We will have information on 

intervening youth responses. Finally, we will have information 

on subsequent recidivism. Examining the nature of the 

correlations longitudinally across these temporal points 

constitutes a major goal in our analyses. At this point in our 

thinking, and prior to definitive knowledge of the variables and 

measures tb be found in each data set, we believe path analysis 
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to be a most appropriate general approach for our purposes. 

Based on our developing theory and the results of the 

previous stages of analysis, path analysis procedures will be 

used for confirmation of the causal model hypothesized to 

"explain" the influence of sanction sensi~ivity, police action, 

and attitudinal changes on recidivism. 

Path analysis (causal modeling, simultaneous equations 

models) is a multivariate cqrrelational procedure originally 

identified with biometrics. It is a technique for stating a 

hypothesi~ed causal model in mathematical form and testi~g its 

agreement with observed co-variances. In recent years there has 

been increased interest in such procedure applied to the social 

sciences, which Bentler (1980) attributes to a merging of several 

traditions: application of traditional biometric path analysis 

techniques to social science problems, a concern among social 

scientists for factor analysis and reliability theory, and the 

application of simultaneous equation models derived from 

econometrics to other social sciences. While Bentler does 

acknowledge that "important psychometric and statistical issues 

in causal modeling remain to be solved" he also notes that "the 

field has progressed to the point where quite general causal 

structures can be dealt with on a routine basis ... '1 (Bentler, 

1980, p.433). 

Depending on the distributional properties of the measures, 

-there are severC:\l techniques available to us that will arrive at 

path analytic solutions. As a,research group, we have extensive 

experience using LISREL programs developed by Joreskog and Sarbom 

... c 

PAGE 68 

(1978). LISREL is capable of handling both measured and 

unmeasured (latent) variables and is sufficiently versatile to 

permit some degree of model manipulation to improve the fit of a 

model to the data. This capability allows a model building 

strategy to be superimposed upon what is essentially a 

confirmatory analytic procedure. When given certain structural 

equat,ions, the LISREL program provides a solution wi th the 

following properties: 

a. All parameters (path coefficients, residual variances and 

covariances) are estimated simultaneously. That is, information 

from the total model is used in estimating anyone parameter; 

thus all available information is used. 

b. There is an estimated causal effect of one variable on 

another. 

c. An overall test of how well the hypothetical model fits 

the obtained data can be made. 

d. Where there are multiple observed indicators of a 

construct such as SES, e.g. father's occupation, education, and 

family income, one can construct, using Joreskog's maximum 

likelihood co-v'ariance model, a pure or Herror-free" estimate of 

the construct's effect on other constructs in the causal model. 

It is our intention to use LISREL V. Providing both 

least-squares and maximum likelihood estimation, a robust 

analysis with respect to minor violations of assumptions can be' 

made with LISREl V. We have extensive experience with l.ISREL 

from its beginning in Scandinavia. We (Mednick and colleagues) 

have worked with Joreskog"and Sorbom in applying the method. In d • 
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addition to some controlled enthusiasm for the possibilities of 

the method, our past mistakes during an initial period of 

over-enthusiasm have given us an awareness of some of the 

pitfalls (see Bentler, 1980; Maruyama and McGarvey, 1980). We 

are also aware of criticisms which have been made of this form of 

path analysis (Asher, 1976; Blalock, 1971) and will take account 

of these comments in our applications 

In addition, we have established a working relation with 

Dengt Muthen, a student of Joreskog and a research statistician 

and visiting scholar at the University of California at Los 

Angeles. Muthen has designed and made available to us a program 

~imilar in function to LISREL, but which is appropriate to use 

with categorical or qualitative uata. In addition, he has nearly 

completed work on a second program that can effectively handle 

any type of mix of categorical and continuous measures. Although 

not yet available to the professional public, a form of this 

program is available to us through a special arrangement with 

Muthen. With his aid and our related experience using LISREL, we 

feel confident that these new developments will serve as useful 

tools in our research. In summary, although we are not yet 

thoroughly familiar with the data sets that have been offered to 

us, we are prepared to pursue the path analysis in whatever form 

the data take. We are extremely fortunate that we will have 

several independent data sets so that the stability of the 

findings can be assessed by cross cohort tests. The'advantag~s 

of such cross cohort testing have b~en explicated by Nesselrode 

and Baltes (1979). 
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conceptual schewe. 

The second question is similar, but refers instead to the 

discrepancy between the act, the initial charge, and the charge 

upon which the disposition is based. It is no secret, certainly, 

. that ch~'rges often - are changed from the time they are originally 

recorded. Thus the "act" for which a disposition is given may 

differ from the "act" originally committed or understood by the 

juvenile. Laboratory learning studies support the supposition 

that a sanction must be substantivell connected to the act to be 
sanctioned. 

Our own diversion data set, as well as the national DSO 

evaluation data set (Kobrin and Klein, 1981) and our Danish data, 

would allow us to compare instances where the recorded act and 

the charges later applied to it are substantively equivalent and 

where they differ. As with the time delay, it would be 

interesting to determine whether such differences in act-charge 

equivalance relatetb subsequent responses and recidivism. 

Both the DSO data set and another one we developed in 

connection with an NIJJDP project on police responses to altered 

legislation will also permit us to investigate this question with 

respect to initial vs. final police charges. This comparison is 

more complex, however. There are probably instances in which the 

final charge is substantively closer to the behavioral act than 
d 

the initial charge. This could take place as a result of police 

supervision of investigation Qf initial arr~st reports, or 

investigation of witness accounts, and so on. More of the 

instances, however, will probably consist of charge escalation 

\\ 
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E. Possible Additional Analyses 

Apart from the sanction sensitivity analyses and the path 

analysis outlined above, the available data sets may permit 

pursue other points directly relevant to early sanctioning 

us to 

processes. At this point, we cannot project well enough whether 

the limited time available unqer the proposal will suffice. Two 

particular questions can be suggested, both of them deriving from 

the disjuncture between police practice and the tenets of 

learning theory with respect to the use of negative sanctions. 

The first relates to the time element. Learning studies 

consistently support the effectiveness of negative sanctions when 

they follow the undesired act with a minimum of delay. Time 

delays, even of minutes, drastically weaken the effectiveness of 

sanctioning. Police arrests and, even more so, police 

disposition~ normally take place hours, days, or even longer 

after the act to which they are a response. Within our own data 

set from the diversion evaluation project discussed earlier, we 

have the dates of the purported delinquent acts, the dates of 

arrest, and the dates of the disposition (where the latter are 

different). Other data sets may also contain this information. 

It should not be difficult, then, to investigate the relationship 

between sanction delay and recidivism (either self-report or 

official). Missing, of course, would be any truly short sanction 

delays of the sort studied in the psychological laboratories. 

But if sanction delays are bridged by symbolic repres~ei1.tation in 

the human condition, we might be able to deri vesupport '>for 
• ; L~ 

sanction delay as a variable to be included in the crim~ control 
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at least, this has been our experience with California police 

data. 

Time Schedule 

In the period between completion of the current grant and 

initiation of the proposed new activity, the Social Science 

Research Institute will provide staff support, at a reduced 

level, which will permit some preliminary steps to be undertaken. 

One of these will be pilot observations of police!juvenite 

encounters aimed at developing a structured obser'vati onal 

recording form. Another will be the completion of the 
/';' 
lr' 

acquisition of the data set descriptions and some decision-making 

about the several best sets for our purposes. Compatibility of 

formats with that of the extensive USC computer system will also 

be determined. 

Thus our time schedule of project related activities actually 

begins prior to project onset, and can be anticipated as follows: 

March 1, 1982: Initiation of pilot observations, Los Angeles 

County 

March 1: Initiation of data set reviews for variables fitting 

each construct, or theoretically applicable to each 

May 1: 

June 1: 

construct. 

First draft, observational recording form 

Tentative final decisions on choice of data Sets 

Beginning of funding period. Initial analysis of 

s~nction sensitivity. 
,~r • : 

Sept. 1: Final observational'" recording form. 
~ .. 
" 

'. j 8 "1-
1 

. • ~'c~c_c •. __ ._. 
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Oct. 1: 
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First attempt to replicate sanction sensitivity 

analyses. 

Initiation of encounter observations in the East --

New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Florida. 

Following December 1, at a pace not so easily predicatable, 

we should be able to complete the police encounter observations 

and begin the first pass at the major path analysis. At this 

point, Bengt Muthen will be in a position to work directly with 

us in setting up the LISREL V package and his variation for mixed 

categorical and continuous variables. 

April 1, 1983: Completion of all prinicipal analyses. 

April 1, 1983 to May 30: Revision of conceptual scheme and 

Preparation of final report. 

We anticipate both a full final report and a brief, 

article-length statement about the revised conceptual sccheme. 

This latter, if all goes well, will be submi ttedfor Journal 

publication. Finally, we anticipate developing a statement 

concerning further research required to flesh out the conceptual 

scheme and procedures for testing it in the field with police 

cooperation. This statement may be in the form of a "concept 

paper" or a full proposal for research, depending upon the 

outcome of our analyses and the time available to us for writing. 
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Abstract 

Both the experimental laboratory model of punishment and the 

juvenile justice system's negative sanctioning process have a 

common goal of suppressing undesired behavior. The psychological 

literature on the experimental model of punishment contains a 

number of principles which have been demonstrated to improve the 

effectiveness of punishment in suppressing behaviors under 

controlled study. 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 extrapolating from an 

experimental model to the actions .of the juvenile justice 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 experimental studies of punishment are not representative of 

the human adolescents sanctioned by the juvenile justice system·. 

Although these objections are serious, it is proposed that 

research is needed which addresses the question.s of 

generalizability of the experimental findings to the juvenile 

justice system, before the possible benefits of such an 

extrapolation approach are forgone. 

The first principle discussed is the principle of intensity 

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

suppresses behavior more thoroughly. Some problems in 

application of this finding to junvenile sanctioning are 

~ 
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considered, and studies are reviewed in which the effects of 

severity of sanctions on juvenile's re?ffending were examined. 

The second principle, temporal proximity of the punishment to 

the behavior, asserts that punishment is more effective when less 

time 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 

language capacities may be used to help overcome the effects of 

delay of punishment. 

The third principle, availabili~y of reward for the behavior, 

explains how past rewards strengthen behaviors, and rewards 

concurrent with punishment serve to maintain the behavior, 

yielding only a temporary suppressive punishment effect. These 

points are treated as su~gesting a need for detection 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 

principle. Punishment of every instance of a behavior is more 

effective than intermittent punishment delivery. Indeed, some 

studies show that intermittent punishment may actually serve to 

strengthen behavior. These results are interpreted in the 

context of perceived uncertainty of punishment, which may 

increase juveniles' willingness to commit illegal acts. 

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. However, several problems exist in extrapolating 

_______ ... ________ c'""""-___________ ~ _______ ~_~~ _____ ~'___~·"---.• -
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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 implications for juvenile sanctioning, two cautionary 

comments are made. It is noted that the interprinciple 

relationships have not been systematically explored, and it is 

possible that less than optimal application of one principle may 

be compensated for by maximizing of another. This aspect of the 

approach ~ill be important in overcoming practical, legal, and 

ethical constraints in the application of negative sanctions. It 

is also pointed out that there are individual differences in 

responsiveness to punishment caused by the social, psychological, 

and physiological b~ckground and status of each juvenile. 

Application of any of the principles of punishment cannot be 

expected to have uniform results across all juveniles. 

The paper concludes with the reminder that application of any 

of the principles of punishment would be premature without 

extensive research aimed at exploration of the numerous issues 

brought up in the course of this exploratory paper. 

Cautions Concerning the Appropriateness for Juvenile Deterrence 

of the Learning Theory Model of Punishment.* 

A number of authors have espoused the relevance of a learning 

theory model of punishment for 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 findings from 

laboratory studies of punishment "may be applied to the actual 

pr6blem of controlling illegal behavior." Because of its 

exlusive concern with suppressing behavior, Singer (1970) 

proposed that the 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) 

inferred from learning experiments that it is the certainty of 

punishment, not the severity, that deters persons from committing 

illegal behaviors. 

Assertions of the pertinence of principles derived from an 

experimental model of punishment for the effective application of 

negative sanctions to illegal behaviors have not gone 

unchallenged by writers in deterrence theory. Objections have 

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

*Although the authors cited in this section have discussed 
primarily the adult criminal justice system, the present paper 
focuses on the juvenile justice system and will refer 
specifically to the juvenile system hereafter . 

.. ~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~--------~----------~ 
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laboratory 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 description of a typical laboratory punishment 

procedure is in order. The experimenter uses a reward, such as 

food, to train a food-deprived animal to perform a single, 

well-defined behavior, such as pressing a bar. When the behavior 

is being performed at a stable rate, the experimenter begins to 

deliver an aversive stimulus instead of the reward contingent on 

performance of the animal's behavior. He measures the frequency 

of performance of the behavior, and if it decreases he infers 

that punishment has occurred. Zimring and Hawkins (1973) have 

discussed 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 differenca is not 
merely quantitative but qualitative. 

Another critical aspect of the experimental studies of 
punishment which does not apply to the penal system is that 
aversive conditioning is based on repeatedly punishing repeated 
behaviors in a relatively short period of time. We know of no 
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res~arch in punishment that demonstrates a habital act being 
PCunlshed only once and the habit being thus extinquished 

p. 240). 
b And finally, al~ost the entir~ literature on punishment is 
ased on. the ele7tr17 shock. These considerations place a 

substantlal barrler In the way of deriving penological principles 
from what are called "the baslc laws of punishment" Cp. 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 
~UCh ~s slaps, buzzers, confinement in a box shocks of different 
uratlons ~nd ~ntensities, and removal fTom the vicinity of 

reward, whlch Include some fair analogues of incarceration all 
pr?~uce t~e.same experimental results even when more than ~ne 
PCunlshment IS used for the same organism in the same experiment 
p. 411). 

Despite Singer's assurances about electric shock, Zimring and 

Hawkins' other concerns remain unanswered, and it is important to 

keep them in mind when discussing the relationship of learning 

theory and deterrence. 

Another point of dissimilarity which may be important is 

suggested by Zimring and Hawkins' use of the 'term "habitual act." 

In the paradigmatic laboratory procedure, the same behavior is 

'punished a number of times and the punishment effects are 

assessed by measuring the decreasing frequency of performance of 

that same behavior. The practical situation of juvenile 

sanctioning deviates from this laboratory procedure, because, as 

Zimring"and Hawkins point out, th~ juvenile justice sy~tem 

usually has only one opportunity to punish an illegal behaVior, 

and if the behavior is detected a second or third time, the 

occasions for punishment may be separated by long periods of 
\. 
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time. It is well known that there are no successful 

demonstrations of behavioral supression after a single punishment 

with animals (except in the special case of consummatory 

behaviors (Garcia, 1974)). However, a single application of 

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 

between their behavior and the punishment. The special cognitive 

capabilities of human adolescents allows them to develop an 

understanding of the 'rules' for punish~ent even before 

punishment is applied, perhaps thus preparing them to be 

especially receptive to learning in a single ~rial (Grings, 

1965). These cognitive capabilities will 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 

performance of the same behavior that was punished. If other 

similar beh~viors also are observed to decrease in frequency, 

'generalization' of punishment effects across a class of 

behaviors is said to have occurred. Instead of measuring the 

frequency of recurrence of behavior identical to the punished 

behavior, studies of deterrence effects predominantly assess for 

simple rearrest or further self-reported delinquency. If we view 

the recidivism situation from the perspective of a laboratory 

model of punishment effects, theft is not recidivism for a 

~---~.---. ----~--------~ 
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PAGE 5 
juvenile 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 'delinquent behavior' was 

not suppressed, that is, that punishment effects did not 

generalize 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 interventions. 

This generalization becomes 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 

Ii terature 'Klein (1980) concludes "The clear direction .. ~ . is 

predominantly toward randomness, versatility, or cafeteria-style 

delinquency. The evidence is extremely weak for offense 

specialization as well as for seriousness progression" (p. 5). 

Given this lack of specialization, the use of any further 

delinquertcy as a global measure of the outcome of punishment of a 

single specific offense seems justified as well as necessary. 

Unfortunately, this author discovered no studies, using animals 

or humans, of punishment generalization. The question of the 

effectiveness of punishment in supppressing a large class of 
// 

behaviors as a "habitual act" thus remains unanswered. 

Questions about experimental subjects. The second area of 

objection to the application of an experimental punishment model 

to negative sanctioning is the dissimilarity of research subjects 

to juvenile offenders. It is poss ible tha;~ the laws of learning 

.~-:--
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may not predict the behaviors of h~mans as accurately as the 

behaviors 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, degs, 

monkeys, goldfish, and pigeons rather than human beings" (p. 

239). Aronfreed, who has conducted a number of studies of 

punishment with human children, cautioned, " ... this extrapolation 

from animals to humans is a limited one. The socialization of 

the child takes place through stimulus channels and cognitive 

processes which are inherently socially oriented. The effects of 

this social 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 awa'reness of the behavioral 

contingencies. 

The application of legal punishment is the result of the 
violation of a ~neral ~ which prescribes punishment and which 
the offender normally will know in advance. The whole 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 this case, insufficient to prevent the offense? (1968, 
p. 88). 

Thus, Andenaes' general concern is that punishment will not 

eliminate the behavior of humans as effectively as it eliminates 
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the behavior of animals, and he suggests specifically that 

pre-punishment awareness of the threat of punishment may 

influence the responses of humans to punishment. 

In answer to these concerns, a number of studies of the 

effects of punishment 0~ human subjects have 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, awareness of the 

continguency between behavior and punishment has been shown to 

facilitate human subjects' learning to suppress behavior. 

(Aronfreed, 1968; Grings, 1965; Spielberger, Southard, and 

Hodges, 1966). However, verr few of the human studies used 

normal adolescents or juvenile offenders specifically, and most 

studied very young children, college students, institutionalized 

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

Also, Aronfreed cautions, "most of the experiments lIrhich 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' ~oy) or other tasks of a type 

which are not well su~ted to a demonstration of behavioral 

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

punishment to suppress the overt manifestations 6f a motivated 

behavioral disposition in children" (1968, p. 163). 

.. 
Conclusions about extrapolations from the learning theory 

model of punishment to juvenile deterrence. In summary, although 
'~J 

some authors have advocated the application of principles derived 

~ __________________________________ ~ __________________________________ ~ __ ~~c __ ~ ______ ~ ________ ~-L~ ______________ ~ ________________ ,~ ___ _ 
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from an experimental model of punishment to improve the deterrent 

~. effects of negatively sanctioning juvenile offenders, others have 

raised objections concerning the relevance of the 

experimentally-derived model to juvenile justice procedure. 

~ Concerns are that laboratory procedures and research subjects are 

so dissimilar to sanctioning procedures and human adolescents 

that any principles derived from the experimental study of 

( punishment by psychologist~ are of doubtful predictive value for 

the deterrent effects of sanctions applied by the juvenile 

justice system. These objections have not been satisfactorily 

e addressed to date, so it is advisable to proceed with caution 

when extrapolating from the experimental punishment model to the 

juvenile justice system sanctioning procedures. 

Nevertheless, awarene5S of the principles of punishment may 

be useful to the deterrence theoretician. There are some 

important similarities in the experimental model of punishment 

and juvenile justice sanctioning. The goal of each is to 

suppress undesired behavior, and each attempts to reach the goal 

by providing unpleasant consequences for such behavior (although 

the juvenile justice system also employs others means such as 

inc~pacitation and diversion). The literature on the 

experimental model of punishment contains a. list of principles 

which have been demonstrated to improve the effectiveness of 

punishment in suppressing behaviors under controlled study. It 

is not known to what extent any of these principles might also 

improve the effectiveness of 'punishment' as meted out by the 

juvenile justice system, but it is possible that application of 

c 
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some of :he principles mIght be advantageous in improving 

specific deterrence effects. All of the principles yield 

predictions about deterrence of illegal acts by the use of 

negative sanctions in the form of hypotheses which may be tested. 

Before the offerings of the experimental model of punishment are 

dismissed, research is needed to evaluate the possible usefulness 

of application of the principles on a system scale. 

This review will define each of the principles which have 

been demonstrated to maximize the effects of punishment in 

suppressing the behavior of animals in the laboratory, with 

reference to hallmark StudlOes from the ° anImal learning 

literature. These principles are, (1) the intenSity of an 

aversive stimulus, (2) the temporal proximity of the aversive 

stimulus to behavior, (3) the availability of reward for the 

behavior, (4) the schedule of delivery of the ° ° averSIve stImulus, 
and (5) the availability of alternate rewarded behaviors. 

Studies demonstrating the use ~. each principle with human 

subjects will be cited, when available. 'Also, deterrence studies 

from the criminological 1IOterature WhIoch b may e relevant will be 
discussed. 

1. The Intensitl Of the Aversive Stimulus. 

In a thorough review of the animal literature, Azrin and HOlz 

(1966) stated, "the intenSity of punishment has been found to be 

a major determinant of the degree of response reduction by 

punishment. All studies of the intensity of punishment have 

found that the greater the intensity of the punishing stimulus, 
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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 using 

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 initial 

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 

juvenile sanctioning. It is difficult to extend the model of 

electric 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 

suppression (Fromer and Berkowitz, 1964; Mowrer, 1960) and it is 

not at all clear at what point in apprehending and processing a 

juvenile the 'punishment' begins, or ends. In fact 'punishment' 

is not officia1lr meted out at all to a large number of first 

offenders or minor offenders. 

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

*The term 'intensity' seems more descriptive of electric shock. 
'Severity' will be used to describe the intensity concept in 
relation to juvenile sanctioning. 
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Perception of intensity. We are often reminded in the 

punishment literature (Azrin and Holz, 1966; Johnston, 1972) that 

an aversive stimulus is not defined as a punisher unless it 

suppresses behavior, and that it suppresses behavior only 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. However, Rydelius (1980) found that boys wh6 reported 

feeling afraid when they were apprehended were less likely to 

reoffend than were boys who reported no fear. 

Studies of severity with juvenile offenders. Results are, 

contradictory 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 

delinquency" (Gold and Williams, 1969, p. 11). In addition to 

the Gold and Williams study, Klein, Teilmann, Lincoln, and Labin 

(1982, forthcoming) reported that, after a 27 month followup, the 

further a juvenile 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 often than 

juveniles who had been petitioned. In the Klein et al. study, 
juveniles were randomly assigned to treatment groups. In direct 
contrast, McCord (1980) has recently reported that among 

apprehended juvenile first offenders "those who had been released 

without offici~l processing for their first arrests were more 

• - za:i EL 
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likely to commit subsequent crimes, to commit index crimes, and 

to commit crimes against persons" (p. 1). The small number of 

boys who were fined, put on probation, or discharged after a 

court hearing commi~ted significantly fewer subsequent crimes. 

Murray (1980) has results similar to ,those of McCord. In his 

study, increasing severity of sanction was related to longer time 

until next arrest. It is possible that conflicti-ng results in 

these studies are the effects of differential attention paid to 

factors (such as local law enforcement policies, seriousness of 

offense, number of prior offenses, 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 differential deterrent effectiveness of these 

sanctioning options, before it will be known whether the 

principle of punishment intensity can be useful within the 

juvenile justice system. 

The Temporal Proximity of the Punishment to the Behavior. Z. 

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

wrote "The idea that a child's future bad behavior will be 

prevented by giving him a licking in the evening for something 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 studies that discovered 

that the effectiveness of punishment adminstration diminishes 

: . 
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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 

punishment during the first hour. 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 punishment. 

For enduring effectiveness, the punishing stimUlUS should be 

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 

difficult to discern. It is difficult to arrange to inflict 

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 requirements of the experimental model of punishment is 

apprehension. Gold and Williams (1969), in their national study 

of apprehension of juveniles, concluded that apprehension itself 

encourages rather than deters further delinquency. Research is 

needed to determine 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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which charactize many undesirable human behaviors (e.g. 

stealing), delivery of punishment as early as possible in the 

sequence is much more effective than punishing after the act is 

completed (Aronfreed and Reber, 1965; Berecz, 1976; Birnbrauer, 

1968). This effect is probably important in sanctioning illegal 

behavior, because the material rewards for illegal behavior often 

have immediate effects which will be more influential than the 

effects of punishment delivered much later (Eysenck, 1964). This 

author found no studies of the likelihoo~ of recidivism among 

juveniles caught in the act, as opposed to juveniles apprehended 

later. A study designed to elucidate the effects of immediate 

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 longer time, especially on 

such characteri~~ics as social class, intelligence, or physical 

clumsiness; characteristics which may also influence juveniles' 

susceptibility to punishment effects. 

The act-punishment interval. In addition to the problem of 

immedial:e rewards, another problem is likely to ari~e when 

delayed punishment is used in an applied setting: the occurrence 

of behaviors in the interval between the undesirable behavior and 

the punishment. This may result in the punishment'S suppressive 

effects being applied to behavior other than the illegal att. 

Between the illegal act and receipt of an official sanction a 

juvenile may perform the behaviors that facilitated his 

apprehension, or perhaps cooperative behavi9rs with the juvenile 

officer, both of which are closer temporally to the official 

PAGE 15 
sanction than is the delinquent behavior. 

steals a car, has a good deal of fun with 
For example, a boy 

it, drives on a busy 
street with high police surveillance, is apprehended but 

cooperates with the officer, and then l'S fl'ned. The act of theft 
is closely followed b y a reward (fun), ·while thela ter behaviors 
of driving in a pol' d lce area and cooperating are fOllowed by 
punishment. The prinCiple of immed' f ' lacy 0 punlshment predicts 
that the boy will be 1 l'k ess 1 ely to cooperate with police, and 
less likely to drive on a b usy street, when he steals another 
car. 

Cognitive mediation of delay effects. 
~ The prinCiple of 

immediacy of· punishment seems, at this point, to predict a 
pessimistic outcome for' '1 Juvenl e deterrence. However, it is 

advisable to remember Aronfreed's cautl'on that human social 
communication abl'l't' 

1 les may mitigate relationships demonstrated 
in laboratory research. He stated, "it may be that the most 

crucial function of cognitive representatl'on in the socialization 
process is the mediation of the temporal gap between the child's 

behavior and its rewarding or ' punltive consequences" (1968, p. 
72). Aronfreed suggests that delay of punishment can be 

compensated for if, at the time of punishment delivery, 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 

rather than only to the act itself. 

this process is one of the means by 

description, of the act , 
Aronfreed maintains that 

which internalized control 
over behavior is developed in humans. 
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An inverse technique useful in compensating for delay would 

consist of creating a cognitive representation for the child of 

the punishment to come, at the time of the act. Aronfreed 

(1966), Pagan and Witryol (1966) and Maher (1956) have 

demonstrated that the suppressive effects of a delayed puni~hment 

can be increased by verbally administered instructions that 

increase the salience and certainty of delivery of the 

punishment. There is some suggestion that 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 

than did one time offenders. One explanation could be that the 

one time offenders formed cognitive representations of their acts 

and punishments more easily, and thus benefitted more from their 

negative sanctions, despite any delays which occurred between the 

sanctions and their acts. The implication of Aronfreed's 

suggestions is clear: the sanctioning process might profit from 

having the juvenile, or the police officer or judge, verbally 

describe 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 effective in suppressing further 

commissions of the delinquent act. After all, cognitive 

representation is simply "imagining" the punishment taking place. 

There are some data whiS.~ suggest that imaginary (covert) 

punishment can suppress behavior. Epstein and Peterson (1973) 
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reported a laboratory study in which imagined aversive stimuli 

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) induced a child to . . dl . " , 

Y1Vl y lmaglne nis father's angry mood 

each time he contemplated a forbidden act. Guidry(197S) utilized 

Covert punishment in treating a case of compulsive stealing .. 

When the client felt an urge to steal h t" b 
' e was 0 lmagine eing 

caught and disgraced. The client's thefts d 
were re uced by 90 per 

cent during a ten month follow-up perl"od. It h 
seems t at, when 

individuals are aided in establishing a robust· cognitive 

representation of the contingency between act and punishment, the 

representation can have suppressive effects on behaviors. 

In summary, the importance of immediacy' of delivery of 

punishment is well established. While practical (and 

constitutional) constraints prevent the juvenile justice system 

from delivering immediate punishmynt, aven~:~s are ayailable for 

overcoming delay eff~c'i;>s. ,~~~':SUCh avenue is inves')bgation of 
/. ( \ 

apprehension as a p'~nishmen~/! experience, since it l/S the 
\\;j // 

component of the san't;·~1pnoing procedure which is t~J~porally 

closest to a juvenile's act. Another is examining the Possible 

ways in which the cognitive and language abilities of a juvenile 

could be used to strengthen the connection between his act and 

the delayed punishment. The explicit use of verbal instructions 

during the sanctioning may also be found to diminish the problem 

of punishing the wrong behavior, which often OCcurs with long 

L-___________ ~ __________ _......:...._~_~___L_~~~_~.~L .. _._ .. 
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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 first taught to emit the 

behavior of interest by being rewarded for performing it, before 

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

pointed out that the need for the use of punishment in applied 

settings "unavoidably means that the.re have been and probably 

still are reinforcement procedures concurrently in progress with 

respect to the punished response." In this situation two factors 

are operating which can serve to decrease the effectiveness of a 

punisher: the strength of the response, which is a 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 is inversely related to the magnitude, frequency, and 

immediacy of reward delivered prior to the onset of punishment 

(Church and Raymond, 1967; Evans, 1970; Ferraro, 1966; and 

Martin, 1963). Although studies of response strength in humans 

are not available, this principle implies that if an apprehended 

juvenile has commi tted ill\;lgal 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 
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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 suggested that "to obtain the maximum 

effect from a punishing stimulus, the frequency of reinforcement 

for the response should be minimized." The condition under which 

no reinforcement is available for a behavior is called 

extinction. The frequency of performance of a behavior during 

extinction decreases as in punishment; indeed, if extinction is 

maintained long enough, punishment is not needed. Animal studies 

show that when both punishment and extinction are used 

simultaneously, the elimination of a behavior is more rapid than 

when either procedure is used alone (Azrin, 1960; Estes, 1944), 

but that if punishment is attempted while reinforcement is still 

available, and is maintaining the response, suppresssion of 

behavior is incomplete and transitory (Azrin and Holz, 1966; Boe, 

1964). Singer (197.0, p. 415) has commented, "since criminal 

behavior is almost always rewarded, this suggests that we give 

some attention to extinguishing criminal behavior as well as 

punishing it, by withdrawing the rewards or making ~hem 

inaccessible." Shah (1966, p. 32) writes, " ... the form and 

frequency of certain criminal acts bears some connection to the 

environmental structure and opp~rtunities provided ... The 

relative ease with which cars may be broken into and be started 

without use of ignition keys, clearly affects the frequency of 

offenses involving joy-riding and automobile theft." If 
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opportunities for engagtng in illegal acts were reduced, the 

expectations for reward for such acts might diminish, and 

relative deterrent effects of negative sanctions should increase. 

In summary, both the strength of a behavior and the 

maintenance of a behavior by reinforcers concurrent with 

punishment serve to mitigate the suppressive effects of 

punishment. Juveniles who are apprenhended at their first 

illegal act may be better candidates for deterrence, and measures 

such as defensive environmental design and victim awareness 

programs may help decrease the amount of reward expected f0~ 

illegal behavior. 

4. The Schedule of Delivery of the Punisher. 

Animal studies have demonstrated that behaviors are much more 

effectively suppressed when ·every instance of the act is 

punished, than when the act is only intermittently punished, 

allowing some performances of the act to be rewarded (Azrin, 

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

disc~epancies found between self-report and official records of 

juvenile offending (Gold, 1966; Short and Nye, 1958) indicate 

that many of the offenses committed by juveniles go unpunished, 

and we may assume that most of these unpunished acts are 

rewarded. Indeed, even many detected and apprehended offenders 

remain officially unpunished. Thus, the existing situation in 

juvenile sanctioning parallels most closely an intermittent 

schedule of punishment delivery. There are no reported studies 

of schedules of punishment with humans and even few studies which 

\, 

I 

PAGE 21 

investigate the effects of intermittent punishment on the 

behavior of animals. However, some animal studies which are 

reported have unpleasant implications for an applied system using 

intermittent punishmertt. For example, sporadic punishment of an 

animal's intermittently rewarded behavior will strengthen the 

subsequent resistence to extinction of the behavior when rewards 

are withdrawn (Lawrence and Festinger, 1962; Logan and Wagner, 

1965; Martin, 1963). Behavior that continues to be rewarded is 

also made resistant to ·the effects of frequent punishment if the 

punishment is introduced gradually on an intermittent schedule 

(Banks, 1966; 1967). Ef~ects such as these on the behaviors of 

animals may suggest th~tjuve~iles who experience punishment for· 

only a few of. their offenses may be likely to develop adult 

criminal careers as well, and may be especially resistant to 

deterrent effect of future punishments. 

Expected punishment. Two studies of the social control of 

children's b1ehavior have shown t.ha t if children ar:e led to expect 

that punishment will follow a behavior, but that actual 

performance of th~~ehavior results in no conseqt~nce, then the 
\\ 

absence of punishment has the effect of a reward; \the rate of 
II 
\\ 

behavior is incre,ased (Crandall, Good, and Crandall\~ 1964; 

Offenbach, 1966). Thus, it is probable that every failure to 

negatively sanction aprehended offenders by the juvenile justice 
, 

system has anti~deterrent effects. There are data which ~upport 

this notion. Gabrielli and Mednick (in preparation) compared 

adult offenders ~ho received punishments less severe than the 

mean punishment meted for their offense with offenders who 
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received punishments more severe than the mean. The latter group 

reoffended significantly less often than did the former. If we 

can assume that the offenders expected to receive the average 

amount of punishment, then it .is possible to infer that the 

extent to which their actual punishments deviated from this 

expected amount impacted their rates of reoffending considerably. 

Results of a study of 1,457 Chicago boys lend support to the idea 

that punishment delivered at less than the expected 'evel may 

actually reinforce behavior. Murray (1980) found that failure to 

take delinquents who were already on probation back to court 

after 'an arrest was followed by faster rearrests. 

Certainty of punishment. Although data are not available from 

studies of human subjects to clarify the cognitive impact of 

differential schedules of punishment, it is probable that 

differences in suppression effects between ~ontinuous and 

intermittent punishment are attributable to perceptions about the 

certainty of punishment, not merely the frequency. The classical 

school of criminology has long maintained that it is the 

certainity of punishment, not the severity, that deters persons 

from criminal behavior (Jeffery, 1965). Parker and Grasmick 

(1979) have demonstrated tha t person5~' personal exper iences wi th 

'~r.~,mes and the personal experience of their acquaintances are 

moh~ impbrtan~ in influencing their estimates of the certainity 

of arrest than are media reports of official arrest rates. They 

noted that Walker (1969) reported that criminals had more 

accurate knowledge of arrest rates than did the general public, 

and concluded that offenders themselve~ dev~lop an 'accurate 
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assessment of the low probabilty of their apprehension based on 

personal experience. Offenders are aware that they are on an 

intermittant punishment schedule. 

What are the implications of such awareness? Erickson, 

Stafford, and Galliher (1980) surveyed juveniles in two Arizona 

counties to assess the effects of rates of punishment for 

specific offenses on the juveniles' evaluation of norms 

concerning the wrongness of engaging in those offenses. Although 

results depended to some extent on the seriousness of the acts, 

in general juveniles were more willing to engage in offenses with 

'the lowest probability of punishment. In addition, juveniles who 

had been personally apprehended for an offense, but treated 

leniently, perceived the offenses as less serious than even the 

juveniles who had not been apprehended. This group is similar in 

some ways to the children in Offenbach's (1966) study who 

experienced as a reward an expected punishment which was not 

delivered. 

Uncertain punishments. Siegel (1978) compared the 

performance of sociopathic prisoners, nonsociopathic prisoners, 

and college students on a card game in which the probability of 

punishment (losing poker chips which could be redeemed for money) 

was manipulated by the experimenter. When the probability of 

punishment was in the midrange (40 - 70 per cent) sociopaths were 

more willing to risk the loss of poker chips than were members of 

the two control groups. When questioned following the card games 

about their perceptions of the probability of punishment, the 

sociopaths underestimated the likelihood of losing poker chips 

--
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chips when the probability )f loss was in the midrange, but did 

not underestimate the probability of loss when loss was actually 

quite certain. 

In summary, animal studies have proven that continuous 

punishment is more effective than intermitent punishment in 

suppressing behavior. Indeed, it is possible that sporadic 

punishment of a rewarded behavior, or failure to deliver an 

expected punishment, can actually serve to increase the strength 

of a behavior. These labt~atory findings about punishment 

schedules are interpreted in terms of juveniles' perceptions 

about the certainty of punishment for illegal behaviors. 

Criminological studies exist which demonstrate that perceived 

certainty of punishment is determined by personal experience and 

that it affects juveniles' willingness to engage in illegal acts. 

A subgroup of serious multiple offenders may be especially likely 

to underestimate the likelihood of punishment when punishment is 

uncertain. Singer (1970, p. 417) wrote, " the moral derived froIT' 

the basic experimental results concerning certainty is 

nevertheless straightforward: Catch more criminals more of the 

time ... " Unfortunately, the moral is not as straightforward to 

implement as it is to understand. I:owever, the data indicate 

that policy ihich mandates that punishment must be administered 

to all first offenders who are apprehended might prove useful in 

reducing the rewarding effects of lenient treatment of 

apprehended first offenders. Recall the McCord (1980) study in 

which first offenders who were released without official 

processing were more likely to commit subsequent crimes than boys 
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who received full processing and sentencing. Evaluation research 

of such a policy mandating punishment of all apprehended 

offenders is in order. 

5 . Availability of Alternate Rewarded Responses 

Several studies have reported that 1 comp ete suppression of a 

behavior can be rapidly achieved using punishment, if animals are. 

offered an opportunity to perform an alternate unpunished 

behavior which results lOn d I" f e lvery 0 the reward previously 

provided by the punished behavior (Boe, 1964; Solomon, 1964; 

Whiting and Mowrer, 1943). In addition, Rachlin (1967) found 

that manipulation qf the severity of punishment has a greater 

suppressive effect when a rewarded alternate behavior is 

available. Solomon, Turner, and Lessac (1968) demonstrated that 

even delayed punishment will suppress behavior when an alternate 

behavior is available. Karsh and Williams (1964)' reported an 

experiment with children in which no behavioral alternate was 

available for the punished behavior. They found punishment to be 

ineffective in suppressing the children's behaviors. In a study 

in which mental patients were offered both an unpunished and an 

intarmittently punished lever to pull in order to earn 

cigarettes, the behavior of pulling the intermittently pu~ished 

lever was totally suppres~;ed as soon as the nonpunished lever was 

made available (Holz, Azrin and Allyon, 1963). Azrin and Holz 

(1966) eXplained that punishment of a behavior for which there is 

no alternate behavior may be expected to suppress responding by 

only 30 per cent. 

L.... ______________ ""' _________ ~ ______________ .........;. ___ .........;. _____________________ ~ ___ _'__ __ ~ ___ ~__'___~,_. ___ , __ _ 
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Problems in application of the principle of alternate 

response. On the basis of studies such as the ones cited here 

Singer (1970, p. 429) concluded, "this cumulative evidence points 

directly and overwhelmingly to the importance of combining 

rehabilitation with punishment. Our correctional system must 

provide offenders alternative routes and skills to obtain the 

rewards they formerly obtained only, or much more easily, through 

cr ime. II There are however, several important di s simi lar it ies 

between the experi~ental procedures which produced the principle 

of alternate responses and the practical situation of the 

juvenile justice system. In laboratory studies of punishment, 

the subjects are first deprived of the reward which the 

experimenter intends to use so as to insure the subjects' 

motivation to behave. For example rats are starved to 70 per 

cent of body weight, or children are de~rived of social contact 

for a time (Lovaas and Simons, 1969). Thus, the alternate 

behavior is necessary for elimination of the punished behavior 

because the subjects experience strong motivation to obtain the 

reward (food pellets or encouraging hugs). Although large 

numbers of juvenile offenders are from low income families, and 

may be 'property deprived', the nature of the motivation behind 

many delinquent acts is not clear. Acts not motivated by 

biological survival needs may not require alternate responses 

when they are punished. 

Johnston (1972) pointed out that all available studies have 

had the alternate response produce the same kind and amount of 

reward as the punished reponse. Programs might be suggested to 

,I 
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offer althletic contests as alternates 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 old 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 crime. Studies are needed which 

clarify the effects of rewarding the alternative response 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. For example, one can offer a juvenile thief a job 

as an alternate means to obtain a television set, but it will 

probably require months of effort rather than minutes. Even rats 

will always choose the behavior requiring the least effort to 

obtain a reward (Mitchell, Scott and Williams, 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 

the punished behavior. If working at a job is reinforced every 

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

*It is well to remember that a reward must be defined as 
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 frequent reinforcement schedule 

would prefer the punished behavior to these alternate behaviors, 

especially if the probability of punishment is low. Juvenile 

offenders may 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 identified as delinquent. 

Nevertheless, despite the practical difficulties 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 be~aviors. Some illegal 

behaviors may be more susceptible to replacement with alternate 

behaviors and rewards than are others. Programs could be 

attempted which take advantage of the cogniiive abilities of 

human adolescents by increasing the saliency of longer term 

rewards and providing 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 

I 
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I 
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develop principles about human behavior in a social context, the 

individual principles considered alone do not capture the 

complexity of what really happens when punishment is used in 

applied settings; simplistic approaches to sanctioning based on 

the predictions of these principles may be doomed to less than 

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 r1elationships. A good example of ways in which 

the effects of various principles may be dependent upon their 

interrelationships is provided by 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 
~ense and the previously mentioned experimental indications that 
It ought to? Because the punishments are so uncertain and 
del~yed .. The effect o~ delay is to lessen severity and 
manIpulatIons of severIty have little effect at long delays 
(Cohen, 1967). 

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 

application of one principle may be compensated for by 

maximization of another. For example, given the humane 

limitations on severity of punishment fo~ juveniles, the 
juvenile deterrence. As is often the case with efforts to principle of continuous schedule of plJn~1hment ~ould be utilized 

-. 
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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 relationships between 

different principles of punishment are 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 characteristics of 

individual juveniles which may mitigate the effectiveness of 

punishment in some ways. Differences in the experiencing of fear 

(Rydelius, 1981), verbal intelligence (Moffitt, et. aI, 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) (Eysenck, 1967), and previous 

experience with punishment in the family (Becker, 1964). The 

literature about these individual characteristics will be 

reviewed in a subsequent paper, but it is important to point out 

that there is some evidence that we cannot expect all juveniles 

to respond uniformly to any manipulation of the various 

principles of punishment discussed in this paper. 

Conclusions 

Despite cautions about the appropriateness of applying the 
! 
!. 
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experimental model of punishment to the process of negative 

sanctioning of juvenile offenders, I have asserted that awareness 

of the principles of punishment may be of use to the deterrence 

theoretician. Principles of punishment exist which have been 

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 consideration of the punis?ment principles yields a 

number of testable implications for deterren~e, there are also 

large gaps in the punishment literature itself which call for 

research efforts before such implications can be confidently 

eval ua ted. Examples of such unexp lored gaps. are: the role of 

human cognitive and verba,l abilities in attenuating delay 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 adopted immediately, but a call for 

research is extended. 

ru... ____________________ ....;... __________________________________ ""---..;.,.-:..... ______________________ ~ _ ____' ___________ ~.,_~ ________ _ 
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Abstract 

If the juvenile officer turns to social science for guidence 

on the handling of juveniles, the officer is faced wit6 a 

contradiction. Deterrence theory implies that a strong response 

on the part of the officer will reduce the probability of future 

delinquent behavior. Yet Labeling theory implies that a strong 

response will increase the probability of future delinquency. 

Influenced by labeling theory, current police practice often 

attempts to minimize the possible stigmitizing effect of custody. 

Recently some researchers have speculated that this concern may 

result in an erosion of the juvenile's perception of the 

seriousness of his misbehavior. 

A review of the research on the deterrent and the labeling 

effects of juvenile-police encounters reveals that there is 

little empirical basis for evaluating how muc~ of either effect 

takes place and under what conditions. The review does reveal 

two major limitations of the prior research. It has failed to 

adequately consider the psychological processes that underly the 

deterrence and labeling phenomena, and it has failed to control 

for variables that could mask deterrence and labeling effects. 

Future research must combine a much more sophisticated 

theoretical framework and maintain much tighter cpntr6is-of 

system and individual difference variables. Given the importance 

of a correct understanding of deterrence and labeling effects of 

juvenile police work, there is a great need for new and betier. 

research. 

The Implications of Deterrence and Labeling for 

Police/Juvenile Encounters 

Introduction 

The two major theories that address the impact that the 

juveI!ile justice system can have on juveniles who have entered it 

lead to conclusions that are disturbingly contradictory. The 

first, deterrence theory, roughly stated, declares that the 

effectiveness of a juvenile justice intervention increases with 

the strength or seriousness of the responses to the juvenile. 

The second, labeling theory, roughly stated, declares that as the 

strength or seriousness of the system's response to the juvenile 

increases, there is a decrease in effectiveness. The juvenile 

justice system and social scientists who study it are posed a 

difficult problem by this contradiction. Because of the presumed 

importance of jUvenile justice systems actions in the lives of 

the individual juveniles contacted and for the general welfare of 

society, a correct choice between the two theories or a proper 

reconciliation as a guide for police-court action seems vitally 

important. 

Despite the apparent briefness of the police-juvenile 

interaction (in some cases a matter of a few minutes) there are a 

number of reasons why arriving at an understanding of how 

deterrence, labeling and other processes may operate in the 

police encounter is critically important. For the majority of 

first-time offenders, police encounters comprise the total 

experience the youth has with the juvenile justice system. In 

~--------------------~------------------~ 
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addition, it is during these first encounters with the police 

that juveniles may be most impressionable. Finally, given the 

nature of juvenile law, there is at least the potential, if not 

the actuality, of a great deal of discretion on the part of the 

police. The police, then, have a significant opportunity through 

the choice of their action to maximize their impact on the 

youth's future behavior. 

The purpose of this paper i~ to review, in turn, the two 

theoretical perspectives of deterrence and labeling as well as 

the empirical literature pertinent to either with respect to the 

police handling of juveniles. On the bases of the review, the 

early interactions of police with juveniles will be analyzed to 

see in what ways police effectiveness can be increased and how 

these suggestions might be tested. 

DETERRENCE 

Definitions 

Two exhaustive discussions of the concept of deterrence 

(Zimring and Hawkins, 1973; Gibbs, 1975) have recognized that the 

term deterrence has been employed in a variety of ways and that 

the diversity of uses has led to confusion. Therefore an attempt 

will be made to make explicit the sense of deterrence employed 

throughout this paper. Deterrence concerns the impac~ of the 

threat of negative consequences of actions on the likelihood that 

a person will perform the action. More particularly, it concerns 

threats by the legal system on behavior that is considered 

criminal. Referring to terms employed by Zimring and 

Hawkins(1973), deterrence can be defined more precisely as the 
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inhibition of criminal behavior (threatened behavior) by a 

certain group (audience) in order to avoid certain direct 

consequences (threatened consequences) threatened by the legal 

system (threatening agency). The inhibition occurs because an 

individU9.l fears and wishes to avoid the threatened consequences. 

From this definition, it can be seen that deterrence and 

punishment are related concepts. The term punishment is defined 

as the infliction of an aversive stimulus by an agent on a person 

following certain behaviors in order to a)suppress or 

b)recompense the target behaviors. Deterrence, then, is one type 

of an effective threat of punishment. It is a type in that it 

refers only to the effects on delinquent or criminal behavior of 

the threats and it focuses on the sorts of punishment used by the 

legal system. It must be an effective use of punishment because 

the term deterrence refers to an inhibition in behavior whereas 

punishment need only be an event experienced as aversive and as a 

consequence of behavior ,it does not necessarily inhibit 

behavior. Finally, in order for the threat of punishm1mt to be 

recognized, a threatened person must have experience with direct 

or vicarious punishment. 

Deterrence in the general sense discussed above has been 

contrasted in the literature with specific or special deterrence. 

Specific deterrence refers toa)the impact of legal sanctions 

administered to an individual following criminal behavior on that 

individual's future criminal behavior and b) the corresponding 

impact of threats of punishment directed at a particular 

individual. The first type of specific deterrence occurs when a 
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legal punishment successfully reduces the disposition to commit a 

criminal offense in the person punished and the second occurs 

when a threatened legal punishment reduces the disposition to 

commit a criminal offense in the person threatened. Zimring and 

Hawkins have questioned the usefulness of the distinction. "But 

insofar as this process works by making or attempting to make, 

individuals more sensitive to future threats because of present 

punishment, it is really not so much special or individual 

deterrence as it is a special effort to make individuals more 

sensitive to general deterrence"(p. 73). While they are 

essentially correct in their relating of the concepts of special 

and general deterrence, they underestimate the usefulness of 

having a term referring to the subset of deterrence phenomena 

that pertain to what the police and courts can do with individual 

offenders or potential offenders to increase the effect of 

society's threats on future contemplated criminal behavior. 

These are the very issues that are most relevant to the conce-rns 

of this. paper, how the actions of police toward specific 

juveniles influence those juvenilies' dispositions toward future 

delinquent behavior. The review will consequently emphasize the 

literature on specific or special deterrence. 

The definitional approach taken in this paper underlines the 

psychological component inherent in the conceptualization of 

deterrence. The occurrence of deterrence implies that two 
If'" 

psychological processes have taken place within the individuals 

deterred. First of all, in order for deterrence to occur, any 

objective threats by the legal system must be perceived by the 
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individual to be deterred. Second, a choice of an alternatives 

to criminal beha~ior must be the result of the perceived threat. 

But this is not a sufficient characterization of the choice. The 

person's choice in behavior must be an attempt to avoid the 

future aversive consequences. Deterrence is essentially defined 

by the motive or reason that a person has for his behavior. With 

respect to police and juveniles, an officer's encounter with a 

juvenile delinquent will have a deterrent (specific) effect if 

subsequent to the encounter, a)the juvenile delinquent has a 

changed perception of the severity, celerity or certainty of the 

aversive consequences for delinquen.t behavior and is 

b)cons~quently less likely to commit delinquent acts because the 

youth has a greater incentive to avoid the negative consequences. 

Differences in definitions of deterrence 

As indicated in a statement by Erickson,Gibbs and 

Jensen(1977)~ there is agreement among the current definitions of 

deterrence that perceptions are important. On the other hand, 

differences in de!errence definitions are often determined by 

what motives for refraining from crim~nal behavior qualify as 

deterrence. For example, Zimring and Hawkins include as 

deterrence cases in which punishment informs a person what is 

illegal and allows him to correct his behavior out of a 

pre-existing motive to be a law abiding citizen. Although the 

perception of which behaviors will be punished is important, the 

motive for action is not that of fear or avoidance, and thus 

would not qualify as an instance of deterrence as defined in this 

paper. A contrasting case is presented by Gibbs' definition of 
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deterrence. Gibbs considers behavior that has the motive to 

avoid what he terms extralegal aversive consequences (social 

condemnation for example) to be unrelated to deterrence. The 

approach taken in this paper recognizes that there are a variety 

of aversive consequences and that individuals are differentially 

sensitive to different types, but a motive to avoid any aversive 

legal or extralegal consequences would qualify as an example of 

deterrence. 

Each definitional approach might find a particular discussion 

in which it is most useful. It seems, however, for the purposes 

of research that seeks to understand when and how deterrence 

occurs, it is advisable to select a definition which most likely 

encompases a family of phenomena that reflect highly similar 

underlying processes, rather than a family of phenomena that are 

grouped on the bases of some other shared char.acteristics such as 

social ends that are served. In arriving at the definition of 

deterrence used in this paper, this has been attempted. All 

instances of deterrence here defined share the two step 

psychological processes of perception and of choice, and the 

motive to avoid future aversiy·,( consequences. 

The police encounter 

The first step toward understanding the possible deterrent 
~ . ( 

-------~---nnpact--of the police-juvenile encounter is "a" general description 

of what occurs in such an encounter that could influence the 

youth's perception of the aversive consequences of h~~ delinquent 
1'1' 

actions. What comes to mind immediately is the sand:ioning role 

of the police. Contact with a policeman when a youth is 
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suspected of doing wrong can itself be an aversive experience. 

Arrest, being taken away from a place you know to a strange 

place, the attendant disorientation, detainment and loss of 

freedom, criticism, imminent threat of future loss of freedom , 
possible fines, incarceration and a record--some or all of these 

will likely be experienced by the youth as p~~ishment. 

Concurrent with these are the extralegal consequences that may 

arise in horne, school or work. What in fact the youth 

experiences as aversive will d ;end on the interests in his life 

that he believes are put in jeopardy by the police encounter. 

There will obviously be a great amount of individual differences 

in how punishing the same treatment by the police would be 

experienced by different youths. 

In order for deterrence to occur it is not sufficient nor 

necessary that the youth exp~rience punishment. It is not 

sufficient, because. the juvenile must in addition learn from the 

punishment experience that future punishment will be more severe, 

more certain or quicker than he had p~eviously anticipated. 

According to a rational choice model, a person performs a 

behavior when the anticipated reward outweighs the anticipated 

costs. The person can be deterred from fut~re similar behavior, 

if he comes to learn that the actual costs are greater than had 

• --~ -------beenanticipated- and greater than the anticipated benefit. If 

punishment teaches either that costs are in fact less than 

anticipated or, whlle greater than antiCipated, still less than 

antiCipated rewards, the person will see that it still is in his 

interest to perform the punished act. Insufficient punishment 

~ ______ ~ ________________________________________________________________ ~~ __________________________ .~c ____ ~~ ______________ ~ _____________ ~ ______ ~ __ ~ ______ ~ __ 
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will not deter unwanted behavior. When less than anticipated by 

the person punished, it can result in an increased tendency to 

perform the unwanted behavior. Actual punishment is not 

necessary, because the police may effectively communicate a 

threat that future consequences will be much more severe than 

what the youth has anticipated without actually punishing the 

youth. 

For deterrence, what is ultimately important is not what the 

youth experiences but what he believes about the future. Again 

individual differences between the youths play an important role 

in determining what is learned. The difference from the 

~~ticipated punishment in part determines whether what is 

experienced or learned about the future leads to a perception of 

greater severity, certainty or celerity. It is possible for two 

youths to experience the same punishment and yet have one's 

tendency to commit delinquent acts increase, because the received 

punishment was less than anticipated, and the second's decrease " 

because the punishment was greater. Also, for d~terrence to occur 

the changed perception of punishment must be great enough to 

outweigh motivation to commit an act. If the youth's motive is 

great enough, even an appreciable change in perceived threat will 

not inhibit the youth. Both differences in the youth's 

""- -anticipations--of- -punishment and in moti vation~ for delinquency 

determine the net deterrent impac:"'·of a police encounter. 

The second step toward understanding the deterrent impact of 

the po;Fce is to consider non-deterrent effects the police: might 

,'have on juveniles. While the sanctioning fun£~~ions of the police 
\\ 
\\ 
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are the most dramatic, there are two other functions that can 

likely affect future delinquent behavior. Police have both 

educati ve and reinforcing functions. In their conversatiolJ:s with 

the youths, police can inform them about opportunities for 

rewarding activities that are inconsistent with criminal 

behaVior, help youths reassess downward the value of delinquent 

behaVior, reassess upward the value of incompatible 

non-delinquent behavior and interests, they can act as role 

models, and they can provide social approval for constructive 

dimensions to the youths' Ii ves. 

There is an additional complication to understanding 

deterrence in police juvenile encounters. Punishment can have 

non-deterrent effects on the juvenile. Gibbs (1975) details nine 

effects of punishment that he distinguishes from deterrence but 

that can also produce a reduction in delinquent behavior. The 

two which are most rel~\Tant to our analysis are Reformation and 

Norm Validation. Gibbs distinguishes reformation from deterrence 

on the basis of motivation. "In the case of reformation, ~ 

individual refrains from criminal acts after punishment but not 

because of the fear of suffering punishment again, whereas the 

fear of suffering punishment again is the central consideration 

in specific deterrence"(p.72).The act of punishment stimulates 

the offender,to-.reevaluate-.hi-s~values and he arrives at a 

devaluation of his delinquent tendencies. Gibbs describes 

normative validation as follows. "Individuals refrain from 

illegal acts not.,because they fear punishme:g;t-~Dut 'bec.ause they 
,..." If 

evaluate the act.s negatively, and legal punishments, maintain or 

iJ 
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intensify those negative evaluations. Stated another way, 

individuals have internalized the norm ... that the law expresses, 

and legal punishments contribute to that internalization"(p.80). 

Punishment reinforces one's beliefs that wha'': one is doing or 

might do is wrong. 

From this overview of the police-juvenile encounter, there 

are three ways in which the police can wor~ toward a reduction of 

delinquent behavior. The first is through the deterrent effects 

of punishment, the second is through the non-deterrent effects of 

punishment, and the third is through the educative and 

reinforcing functions of the police officer. TOe distinctions 

between these influences on juveniles are absolute only on the 

conceptual level. They are, however, important to bear in mind 

when conSidering the juvenile-police interaction and in assessing 

the research evidence: on deterrence. Taking into consideration 

the counter-productive influences posited by labeling theory to 

be discussed below, the interplay of all potential influences 

within the police juv(mile interaction, unguided by 

understanding, may produce far from an optimal balance of the 

coactive processes. TIlere exists the possibility that instances 

of police practices mdght cancel out the effective impact they 

are having. In evaluating the research on deterrence, they must 

be considered as'-rival-alternative'-hypotheses'for findings that 

purport to show a deterrence effect or explanations for findings 

that fail to demonstxate a deterrent effect. 

Empirical literature 

Major reviews of deterrence (Zimring and Hawkins, 1975;-
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Gibbs, 1975; and Tittle, 1981) have clearly described the 

difficulties in doing deterrence research in general and the lack 

of conclusive empirical findings. When one focuses on the state 

of research ~n deterrent effects of police encounters on 

juveniles. the conclusions are not more-optimistic. Perhaps due 

to the limited range in the type of sanctions actually employed 

or manipulated by the police, to the failure of researchers to 

consider properly differences in the juveniles, and to the 

failure to control for the overriding effect of confounding 

factors, the review of the research does not reveal evidence for 

a dramatic deterrence effect. On the contrary, one wonders if 

deterrence is taking place at all. Yet there are lessons to be 

learned from reviewing the existing literature, especially as 

guides for future research. 

Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen(1977) outline three approaches to 

doing research on deterrence. The first is the examination of 

the relation between properties of punishment ru1d crime rates 

among jurisdictions. The research question is) do jurisdictions 

that punish a certain offense more severely have lower rates of 

commission for that offense? The second approach considers only 

a single jurisdictipn. It examines the relationship between 
II 

punishment properties and offense rates for different types of 

crimes. Within a jurisdiction,- doeso-moresevere-punishment for 

offenses correspond to the lower crime rates? And third, there 

is an examination of the relation between perceived properties of 

punishment a.J<id frequency of criminal acts among individuals. Do 

people who see punishment by the police and courts as more severe 

L __ ,_",;_. __ ""'~'i., ____________________________________ ...... ___ ......:C)~....;,. _____ c'--__________ ~ _____ ~ __________ --l.. ___________ ~J __ .---'_'--___ ~_ 
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or certain, connnit fewer criminal offenses? In addition to the 

types of research listed by ~rickson et al., research exists that 
examines the recidivism and attitudes of juveniles who had 

received different degrees of treatment for relatively the same 

offenses. Do juveniles who are treated more severely subsequently 

connnit fewer offenses? 

The fact that rarely if ever is deterrence research conducted 

as a true experiment (random assignment) poses difficulties in 

making inferences about causal relations. When studies also 

approach deterrence in terms of aggregate data, as is the case 

with the first two types of studies, rather than data more 

closely tied to individuals, obstacles to valid inferences are 

even greater'. To begin to draw inferences about deterrence from 

such highly aggregated data requires reliable estimates of true 

crime rate and potential crime. But highly reliable measures are 

not available. Even with reliable measures, there could easily 

be alternative explanations for the finding that higher crime 

rates are associated with less severe punisTh~ent. Tittle (1981) 

has argued that " •.. most research has analyzed official 

statistics for entire political units, but ecological data can 

never provide information about general deterrence, if deterrence 

is taken to mean individual suppression of criminal impulses"to 

avoid negative consequences. There is simply no way of inferring 

from ecological data whether individuals within political units 

actually perceive the sanction possibilities and act 

accor lng y ... p. . d" 1 II( 383) Tine last two types of studies provide a 

stricter test of deterrence. Findings consistent with the 
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deterrence hypothesis rule out more plausible rival hypotheses. 

Consequently, only the last two types of studies will be 

reviewed; studies that evaluate the impact of police encounters 

on juveniles and studies that examine the relationship between 

perceived risk and the probability of delinquent behavior. 

The effec~ of police encounters 

The first category of deterrence studies to be examined will 

be those that evaluated the differential impact of punishments on 

individuals. Before discussing the specific studies assessing 

the impact of police encounters, it will be helpful to discuss 

the general research strategy. The general form consists of 

contrasting groups, one of which experiences a police encounter 

intended to have a deterrent effect and a second that does not. 

All things being equal, the test of the deterrent effect is the 

relative recidivism of the police deterred group compared to the 

non-deterred group. The deterred group should have a lower 

recidivism rate. The degree of the relative advantage is a 

measure of the strength of the deterrent effect of the police 

encounter. Unfortunately, the ceteris paribus clause 

incorporates a number of assumptions that are often not 

reasonable and which jeopardize the reasonableness of the 

assessment of the deterrent effect, whatever its outcome. Unless 

groups' are equivalent prior to the treatment groups contact with 
0- , ' ~ 

pOlice,,,differences in behavior after treatment could be simply a 

continuation of preexisting differences. 

If we assume that a study has internal validity, there are 

still limitations on the inferences that can be drawn. If a 

J ::;::~;:;::;;.::;;r..;.='",,,,,,,,,",,,,,~.---,,-.~, .• ,, .,., .. 
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particular study fails to demonstrate a deterrence effect for 

police intervention, the failure applies only a) to the specific 

type of police encounter found in the study and b) to the 

specific type of juveniles processed. It is conceivable that 

different ways of handling by the police or the identical 

treatment of different types of juveniles would produce deterrent 

effects. One can not draw conclusions about police effectiveness 

with youths in general on the basis of the failure of a single 

program. Different strategies may prove more effective and 

different youths may prove more deterrable. 

Even if a study validly demonstrates decreased recidivism for 

more severe treatments or punishments, one must consider the 

possibility that the difference reflects the non-deterrence 

effects of punishment or the non-deterrence effects of the other 

police functions of education and reinforcement. For example, 

severe punishment may provide a greater motivation for the 

delinquent to consider his situation. This reflection could 

produce a downward evaluation of the desirability of the illegal 

gain or an upward evaluation of norm compliance. Either of these 

reevaluations would decrease the disposition towards delinquency, 

but neither would be instances of deterrence. There is no way to 

sort out how the pun~.shment effect was mediated (that there was 

-in'£act deterrence)unless there were controls or measures that 

would permit differential identification of the mediating 

process. 

In summary, an ideal investigative program on deterrence 

would a)randomly assign juveniles to groups, b)systematically 

· .. If 
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vary the types of police treatments and juveniles treated and c) 

employ reliable measures or controls to test for the operation of 

different mediating processes. Such an ideal set of studies has 

yet to be done. Short of the ideal, there are a number of 

studies worthy of review. 

Rose and Hamilton (1970) compared the impact on first-time 

offenders of being cautioned with the impact of being cautioned 

and subsequently supervised. They randomly assigned offenders to 

one of the treatments and compared recidivism rates over a 24 

month period. Recidivism was measured by the number of 

convictions for offenses. Comparisons were made in several ways 

in order to compensate for the fact that those juveniles 

supervised were in effect given a 6 month treatment versus the 

short term treatment of simple caution. The comparisons 

indicated that those juveniles supervised showed ~ lower 

recidivism than youths simply cautioned. 

Rose and Hamilton pointed out that the specificity of the 

program limited generalizability and they cautioned against 

concluding that supervision itself does not help the youth beyond 

simple cautioning. They noted that there are possible benefits 

to supervision that would not be picked up by the recidivism 

measure. 11ley also detailed carefully the characteristics of the 

youths in the program. TI1e major limitations of the study are 

that l)there were no comparisons with a no-police-involvement 

condition so we can not assess the impact of some police 

encounter versus none; and 2) there are no measures of the 

processes of the encounter that would allow a more detailed 

:~:.=::::'\:~~;::;:Z::-:;;;'::~~~-':""'I'-~~"'''.''''''''''''''_'-'''''''''''''~~._ '"'-.~._.~ 
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assessment of the police-juvenile interaction. 

Meade (1973) took a random sample of 500 cases from 8467 
juvenile court records. Unlike the Rose and Hamilton study there 

was no random assignment to treatment, but like that study, he 

concentrated on first-time offenders. Unfortunately, offense was 

defined " ... in terms of behavior so defined by the state juvenile 

code and resulting in an official petition before the county 

juvenile court." Because of the large number of first-offenders 

who are apprehended but are not processed to the point of a court 

petition, Meade's sample does not represent adequately the pool 

of all first-time offenders. In addition, offense in the 

recidivism measure was counted in t~e same way. Since many 

offenses never lead to petitions, his measure of recidivism is 

distorted by system factors. The sample was dichotomized into 

cases where a formal hearing took place and cases where "less 

formal remedial action took place"(p.479). The findings run 

counter to a deterrent effect. Persons who received a formal 

hearing were more recidivistic. Because there was no random 

assignment and because the impact -of other processes was not 

assessed, the signficance of the different recidivism rates is 

ambiguous. Meade himself recognized this in offering one 

possible explanation for the difference. "It is just as likely 

that c~~r~' personnel: on the bases of professional experience and 

more subjective criteria, were selecting the more chronic 

offenders for exposure to a formal hearing, and that the total 

recidivism rate (37 per cent)would be even higher without such 

intervention"(p.484). 
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Farrington and Bennett (1981) attempted to compare the 

effects of police cautioning and court appearances on juvenile 

recidivism. The authors recognized that their data would not 

allow them to infer why any observed differences might have 

occurred. For exru'nple. they would be unable to differentiate 

between individual deterrence, stigmatization or pre-existing 

individual differences. 70S of the youths were cautioned and 202 

were given one of a range of more severe dispositions. Although 

follow-up periods ranged from 22 months to 33 months, there was 

no indication that the researchers had controlled for differences 

in the time periods in their analyses. Rearrest was greater for 

youths who had a court appearaqce then for those simply 

cautioned. This effect was independent of sex, age, race, 

classes, area and offense seriousness. In a smaller sample of 47 

cases the home visit report was studied. With attitude toward 

offense controlled, cautioning did not have a lower recidivism 

rate. This finding suggr,sts that juveniles with better attitudes 

have less of a chance of~ecidivating and that the lower 
, , 

recidivism among juveniles who were cautioned was due to the fact 

that a greater percentage of cautioned youths had better 

attitudes. 

Joan McCord (1981) reported on a follow-l~ of first time 

offenders who were either process'ed in some way short of 

incarceration by the criminal justice system (fines or court 

hearin~s) or were released without official processing. A 

non-random study that attempted to control forcorrelated 

variables, McCord found that more severe treatJIlent (official 
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processing) resulted in lower recidivism. These statistically 

significant, but not large, differences provide the clearest 

support in the literature for a deterrent effect. It is 

impossible, however, to sort out what aspects of the official 

treatment may have been effective. 

Gold(1970)reported on a small sample of 20 matched pairs of 

delinquents. The sample was taken from a cohort of youths who 

lived in a Michigan city. One member in each pair had been 

apprehended. The apprehensions resulted in a range of 

dispositions. His description of the two groups is somewhat 

incomplete "All of the 40 youngsters ... had committed at least 

four offenses in the three years prior to being interviewed, and 

20 of them had been caught by the police for at least one 

offense. Matched with each of these 20 was a youngster of the 

same sex and age who had committed an undetected offense at about 

the same time, and who had committed the same number of offenses 

prior to that time"(pp. 106-107). He found that in eleven pairs 

the apprehended youngsters committed more offenses, in five pairs 

an equal number for each group, and in fours pairs the 

unapprehended committed more. Using the same analytic approach 

on 35 matched pairs from a national sample of 847(1969), he found 

roughly similar results: i~.t~enty pairs the apprehended 

committed more, in five pairs an equal nUmber and in ten pairs, 

the apprehended committed a fewer number. Gold's conclusion that 

apprehension results in greater recidivism is based on two major 

a.ssumptions. The first assumption is that apprehension is 

strictly a random process and that it is not affected b~ offense 
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committed. This seems unlikely. The second assumption is that 

the matched group has in fact controlled all relevant third 

variables. This assumption is almost assuredly false. The 

author's conclusion is very tenuous. Even if apprehension did 

cause the differences, it is still unclear what aspect of the 

process produced the results. 

Thornberry(1971) reported on the proportion of juveniles in a 

birth cohort of 9,601 males who were arrested again after having 

been arrested and given one of four possible dispositions. 6515 

were handled by the police only,1,338 were dismissed by an intake 

worker or judge without probation, 1,094 were fined or put on 

probation and 654 were institutionalized. He found that for 

whites, higher SES, and those with a less serious offense that 

the more severe the disposition, the higher the proportion of 

juveniles who recidivated. This pattern held up through the 

first four offenses. This pattern was not true, however, for 

those who received the most severe disposition, the 

institutionalized. "The most severe disposition is not fOllowed 

by the greatest amount of recidivism"(p.99). This tendency was 

not true for blacks,lower SES and those with a more serious 

offense. The findings clearly show that there is no overall 

deterrence effect. This is not to say, ,however, that deterrence 

does not occur, but that the. net effect of the factors 

influencing recidivism overwhelms whatever deterrence impact may 

exist. 

The fact that the pattern occurs only for whites, upper SES 

and less serious offenders suggests that in these cases the 

~----------------------~--------------------------~--------------------------~--~\.'~------------------------------~--~--------------
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juvenile justice system is able to assign the more severe 

disposition to the more severe offenders. This difference in 

system response cpuld be a reflection of an inability of the 

system to read relevant differences in blacks, lower class and 

more serious offenders. It seems more likely,however, that there 

is less variance along relGvant variables in the range relevant 

to recidivism. To put it simply, on average the black, lower 

class and more serious offender pools present more hard core 

delinquency. With regard to studying deterrence effects, it 

strongly suggests that we can not assume that dispositions are 

randomly assigned and ,in fact, that we should assume that the 

more severe dispositions are given to delinquents more likely to 

recidivate. 

Krause (1978) compares the effect of remand with custody 

(detention) with remand at home (release to home) on 90 male 

first offenders. He argues that the youths were effectively 

randomly assigned, but one can easily doubt the validity of this 

contention. While the study focus on specific deterrence and 

first time offenders, it unfortunately (for our purposes) 

examines the impact of a court disposition and is not readily 

generalizable to police handling. It found that with a,24 m~nth 

follow-up, those remanded to home (less severe treatment) were 

less recidivistic. 

Overall the studies reviewed tell us very little about 

deterrence effects. The hete~ogeneity of treatment conditions 

combined in a number of the studies confound the effects of 

apprehension, custody, petitions, fines, detention and even 
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institutionalization. Juveniles are rarely if ever randomly 

assigned to their dispositions. It is an important question 

whether or not it can be assumed that only random factors 

determine which youths are arrested. But one conclusion seems 

reasonable. Deterrence effects, if they exist, are not so 

powerful to over ide factors that work contrary to them. In 

particular, one factor that seems 'likely is that, as the system 

works now, the juveniles most likely to recidivate are given the 

harsher treatment. This fact alone would make it difficult to 

demonstrate a deterrence effect. There is an important corollary 

to this conclusion. The interactions observed between treatment 

and subject characteristics suggests that there are individual 

differences relevant to deterrence and that a more systematic 

understanding and recognition of these difference in disposition 

choice might improve deterrence effects. 

1bere are four deterrence studies that in different ways are, 

perhaps, relevant to the issue of police deterrence 

effectiveness. Klemke(1978) compared the questionnaire responses 

of juvenile shoplifters who had been caught by parents or store 

personnel with those who had not been caught. The response came 

from an anonymous survey of high school students. Shoplifting 

rate was compared over the last nine months. Those apprehended by 

parents had a higher rate than those not apprehended. The 

comparison group is simply described as a "matched sample". It is 

not clear from the article how they were matched. The relation 

between apprehension by store personnel·:and recidivism was not 

statistically significant, but in the same direction. The 

4" 
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analysis is s() sketchily presented, it is difficult to evaluate , 

the significam:e of the findings. It is highly unlikely that 

~1pprehension was simply a random occurrence, so there is an 

tmmeasured bias 'operating. There was no control for possible age 

differences in the comparison groups. The study is interesting in 

that it illustrates an interpretive problem in deterrence 

research. Increased recidivism for those apprehended by parents 

could be consistent with deterrence theory, if actual parental 

response was less tl.arsh than had been anticipated. 

In a study of juvenile traffic violations, Mecham(1968) 

managed to assign y,Duths randomly to different conditions. The 

conditions are court dispositions, but since there was random 

assignment and dispositions were short of incarceration, it is 

worth considering. Mechanl found that having the youths write a 

paper on traffic safety produced less recidivism than fines, 

'classes or even restrain~ from driving. l~e study demonstrates a 

measurable deterrent effect for the type of behavior studied. In 

part the clarity of findings may have been due to the random 

assignment and the use of first-time offenders. 

Wattenberg and Bufe (1963) examined how juvenile officers who 

apparently are successful in keeping youths from recidivating 

differ from officers \llho are less successful. Based on a review 

of the files of police contacts with boys ten to seventeen years 

of age, in the period between 1952 and 1959, it was possible to 

categorize them as repeat offenders (up to the age of 17). The 

authors state "These data enabled us to determine for/each 

officer the proportion of the boys for whom he was the first 
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Youth Bureau contact became repeaters on the one hand or remained 

non-repeaters on the other"(p.472). The authors compared 

officers who had thirty or more recorded contacts. The data 

revealed a range of percentages from 28 to 78 non-repeaters for 

the different officers. Although the authors attempted to 

demonstrate statistically that differences were not due to 

chance, it is not clear that different success rates reflect 

differences in the officers' treatment of juveniles. The youths 

may not have been randomly assigned to officers. Nevertheless, 

on the basis of their study; they formed a composite picture of 

the deterring officer. "In his dealings with juveniles he is 

calm, manly, firm, and patient. He talks well to them, wording 

his remarks to their level. He keeps his promises to young 

people and exerts 'salesmanship' in support of a law abiding 

course of action .... competence in speaking and writing were 

highly important. So was willingness to work hard with parents. 

As to disposition~ the key attribute wa~ a tendency to judge 

cases on their merits as contrasted with a policy or either 

quickly filing charges with the juvenile court or being reluctant 

to do sO"(p.473). 

Murray (1980) reported a study on the effect of supervision, 

p~~obatioIl, a cotrectional program and incarceration on subsequent 

delinquency. He contrasted these dispositions to arrest with no 

further action. The study has no non-arrest controls so it is 

impossible to make any inferences about the effect of arrest 

itself; but it is possible to co~are the "effect of arrest with 

more severe dispositions. Moreover, the general plan of the 
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analysis and some of its findings are pertinent to the purposes 

\ of this review. His sample consisted in 1457 males who were born 
.. ' 

\ in 1960 in Chicago who had been arrested at least once. Only 309 

.. , 

of the arrested youths reached court. Of those, 60 were not put 

under any restrictions, 176 were put on supervison, 104 on 
" 

~ 'probation and 45 youths were placed in correctional programs. 62 

of the 309 received more than one sanction from the courts. The 

\ :, 
primary dependent variable was time to next arrest, after 

r ~. sanctioning. 

Murray points out immediately that if one examines the data 

ill the r-ame way as is done in most studies, the same general 

findings are obtained. The more severe the disposition, the 

sooner the youth is rearrested. He points out, however, that 

other factors work to mask a potential suppression of 

delinquency. First of all, age at offense is positively 

correlated with severity of disposition given for the offense. 

In addition, delinquents tend to recidivate more quickly as they 

approach seventeen. In other words, more severe sanctions are 

given to youths who are more likely to recidivate quickly. A 

similar set of relationships exist among number of prior 

offenses, disposition sever.ity and recidivism. Murray further 

contends that judges assign more severe~ispositions to youths 

who are worse offenders and who are more likely to recidivate (a 

point raised earlier in this review). These three factors will 

mask any suppression effect produced by official sanctions. Yet 

few studies control for age and number of priors and there are no 

measures that can be used to control completely for the factors 
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upon which the judge makes his decision. 

Aware of these confounding factors, Murray undertook a series 

of regression analyes, controlling for age, number of priors, 

sanctions and age interactions with sanctions. He recognizes the 

methodological problems that limit the conclusions than can be 

reached from data of this type. He argues, however, that 

employing a sophisticated analysis, it is reasonable to conclude 

from the data that more severe dispOSitions increase the time to 

next offense. Further, "failure to take the delinquent back to 

court after rearrest and delay in reaching disposition of pending 

petitions are followed by faster rearrest." 

The findings shed little light on the deterrence effects of 

arrest alone. If anything, they suggest that simple arrest is 

not very effective. But the study clearly demonstrates the need 
... 

for various control variables in police studies and the care 

needed in assessing the impact of the police encounter. 

In general the study has many strong points and is worthy of 

close attention. Despite the cautions in interpretation 

. discussed by the author, there are two additional points that 

need to be made explicit. First of all, supervision and 

probation are taken as instantaneous sanctions, while time until 

next arrest is measurea from when the sentence is pronounced. In 

other words, the time on supervision and probation are inCluded 

in the dependent measure. A more conservative conclusion is that 

supervision and probatinn inhibit delinquency while they are in 

effect, not that they have an impact after they are terminated. 

Secondly, Murray does a hierarchical regression analysis in which 
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he places age and arrest in the analysis before sanction type. 

With age and priors controlled, the sanction variables 

contributed a statistically significant but smaller portion in 

the R squared. He then discusses the effect of sanctions in 

terms of time in months based on the beta weights of the 

regression analysis. But the beta weights in a regression 

analysis are not partial regression weights, that is they do not 

estimate the effect of saTlctions with age and priors completely 

controlled. Thus the figures discussed by Murray tend give an 

inflated picture of the impact of the dispositions. 

Perceived risk 

The second approach to the study of deterrence is the 

examination of the relation of perceived risk of arrest and the 

probability of an offense being committed. This approach more 

directly addresses the psychological mechanism of deterrence. As 

discussed above, regardless of what form of treatment effectively 

changes perceived risk, the deterrence theory requires that 

perceived risk affects the probability of committing the offense. 

To be more specific, the theory of deterrence asserts for a 

specific act, one factor (other factors may and undoubtedly do 

exist) which can either mask, attenuate or amplify the apparent 

relation between perceived risk. and probability of offense. 

There are two considerations to keep in mind when evaluating 

the studies in this section of the paper. The first is that the 

relation between perceived risk and offense probability is likely 

to be curvilinear rather than linear. When the probability of 

arrest is very low, increases in the probability of arrest will 
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have little effect on the probability of committing an offense. 

At some point in the range of arrest probabilities, the perceived 

risk would be sufficiently great to affect behavior and in this 

part of the full range of arrest probabilties, increases in 

perceived risk would dramatically affect behavior. The 

probability of committing an offense will drop quickly until it 

is so low that again increases in perceived risk will have little 

affect on offense behavior. In effect, there is a deterr~nce 

threshold for perceived risk which must be passed in order to 

~ve a deterrent effect. Further, individuals will surely differ 

with respect to the point in the range of perceived risks at 

which t~e threshold occurs. It is quite likely that this 

threshold is higher on the scale of perceived risks for hard core 

delinquents than for non-delinquents or marginally delinquent 

youths. In that case, finding that a group has both a higher 

average perceived risk and a higher rate of offense does not 

necessarily mean that deterrence does not work. While on the 

surface the finding would seem to disconfirm deterrence theory, 

when one considers the individual differences in deterrence 

thTeshold, it is clear that such group differences are 

~biguously related to deterrence theory. Deterrence theory 

requires only that greater perceived risk results in lower 

offense probabilities on the individual level. Thus, when 

examining the differences between groups in the testing of a 

deterrence hypothesis, it is important to recall that deterrence 

is fundamentally an individual process~ 

The second issue is the reliability and validity of measures 

- aaazz 
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of perceived risk. For the sake of research ease it is hoped 

that there is strong relation between what is said in response to 

questions and the effective beliefs. But this is an empirical 

question. It is unfortunately likely that request for genera.l 

beliefs about risk will be less valid than questions about 

specific situations, and it is this more general sort of question 

that is most'useful for research on deterrence. Even if it is 

possible for a youth to give a meaningful response, he may not be 

motivated to do so. , Const:., 3ntly, failure to obain a relation 

between perceived risk and offense probability may be the fault 

of the measures and not of the theory. 

Review of the major studies 

In 1967 Claster reported on the differences in risk 

perception between delinquents and non-delinquents. He tested 

three hypotheses: l)that delinquents perceive ~he police as less 

effective at arriving at arrest and convictions for offenses than 

do non-delinquents, 2) delinquents see themselves as more likely 

to violate the law in hypothetical situations 3)delinquents see 

their chances for apprehension as less likely for these 

hypothetical offenses. He compared the two groups on a series of 

questior:naire items. Delinquents were not significantly 

different from non-delinquents in, their perception of the 

likelihood of arrest for the six types of crimes presented. 
-- )-----'---- ----- --, 

There were differences between the two gro~s in the responses to 

) 

three hypothetical situations (murder for anger,burglary based on 

financial necessity, vehicular manslaughter) with response 

options from "definitely could" to "definitely could not". 
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Delinquents scored more towards the "probably could" end of the 

scale. In addition, delinquents saw themselves as less likely to 

be arrested for one of the three offenses. 

There are several limitations that affect the interpretation 

of the findings. First, the groups were poorly fu~r.ched, thus one 

could wonder if the differences reflect differences other than 

delinquency. Second, the author wishes to infer that the scale 

assessed the perceived likelihood that delinquents might do each 

of the three offenses. But the question was phrased could you 

and not how likely is it that you would do something. It is not 

clear what these items are measuring. Finally, the study in fact 

gives no evidence concerning the relationship between the 

obtained group differences in b~liefs and act~l behavior. One 

conclusion that needs to be drawn is that questionnaire items 

should either have strong face validity or else reasons should be 

given for apparent discrepancies. 

Teevan(1976)reported on a questionnaire given to 191 

introductory sociology students. He asked about their perception 

of the severity and the certainty of punishment for shoplifting 

and marijuana use and about their personal history of this 

behavior. He found that across persons higher perceived 

certainty was associated, statistically significantly but to a 

small degree, with ,less frequent repeated use of marijuana. This 

--. "Was --n6-ftrue "for--shoplifting. There was no statistically 

significant relation between perceived severity and offense 

history. If one looks only at those with higher assessed 

certainty, there is a tendency for perceived severity to be 

------=---

........ _____________________________ .;.;.... ________________ .....;.. ___ ""'--_____________ ~ ____ __.:..... __ ____'_ __ ~~___'_ ___ .......:._..... ___ ..:............, ___ c __ _ 



» 
/ 

PAGE 30 

negatively related to offense history. It was found, however, 

that having friends punished for an offense and self-reported 

delinquency are positively related. The sample may not have 

included much delinquency. There was a restricted range of 

certainty estimates reported and it was likely true of severity 

estimates also. With restricted ranges, correlations are 

lessened. It is interesting to note that having a friend 

punished still demonstrates a relation. This suggests that either 

social history has a stronger relation with offense history than 

does perceived risk, or that it is easier to get valid and 

reliable measures for social history. Finally, it should be noted 

that the correlations were between past behaviors and current 

perceptions. The significance of the temporal gap is unclear, 

but it may have served to reduce the correlations. 

Waldo and Chiricos (1970) found marijuana users tended to 

have lower estimates of likelihood of arrest than non users when 

estimating risk for persons in general and for themselves. Those 

who had a history of at least one petty theft tended to estimate 

likelihood lower for themselves than those who had no history. 

But the pattern was not repeated with estimates for persons in 

general. As with Teevan, personal knowledge of individuals who 

llad crnmnitted the offense was positively correlated with offense 

history. The authors compared estimates of likelihood of arrest 

--'for ape-ison:-like-iherespondEmt versus for people in general and 

found that the respondent-similar estimates were related to 

offense history. In addition, they explored the issues of the 

significance of general type of offense mala prohibita and mala 

r"i 
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in se, and attempted to examine the influence of severity 

independent of certainty. 
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The findings are ambiguous because of the nature of the 

sample and the skewed distributions of several of the variables. 

For instance, in the sixth table showing the relation between 

admitted marijuana use and perceived likelihood of arrest for 

marijuana possession, 83 per cent of the sample believed that 

marijuana use would be unlikely to lead to arrest. Only three of 

the students who reported any use of marijuana stated a 50-50 

chance and none stated likely. Of the relatively few persons who 

~stimated the chance of arrest as other than unlikely, almost 

all had never used marijuana. W11ile it is possible that those 

who never use it were kept front using it because of the perceived 

certainty, it is more likely that most of those who never used 

marijuana did so because of a life style incompatible with its 

use ~~d were so far removed from it that their view. of perceived 

risk was quite unrealistic. In other words the relationship 

observed between perceived certainty ~d marijuana use that 

appears to support deterrence theory (weakly) may have nothing to 

do with deterrence, but rather reflects knowledge differences 

between those who are initiated and those who 'are not. Again the 

relation between past offense and personal knowledge of offenders 

was Sign_i~ican~ . __ ~~~: __ remains the problem of understanding the 

relation between curren~~iief;-~d-p~~t behaviors. 

Silberman(1976)conducted a questionnare study on college 

students. Perhaps the most interesting aspect of his study was 

his analysis and his discussion of it. He took two analytic 
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approaches. He divided youths into groups on the bases of their 

delinquency and compared them on different characteristics. He 

also compared offenses selected to represent a range of 

severities with respect to the average ratings given them by the 

youths. When examining correlations over persons, he found a 

fairly strong correlation (-.53) between condemnation (it is 

always wrong to do) and delinquent behavior (reported history of 

nine offenses), and a smaller but statistically significant 

relations between peer involvement (positive) and perceived 

certainty of punishment (negative) with delinquent behavior. His 

analysis a~ross offenses revealed a different pattern. There was 

a very high correlation between perceived likelihood of arr~st 

and condemnation (.91), between condemnation and per cent 

cOmmitting offense (-.90) and the likelihood of arrest and 

percent committing offens~ (-.82). 

The difference between the correlations between percei~cd 

likelihood of arrest and social condemnation as a function of the 

form of analysis is difficult to understand. It may be that 

there is a relation between the two, but that the relation is 

such that individual differences in one or both measures are 

effectively error and thus uncorrelated. An examination of the 

nine offenses that Silberman studied reveals that the less severe 

offenses (marijuana use, premarital sex, drinking under the age) 

are, in fact, relati-vely-difficUlt t~ -d~te~tb;~~use they are 

done in private and usually have no obvious effect. Whereas the 

more serious offenses (murder, petty theft, vandalism) are done 

with an effect that would likely be observed and lead to an 
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investigation. The one exception to this pattern is the use of 

hard drugs. It may be that measures of perceived risk are on 

average valid (if biased) measures of objective risk, but that 

the individual differences do not provide valid measures of 

objective risk 

Again there are limitations to this study. The sample is of 

college students who are not highly deviant. Most of the 

reported offenses involved premarital sex, marijuana use, and 

drunk and disorderly behavior. Using both analytic approaches, 

there is a negative relation between perceived certainty of risk 

and offense history .. The study finds that social condemnation 

has a consistently stronger relation with offense history, 

raising the question how this variable may be involved in any 

relation between perceived risk and behavior. Once again, peer 

involvement in delinquent behavior has a stronger relation with 

. behavior than perceived risk on the individual level, but not 

when offenses are compared. 

Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen (1977) have presented data on a 

sample of high school students. Questions asked about fifteen 

offenses were; (a) the individual's history in committing the 

offense, (b) the number of cases out of one hundred that end up 

in arrest, .(c) the number of. cases out of of one hundred that end 

up at a reformatory, and (d) the rated seriousness of an offense. 

The correlations across offe~~e;-w~-;"'~-high(as-'in--Sil~~-'s 

study). The relation between perceived certainty and severity is 

above .90 and the correlations between frequency of the behaVior, 

perceived severity and seriousness averaged .65. The authors 

~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~----.--------------------------------~----------~--~---------~------~----~~--~-. 
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were struck by the high collinearity between perceived severity 

and seriousness. There are several questions that the methods of 

the study raise. What is the significance of the ratio measure 

of seriousness employed? Estimates of the number of cases out of 

one hundred are absolute, but the seriousness measure required 

students to assign a seriousness number value that reflects how 

more or less serious than petty theft is the offense to be 

evaluated. So the measure to some extent does not capture how 

wrong a youth believes offending to be in general. Rather it is 

a measure of spread of evaluations around the seriousness of 

petty theft. 

Although Erickson et ale briefly discussed the psychometric 

uncertainties of these types of questions,' it most be emphasized 

that there is little evidence about the reliability and validity 

or meaning of the responses to questions such as those employed 

in perceived risk studies. The responses may reflect 

differential compliance with the demands of the assessment 

situation. Some students may have very little motivation to treat 

the questionnaire seriously. The reported beliefs of those who 

try to respond honestly may have little to do with the 

psychological dispositions that constitute the phenomenon of 

perceived risk. There is little research on the relation of 

stated beliefs about risk to delinquent behavior beyond examining 
.~ .-... -. .-- _.,----_._----~~----' "---

first order correlations. And there is little research 

connecting statements about perceived risk and othe! measures of 

moral beliefs, actions and development. 

In a second report, Erickson, Stafford and Galliher (1980) on 

'/ 
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a similar sample reported the average perceived seriousness of 

different groups of youth for different offenses discussed in the 

previous study. In general they found that youths that had 

committed the offense, especially if they had been processed by 

the juvenile justice system, gave lower seriousness scores to the 

different offenses. The findings are striking and the authors 

presented a strong argument that experience with the criminal 

justice system leads to what they call a normative erosion; that 

is, the juveniles come to see the criminal act as less wrong. 

They imply th~t increased delinquent behavior follows normative 

erosion. Again questions can be asked ab.out the psychological 

significance of the responses. It is conceivable that the more 

delinquent youngsters wish to claim that serious offenses are not 

so serious in order to appear tough or maintain a consistency 

between their behavior and their stated beliefs. It may not 

reflect their basic moral evaluations. If the mean differences in 

perceived seriousness do reflect their respect evaluations of the 

offenses, the differences may not be great enough to affect 

behavior. There is also the possibility that persons brought 

further into the system are disposed to evaluate crimes as less 

serious. This interpretation, of course, applies only to those 

juveniles \vho have been referred to court. 

The research on the relationship between perceived risk and 
-.-... -- .-.~.~- .. ~-....... ---------.----.----

and delinquent behavior has consistently demonstrated a negative 

correlation between current assessments of risk and past 

behaviors. In general, researchers have taken this consistent 

finding to be confirmation of the hypothesis that level of 



PAGE 36 

perceived risk determines delinquent behavior. This argument is 

based on two questionable asstnnptions. It assumes that a negative 

correlation between perceived risk and behavior across groups or 

offenses provides substantial evidence for the deterrence 

hypothesis. But as indicated above, with a more complex view of 

the nature of deterrence on the level of the individual offender, 

either a positive or negative correlation could be obtained in 

group data when in fact deterrence operates on the individual 

level. On the other hand, a ~egative relationship can be 

observed (as it has often been in the literature) and deterrence 

might not operate" More delinquent youths may have, more accurate 

estimates and consequently lower estimates of perceived risk 

because experience as delinquents has made them more knowledgable 

(Parker and Grasmick, 1979). Unless we have a greater 

undeJstanding of why the correlations obtain, demonstrating even 

a strong relationship'between perceived risk and behavior does 

not provide strong confirmation of the deterrence hypothesis and 

tells us nothing about what effect increases in perceived risk 

have on behavior. It has also been assumed that questionnaire 

responses are a valid measure of the cognitive processe that 

underly the perception of risk. But if the process is out of 

awareness and not rationally controlled as is often the case in 

fear responses, a person may not be able to report validlY_~~=­

sense or perception of fear that influences his behavior. 

LABELING lHEORY 

The second theoretical perspective is labeling theory. Since 

this perspective applies to any type of deviant behavior, general 
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statements of the theory tend to reach a high level of 

abstraction. Moreover, it has been argued that labeling theory 

is so imprecise in its formulation (a mix of definitional and 
, 

SUbstantive claims) that it should be more properly called a 

sensitizing paradigm or conception (Gibbs, 1966). Consequently, 

the following description of the theory will be quite general. 

It states that deviant behavior can be better understood as the 

result of a social process in which a person is identified by 

society's representatives as a deviant. Thereupon the person 

adopts a view of the self as a deviant and commences a deviant 

career. An impor~ant aspect of the theory is the assertion that 

being -d~vl8nt goes b(~yond doing deviant acts. There are 

behaviors and attitudes that are essentially unrelated to-the 

deviant acts, which the person takes on because they are part of 

the deviant role that society has created and that he has 

adopted. The theory claims that although behavior that violates 

social norms can OCcur for a number of reasons, it is the 

labeling by society's representatives that triggers the change in 

self-image and causes the person to enter the role of the 

deviant. 

There is an in~ortant distinction between the labeling act by 

society's representatives and the labeling process which includes 

the changes that occur within the person and within the system, 

as well as the mechanisms by which they occur. The process is to 

some degree an interaction between the deviant and society. The 

person is not completely powerless and passive in the labeling 

process. Labeling theory acknowledges that there is at least the 

---,-- _ ._0,-___ --..._* __ _ 
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potential of a negotiation between the deviant and society when 

official labeling is initiated. A person could resist, block or 

tmdo the labeling activities of society. The labeling I; •.. sition 

claims th~t a process such as the one outlined occurs in most 

forms of deviant behavior. For example, mental illness, sexual 

deviance, heresy and, of particular interest to this paper, 

juvenile delin.quency would be explained in the same general way. 

In contrast to deterrence theory which requires 

distinguishing among clearly different positions and selecting 

among them for research purposes, for the most part the labeling 

perspective offers a variety of overlapping ~uggestions about 

what sorts of issues are relevant. These in turn must be applied 

to each type of deviance in an exploratory manner. The issues 

include the types of behaviors that tend to be labeled; the 

variety of careers that society has created; differences in the 

characteristics of potential deviants that influence their 

chances of being labeled; differences in the characteristics of 

persons that influence their susceptibility to the labeling act; 

the strategies available'to combat labeling; the different 

labeling acts and their differential pOi~er. 

There, is a difference among labeling theorists with respect 

to the emphasis given to the two spheres in which the labeling 

process takes place: the individual and the social system. Same 

labeling theorists focus on the changes in self-definition that 

occur upon being labeled. For the purposes of the paper, these 

will be termed the self-definitional labeling theorists. The 

maintainance of deviant behavior is seen J?rimarily as a result of 
1\ 
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the identification with the deviant role. Society n~y ~0 little 

to force the person into that role subsequent to the labeling 

act. The behavior is maintained by the "deviant's" conviction 

(reinforced by the media and observation) in the reality of the 

deviant type. 

A second group of theorists focuses on changes in the 

system's behavior toward the individual once it has labeled the 

individual. These will be termed system labeling theorists. In 

this case the maintainance or amplification of the deviant role 

is a ftmction of increased observation of the deviant and 

differential treatment of the deviant that forces him to adopt 

the deviant career (for example restricting job opporttmities). 

Although self-perception may ch~ge, it is considered neither so 

pervasive nor important in tmderstanding the deviant behavior. 

The police encounter 

As indicated at the beginrling of the review, what is most 

striking with respect to the juvenile justice system is that 

labeling theory predicts that police encoIDlters with juveni10s, 

especially those encourlters which resulted in firm treatment of 

the youth, increase dev'iant behavior. This is obviously the 

opposite prediction of deterrence theory. Both an increase and 

decrease cannot occur a.t the same time although both deterrence 

and labeling processes may occur simultaneously or tmder 

different circumst~ces. Given the tmdesirable effect predicted, 

it would be important to tmderstand tmder what conditions and in 

what way labeling occurs in the police-juvenile interaction. 

Applying labeling theory to pOlice interactions is not a 

,,' 
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straightforward task. Research is as much a process of discovery 

as of testing theoretically deduced hypotheses. There. is a 

particular problem in the case of juvenile delinquency. Labeling 

theory is often discussed in black and white terms. It presents 

deviance as if it were a dramatic and rapid shift into a 

distinctive role. Either the person's self-image changes 

radically or the person experiences radically different treatment 

by society. A clear case would be a person who has a severe 

mental breakdown. He may quickly accept the self-definition of a 

mental patient and be placed in a mental hospital. In the case 

of juvenile delinquency, seldom is it ever so clear cut. Changes, 

if they occur, are a matter of degrees. Most juveniles who are 

arrested never become hard core delinquents, although it is 

possible that they see themselves as a little more delinquent 

after arrest. Those who do become highly delinquent usually 

change over a long period of time. If labeling occurs, in fact 

what will happen in most cases is that a juvenile will come to 

see himself somewhat more delinquent and certain agents of 

society will begin to treat the youth somewhat differently. 

Effects will not be as large as the theory seems to imply. 

It would be helpful to sketch how: labeling might occur in a 

police encounter. To begin with, society through the various 

media. has created a distinct if imprecise image of what it is to 

be a delinquent. There are several components of the police 

encOlmter that could serve as official recognition that would 

prompt to youth to identify with this delinquent image. The fact 
(/ 

of the arrest itself might serve as this recognition. Or a 
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declaration by an officer that he sees the youth as a delinquent 

may function as the labeling act. It is important, however, to 

note that officers often explicitly attempt to declare the 

opposite by either distinguishing the youth from his act "You are 

not the sort of person who does •. " -- or indicates the youth has 

the option to avoid becoming a delinquent -- "If you continue as 

you are you will ... " Independent of any declaration, the 

punishment aspects of the arrest (uncertainty, fears of 

detention, actual detention,etc) could serve as the official 

recognition. While labeling theorists have listed puni5hm~nt as 

a form of recognition that can trigger the labeling 

process (Schur , 1971), there is the problem of determining whicll 

if any aspects of the encounter are punishments. Our CUt?~llt 

research indicates that police do not agree that anything short 

of petition to court with detention comprises punishment. While 

the juveniles may find the arrest upsetting, they themselves .may 

not see it as an act of punishment. AI though labeling theory 

suggests that some part of the 'police encounter may initiate the 

labeling process, the theory does not ptovide a clear guide to 

which part it may be. 

It is consistent with labeling the:ory that recognition of 

the youth as a delinquent by parents, !.scffdol, friends and 

significant others could contribute to the labeling effect. This 

additional effect would perhaps be stJ;ongest if it occurs in 

conjunction with an arrest, but it m~ralso function prior to an . y 
arrest if the deviant act is discoveIi;ed by a significant other. 

The labeling pro~ess mightconnnence ~h th the connnission of the 
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act prior to any discovery. It seems likely that most delinquent 

acts are committed with some conflicted feelings of guilt. The 

youth will at least recognize in almost all instances that what 

he has done would be seen as delinquent. In these two cases, the 

youth could act as his own representative of society and label 

himself. Labeling theory, however, tells us very little about 

when these additional types of labeling might occur and what form 

they must take. 

Once the youth has been identified, police may observe him 

more closely, check on him and consider him when investigations 

are started. Parents as well as oth~r significant persons may 

begin to treat the youth differently. Consistent with the system 

labeling perspective, these new behaviors toward the youth could 

cause the youth to act more delinquently or to have his behavior 

reported more regularly. The possibility of system labeling 

effects that lead to an amplification of reported delinquency 

suggests that not all increases in officially reported juvenile 

delinquency are necessarily a sign that there is a rise in 

delinquency. Increases in delinquent behavior presents a problem 

to law enforcement and calls for a change in procedures. 

Apparent increases in delinquency which are due solely to strict 

and reliable observation of selected juveniles may actually 

indicate an improvement in police work. 

Research issues 

j~ is the case with research on deterrence theory, one can 

design progressively stronger tests of labeling theory. One can 

simply examine if police processing is related to increased 
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delinquency. A positive correlation between the amount of 

processing and delinquency is consistent with either version of 

labeling theory, yet it is also consistent with other 

explanations. There are other processes that can lead to 

increases in recidivism. Experiences with the police system may 

teach the youth that being arrested is not so bad, reducing the 

perceived risk; an effect consistent with deterrence theory. The 

encounter may generate anger or rebelliousness that leads to 

additional delinquent responses. It may create anxiety and 

confusion that makes the offender temporarily more susceptible to 

delinquent pressure. A stronger test requires additional 

measures of police behavior and self-definition. 

When testing a self-definitional explanation of delinquency 

increases, it must be kept in mind that labeling theory claims 

not only that self-definitional changes occur because of official 

recognition but that the youth comes to 'adopt a new definition in 

a certain way. The persuasive power of the police, family and 

society in general must convince the youth that he or she is in 

fact a certain kind of person defined by society to be a 

delinquent and because of this conviction he co~es to act 

according to the role as he understands 'it. The labeling effect 

has nut occurred if a youth on the bases of his experience with 

. police is provided with infonnation on the basis of which he 

decides that it is in his best interest to become a delinquent. 

Changes in self-definition are not to occur because of apparent 
" 

reinforCing properties of the role but because of the apparent 
\) 

validity of his newly adopted identity and the necessity that 
I'· 
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flows from the mere fact he is that sort of person. 

As in the case of deterrence theory, when the psychological 

foundation of the theory is made clearer, the essential core of 

the theory is revealed to be the meaning the person's behavior 

has for that person. The person acts with respect to a complex of 

conditions for a certain reason. Because of this psychological 

dimension to the theory, a strong test of labeling theory will 

require a sophisticated set of studies that probe the motives 

underlying behavior. 

Empirical studies 

The research on labeling and the police handling of juveniles 

takes the form of assessing the impact of pro'cessing on 

recidivism, self-concept or both. Along with the issues on the 

interpretation of labeling research mentioned above, the general 

caveats about the absence of randomization discussed with the 

deterrence studies applies. Without randomization, differences 

observed after treatment may simply reflect differences in 

juveniles that already existed. As in the ca.se of the research 

on deterrence, the research on the labeling effect on juveniles 

of police contact has not produced a study that has matched the 

ideaL 

Several studies have examined the impact of police encounters 

on attitudes towards self and towards others. Foster,Dinitz and 

Reckless (1973)interviewed youths in their homes approximately" 

two weeks after an encounter with the police. At], juveniles had 

committed an act that would be a crime if an adult had committed 

it. 115 were seen by the courts and 80 by the police. The youths 
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reported that they saw no significant imPact from the experience 

on their interpersonal relationships with friends and f~~ilies. 

Slightly more than half of the youths believed that the arrest 

would affect how police acted towards them in the future and 

slightly less than half believed that it might endanger 

employment chances. The study raises the question of what 

information is relevant to testing a hypothesis of labeling. 

Although the authors discuss the labeling hypothesis, in fact the 

questions seem more relevant to testing deterrence theory. For 

the most part, they are examining the effect of arrest on 

perceived cost. There is also the methodological problem that 

the youths were interviewed in the presence of their parents. 

Their presence might well change the nature of the juveniles' 

responses. There is the limitation that the study does not 

attempt to relate the assessed attitudes toward the arrest, with 

later behavior. 

Jensen(1972) conducted a major study of the relationship 

between attitudes and past infractions. In his review of the 

issues he pointed out that much of the prior resear\.!h, based on 

other theories about the relationship between attitude and 

behav.ior such as ,containment theory, focused on whether 
C' 

delinquents had good self-~oncepts o~ bad ones. He both 

questions the bases on which researchers categorized responses as .. 
d 

good or bad and the relationship self-esteem has to delinquent 

self-perceptions. It is conceivable' that youths who cons'1.der 

themselves to be delinquents have a positive sense of self-wor'th. 

In his study, Jensen obtained measures on self-esteem , 
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official delinquent evaluations, student's own delinquency 

evaluations, end self-reported delinquency. He found that 

self-reported delinquency and delinquency self-evaluations are 

more strongly correlated with official delinquency- for whites 

th~n for blacks. The same pattern was observed in the 

correlations of self-reported delinquency or self-reported police 

contacts with delinquency self-evaluations-. Jensen also found 

that data suggested a negative but very weak relationship between 

a delinquent self-evaluation and self-esteem. For lower c!iass 

blacks, there seems to be no relation at all. Jensen discussed 

the variation in correlation patterns in these findings. He 

raised the question whether blacks' real self-evaluations are in 

fact independent of authority figures and the dominant normative 

system with which they may not identify, or if there is some sort 

of denial or self-deception. His dicussion indicates clearly 

that we have insufficient knowledge of the social psychology of 

the questionnaire situation to evaluate the validity of the 

questionnaire responses for the purposes of research on labeling 

and deterrence theory. We are, si~ly put, unsure of the meaning 

of the responses. 

Hepburn (1977) examined the intercorrelations among attitude 

and past behavior variables for two groups of approximately 75 

youths who had some contact with police and 75 liho had none. He 

obtained measures of official frequency and severi!y of 
-

delinquency, self-reported measures of delinquency, socioeconomic 

status, self -satisfactiql, delinquent identification ;­

willingness to engage in delinquent behavior with others, 
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willingness to assist others in future delinquent behavior, 

connni tment to future delinquent behavior and attitudes toward the 

police. There were mean differences in all the variables between 

the two groups in the expected direction (e.g. those with 

official contact had higher scores on delinquent identification): 

He examined partial correlations in several variable combinations 

and found, consistent with previous research that . , 
self-satisfaction was unrelated to the other variables in the 

set. Delinquent identification was related to socioeconomic 

status and delinquent behavior. 

Connnitment to future delinqikncy was conceptually the closest 

measure to future behavior and, if one is willing to assume that 

it is in fact empirically related, then the impact of police 

intervention on the possibility of future delinquent behavior 

could be tested. The severity of the last disposition received 

was not related to future connnitment,but time since last contact 

was positively related. There is thus a suggestion of a 

de.terrence effect. Tne severity of the disposition did have a 

si~lificant relation with attitude toward police. Hepburn's 

overall analysis was not 'guided by explicit structural hypotheses 

and he offered explanations in an ad hoc fashion. The multiple 

measures in his data make clear the problem of interpreting the 

,mea:n.ing-of assessmeri-t itewS-. ·ft,s one·,l·ccks----at the· rela-tio:nships 

'among the different variables, one becomes more unsure of what is 

being measured and why they are related. 

In a relatively complex reanalysis of Elliott and Voss's 

cohort data (1974), Ageton (1974) examined the relationship 

C! 
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between legal processing and a measure of delinquent orientation. 

The author assumed that the measure of delinquent orientation 

(DO) based on the California Psychological Inventory 

Socialization Scale would measure the changes in self-definition 

that labeling theory suggests police contact would cause. The 

main comparison was between youths who had no formal or informal 

contact with police and those that did. Since the youths were 

not randomly assigned to conditions, pre-existing differences on 

the DO scale were used as a control variable. Measures of 

delinquent orientation were taken once a year from the ninth to 

the twelvth grades. All youths had no official contacts at the 

time of the first measure. Depending on when they had their first 

contact, one or more change scores would be available for 

analysis. 

According to the author's analysis, legal processing was 

posi ti vely associated with ch.anges in deliii.q!..!e:n.tcrientation. 

The effect, however, decreased with time. Future multiple 

offenders had greater changes after the first encounte'c with 

police. This suggests that there are pre-existing differences 

between future multiple offenders and one -time-only offenders. 

Perhaps the most interesting finding is that variables 

independent of legal processing were related to delinquent 

orientation. If in fact the changes in DO are a measure of a 

labeling effect, the data indicate changes are much more strongly 

related to the number of delinquent acts committed during the 

change period and to peer associations. While this makes 

intuitive sense, it argiles for a more complex picture of how 
) 
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labeling occurs. The youth's relation to school and home also 

appear to be important variables. The strengths of the study 

demonstrate the necessity of using theoretically relevant control 

variables in order to understand the processes that underlie the 

changes in orientation. The major limitation is the lack of 

randomization. Without it, it is impossible to determine what 

selection factor may have caused group differences. One wonders 

whether it is reasonable to assume that arrest itself is a random 

process or if differences between youths and their behavior 

affect the probability of arrest. If we assume that the changes 

in delinquent orientation are partially a function of processing, 

the small magnitude of the changes and the fact that they 

decrease over time may be inconsistent with labeling theory. Some 

other explanation may prove more adequate. 

Farrington (1977) reported on a longitudinal study in which 

youths were interviewed at fourteen, sixteen and eight'een. 

Forty-five had convictions at 14 and an additional 53 were found 

guilty between fourteen and eighteen. Although not a police 

study, it is of interest because the richness of the data might 

suggest important variables for future research. Convicted 

youths reported more offenses at eighteen suggesting that "public 

labeling" leads' to deviancy amplification. Comparing youths who 

were arrested and found guilty at eighteen for the first-time 

with youths never arrested with respect to their self-reported 

delinquency at fourteen revealed that the arrested youths were 

more delinquent than the non-arrested at fourteen. "This 

indicates that selection for public labeling was not random, and 
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that youths who committed fOlmd guilty in court"(p. 115). In 

order to control for these differences, a matched comparison was 

established based on delinquency at fourteen. The differences 

between convicted and non-convicted youths still obtained. The 

authors proceeded to match on all available variables that were 

related to delinquency, and the differences still reach 

statistical significance. As with all matched subject studies 

the question remains open whether or not the critical variables 

have been controlled. In particular, are there qualitative 

differences in offenses not captured by frequency measures or 

broad offense categorizations that may affect the probability of 

arrest? 

The data suggest that differences in self-reported 

delinquency may express the fact that conviction amplifies the 

tendency toward delinquency. The amplificatiion of deviance was 

. not as stro~g for one-time-only offenders who barely failed to 

produce a statisically significant difference. This suggests 

that there are individual differences in the susceptibility to 

any labeling effect. Examining the data for twelve youths 

convicted for traffic offenses and nine youths cautioned but not 

processed revealed no indication of a labeling effect. There is 

some indication that based on a comparison of the same 

questionnaire administered at fourteen and sixteen, that the 

differences may at least in part be due to released inhibitions 

of self-reporting behavior. There is also evidence that 

conviction is related to poorer attitide toward the police. 

Li~coln, Klein, Teilmanr. and Labin(1981) reported on the 
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recidivism of three hundred and six youths who were processed in 

one of four ways by the juvenile justice system. Approximately 

of equal sizes, one group was simply released, the second 

referred to counseling, the third referred with payment for the 

counseling and the last group was sent to court. What is 

especially noteworthy about this study was that the researchers 

arranged to have random assignment of juveniles to conditions. 

In order to accomplish this, the youth offenses could not be very 

serious. Most instant offenses were burglary, petty theft, 

marijuana use and some runaways. They are comparable, however,to 

the majority of juveniles handled by the police. Unfortunately 

randomization was not perfect. In addition, there was 

significant attrition in the self-report interviews conducted 

after treatment. While statistical controls were employed to 

compensate for measurable differences between the groups (prior 

record) one can not simply assume that the controls reinstated 

randomization. 

Generally, it was found that type of disposition was related 

to rearrest rate. The greater the official processing, the 

greater the rearrest rate. The authors argue that there was also 

evidence that disposition affected self-reported delinquency. 

One, however, has to be very cautious in this inference. Only 

one of the comparisons was statistically significant and that was 

in the third wave of interviews in which only 74 subjects 

remained out of the original 306. There was of course no 

evidence of decreased self-reported delinquency as deterrence 

theory would predict. The evidence from the study is fairly 
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clear tht organizational factors seems to lead to the increase in 

arrest, supporting a system labeling theory. In some way, youths 

became more identifiable and more readily process sed after the 

initial processing. 

The research on labeling theory has not directly addressed 

the issues of self-definition and system labeling process. There 

is evidence that youths who behaved more delinquently see 

themselves as more delinquent, but the causal implications of the 

self-image have not been explored. Ageton's work (1974) presents 

the ~trongest evidence that the police encounter itself results 

in changes in self-definition, but the impact was small and short 

lived. Lincoln et al. (1980) present evidence that strongly 

suggests that system labeling occurs, but we have no evidence on 

how it might occur. 

CONCLUSION 

There are two empirical questions that need to be answered in 

establishing support for either deterrence or labeling theory 

with regard to the police handling of juveniles. Yne first is 

what is the effect of the arrest on recidivism? The second is, 

for what reasons were the effects found? It has been pointed out 

several times in this review that neither the labeling nor the 

deterrence hypothesis invariably predicts a certain impact on 

future behavior from arrest. It is as important to discover why 

youths respond as they do. as it is to assess the recidivism. 

Unfortunately, there has been very little research on the reasons 

for observed patterns of recidivism. As a result, there is no 

strong evidence for the validity of either theory as they apply 
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to police-juvenile encounters. 

If one addresses the more modest inquiry about the impact of 

arrest on recidivism, the data tell more, although they are still 

far from providing a clear answer. On the basis of the research, 

we are, however, able to dr~~ some conclusions that bring us 

closer to finding an answer to the question. The first conclusion 

is that there are several factors operating which could mask any 

suppression of delinquent behavior. Age and number of prior 

offenses are positively correlated with severity of disposition, 

but they are also positively correlated with recidivism. To a 

degree unaccounted for by age and priors, more severe 

dispositions are given to the youths who are more likely to 

recidivate. It appears, also, that youths who have a higher 

recidivism potential are more likely to be arrested. 

Consequently, comparisons between juveniles who have received 

different levels of treatment by the juvenile justice system are 

biased against whatever suppression effects exist. 

The second conclusion is that there are individual 

differences between juveniles that are related to recidivism and 

they exist prior to any interaction with police. These 

differences may require different responses on the part of police 

in ord~r to maximize police effectiveness. The third conclusion 

is that police may actively but unknowingly work to minimize the 

suppressive effect of arrest in an attempt to avoid labeling 

effects. Further, failing to follow arrest with significant 

court action may undermine existing arrest effectiveness. The 

last conclusion is that current suppression effects are not great 
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enough to overcome the factors that work to mask them. In 

general, it is painfully clear that simple research strategies 

such a3 comparing. recidivism rates for groups of delinquents who 

have received different dispositions tell us very little about 

what is happening in the police-juvenile encounter. 

These conclusions are important because they suggest the 

direction for future research. It obviously needs to become more 

sophisticated in both the methods employed and the theory that 

guides it. On the basis of the review, the following 

recommendations are made. Data must be collected on individuals 

rather than on the aggregate level. Whenever possible, youths 

should be randomly assigned to groups. Designs should 

incorporate both control groups and statistical controls on 

relevant variables. Variables should be selected that pertain to 

the decisions made by members of the juvenile justice system, to 

theories about the etiology of delinquericy and to the 

hypothesized processes of deterrence and labeling. To maximize 

the sensitivity and relevance (both practical and theoretical) of 

studies, first-time offenders should form a focal point of the 

research. A longitudinal cl:csign should be employed. It could 

contain temporally appropriate measures that would allow stronger 

causal inferences. Finally, research should be based on a 

systematic descriptive study of police-juvenile interactions that 

delineates the channels of influence available to the police and 

catalogues the information abqut juveniles available to guide the 

choice of the best way to handle a particular case. 

The amount of work proposed is formidable. But the potential 
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pay-off would be great. In Murray's (1980) study of delinquency 

in Chicago it was found that the mean number of arrests was 3.4 

and many youths were seen several times by the police before they 

ever reached the courts. If this gl'eat amOlmt of time and 

resources invested in juveniles could be made more productive, it 

could save a much greater investment at a higher level of 

processing. But until the necessary research is completed, we 

can say very little about the effectiveness of arrest, or how it 

might be improved. 
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Abstract 

By expressing the intentions of the legislature and by 

prescribing the boundaries for police work, juvenile law functions 

as one of the major determinants of police practice. There is, 

however, room for variation in the implementation of legislation. 

Contrasting law with practice provides a .valuable perspective for 

understanding police practice. 

The legal research revealed a wide variation in the language 

of the laws, its rules and procedures and the roles of the major 

officials of the juvenile justice system. These differences 

reflect the individual str~tegies adopted by the states for 

balancing the two goils of care and protection of the juv~nile and 

the correction of delinquent behavior. The variations between 

states are not paralle1ed by like differences between reported 

police practices. Across states, police appear more homogeneous 

in their practices. There is, however, a good deal of variation 

within states that seems to reflect the demands of particular 

organizational needs and individual communities. 

Recently formulated legislation has both lightened the impact 

of the juvenile just ice system on minor offentters and increased. 

its impact on selected severe offenders. The police appear to see 

their role as less punitive. The single disposition option 

uniformly seen by poliq~ as punishing is the most severe, referral 

to court with detention. 
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Preface 

An important part of ,the general examination of the topic of 

early sanctioning of juveniles by police is the determination of 

what in fact police do in their handling of juveniles, especially 

first-time offenders. A second, related task, is the 

determination of the reasons for the current practices. The 

research projects reported in this component of the final report 

constitute initial endeavors in these two areas of inquiry. The 

first is an analysis of pre-adjudicatory legal codes pertaining 

to the police processing of juveniles in the following twenty 

states: Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, 

Inaiana, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, 

Montana, Nebraska, New Hamphsire, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, 

Texas, Washington and Wisconsin. The second is a survey of 365 

police agencies from the above states on their practices in the 

area covered by the legal research. The law by its mandating, 

recommending and permitting a variety of police practices sets 

boundaries for the conduct of the police and, thereby, creates a 

space for police discretion. The law is one important context 

for police work and functions as one reason for existing 

practices. Therefore, a review of legal codes is a necessary 

beginning to ~n explanation or evaluation of police juvenile 

practices. 

Consistent with our interest in the early police sanctioning 

of juveniles, both the legal and police surveys focused on police 

practices that occur up to the disposition decision and that are 

directly concerned with the sanctioning or punishing of juveniles 
:) 
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juveniles. The research concentrated on the sanction or 

disposition opt~ons available to the police, how they are 

applied, if there are categories of juveniles singled out for 

special treatment, and especially if there is differential 

treatment of first-time and repeat offenders. As pilot work led 

to the final design of th~ study, the manageable scope of the 

study became clear and it was decided that the legal research 

would be restricted to the twenty states listed above and that 

the police survey would go to a ten percent sample of departments 

in these states. The details of the refinement of the study will 

be discussed in the sections that follow. 
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Part I 

Juvenile Law: A Survey of Pre-ajudicatory Statutes 

in Twenty States 

by 

Kathleen Shields 

Introduction 

Part 1 is an analysis of pre-adjudicatory legal codes in the 

following twenty states; Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, 

Georgia ,. Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Miss iss ippi, 

Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Rhode 

Island, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin. Part 2 reports a survey 

of 365 police j~risdictions in the twenty states listed, 

concerning the processing of juvenile offenders and, in 

particula!, of the differential handling that may exist between 

the first-time and repeat juvenile offender. 

The purpose of the legal research was two-fold. First, it was 

undertaken' to provide the researchers wi th information about the 

constraints placed on police officers in their dealings with 

juV"enile offenders. Addi tionally, it was ,our hope that the 

statutes would provide us with information about the 

differentiation made between first-time and repeat juvenile 

offenders. It was our hypothesis that the variations in the 

state legislated codes would be reflected in the manner in which 

the police handle the juvenile o[,ender. 
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Background 

The aim of the 19th century juvenile justice reformers was to 

remove juvenile offenders from adult criminal court to more civil 

proceedings where the objectives of treatment and rehabilitation 

could be pursued. The Illinois Juvenile Court Act of 1899 was 

the first major legislation of this type, but by the year 1945, 

all states had enacted legislation to create separate juvenile 

court systems. Since the idea of a separate court system for 

juveniles was based on a concern for care, guidance and treatment 

of youthful offenders, little concern was placed on the legal 

rights of juveniles. Legal proceedings were informal compared to 

adult criminal co~rt proceedings: due process safeguards were 

sidestepped, so that treatment could be tailored to the needs of 

the individual juvenile offender. Underlying this juvenile court 

legislation was the concept of parens patriae, which permitted 

the court to take the role of parent" and use wide parental 

discretion when dealing with these offenders. 

With the Gault decision of 1967, the juvenile courts were 

told "that each juvenile offender was entitled to the same 

constitutional protections enjoyed by adult offenders. (1) This 

landmark decision was the moving force behind much legislativ~ 
. \\ 

rethinking about processing juveniles, status offenders, 
.. .;... 

non-offenders and del~nquent offenders alike. With this ruling, 

the juvenile justice system began a new era, one that would see 

state legislators revising juvenile codes so that they would be 

more consistent with those of the adult criminal court system. 

The informal atmosphere that had characterized the juvenile 

2 
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justice system was now being threatened with the imposition of 

formalities that have historically encumbered the adult court 

system. Granting legal rights to juveniles is a two-edged sword. 

On the positive side, each juvenile is guaranteed due process 

which was previously afforded only to his adult counterpart. 

However, when one examines the situation in greater detail, then 

some negative consequences appear. One such negative effect is 
the reduction in the court's ability to deal with the individual 
juvenile. At present, the juvenile may find himself caught 
between two systems. Thl"S ma g" I "" r Ina posItIon was created by the 

fact that not all the constitutional safeguards enjoyed by adults 

in the crim'inal justice system have trickled down to the juvenile 

system. In addition, many of the benefits of informal and 

individualized methods of handling juveniles are no longer 

available. 

The impetus behind recent legislation to revise the juvenile 

justice system has come from two camps: first, groups intent on 

insuring constitutional protections for juvenile offenders, and 

second, a crime-weary public who see the juvenile offender as a 

distinct personal threat. Wh'l h f h' 1 e muc 0 t IS legislation was 

intended to provide due process for all juveniles and stiffer 

penalties for serious and repeat juvenile offenders, the system 

may have lost signt of the unsophisticated first-time or minor 

offender who is in danger of becoming lost in the morass of this 

changing system. If the trend to formalize the juvenile justice 

system continues unabated, the result could be the merging of the 

two independent systems. Created would be a new criminal justice 
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system that would handle adults and juveniles alike. The 

, '1' . system would be reduced to a historical J uvenl e Just lce 

artifact. 

"1 

! 
i 
i , :,1 
I 

,'tl 
,'J 1 

-,.J 
;! 

I 
; { 

Methodology 

The purpose of this legal search was to provide information 

about the legal limitations mandated by each state legislature 

for the handling of juvenile offenders in the pre-adjudicatory 

stages of the juvenile justice system. Since the information 

obtained from this review was to serve as the basis for further 

investigation of police practices in the handling of juveniles, 

particularly, the possible differential ha~dling that might exist 

between the first-time and repeat offender, it was important to 

obtain a sample of states that varied across relative dimensions 

of intel'est. The following criteria were employed for the 

selection of 'states to be included in this research: 

(1) States that had recent serious juvenile offender 
legislation; these include California, Florida, ~ew 
York, Kentucky, Indiana, Colorado, and Washington. 

(2) States whose statutes address the issue of first-time 
juvenile offenders and repeat juvenile offenders with 
regard to differential handling; Texas and Rhode 
Island were two such states. 

(3) States where previous research had indicated minimal 
latitude was given to police while taking a juvenile 
into custody; this included Georgia and Arkansas. 

-~~----
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(4) States where there had been a recent (post 1974) 

overhaul in their juvenile codes.l 

(5) Additional jurisdictions were selected to provide us 
with a regional balance within the continental United 
States, in order to detect possible regional 
similarities and differences in the legislative 
decision-making. 2 

The selection of jurisdictions based on criterion (1) was 

done to ascertain whether this particular "get tough" policy for 

repeat and serious offenders would have an opposite affect (i.e.~ 

"a slap on the wrist" policy for the first-time and minor 

offender) . 

--------------------
1 Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire and 

Wisconsin. While other states in the sample, e.g. 
California, Colorado and Washington, etc., have had 
recent major overhauls in their juvenile codes their 
selection was based on the above criteria. 

2 Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio. 

6 

Review 

Our review of the juvenile statutes in the selected states 

indicates that there is limited consensus among these states 

about the handling of juveniles in the pre-adjudicatory stages'in 

the juvenile justice system. This report will address those 

variations in the juvenile codes in the following general areas: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 

(9) 
(10) 

classification of delinquent and status offenders, 
minimum and maximum age for juvenile court jurisdiction, custody, 
basic rights of juveniles, 
intake, 
detention, 
the role of the district attorney, 
differential processing of first-time and repeat 
offenders, 
waiver from juvenile court, 
diversion and informal disposition. 

In addition to the above ireas of interest, we have included in 

our comparison of legal codes the philosophy underlying the 

juvenile court acts of each jurisdiction. These legislative 

statesment are included because they provide an indication of the 

purpose and direction of the individual juvenile statutes. 

_ l!!:&&L 
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r r Table T' 
Philosophy Underlying Juvenile Court Acts 9 

Protect Impose Preserve Treat Insure Remove Insure 
State 

Not treated 
as a 

Crimi na 1 

Care 
and 

Guidance 
the Responsi-

Public '''ability 
Family Rehabilitate Legal 
Unit Protect Rights 

Punish Taint of Restitution Treat 
.-Criminality 

I 

ansas X X X 

ifornia X X X X 

orado X X 
rida 1 X X X X 
, 

Irgia X X 
" ;iana X X X X X 

'tucky X X X X 

higan X X 
ne X X X X X, 

sissippi X X 

:Sour; )( X , 
4 tana )( X X X X . 

raska 4 )( X X X 

" Hampshi rE )( X X X X 

York 3 )( )( 

0 X, X X X X )( 

de Island )( X X 

as y X X X X X 

hington 2 X X. X X X X X 

consi n 4 )( X X y )( 

Florida stipulates that sanction should b~ applied consistent with each individual case. 
~ashington provides for the develbpment of standard goals for funding and evaluation for 'all components of the juvenile 
Justice system. , 
~ew York stipulates that when dealing with juveniles a balance ,must be met between their best interest and the best 
Ii nterests of soci ety. 
{i 

X 

X 

J~dditi0nal1),Montana, Nebraska and Wisconsin statutes state that a child shall be removed from the juvenile justice system 
f~or social services whenever possible. 
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While care and guidance, 1 public safety,2 perservation of the 

family unit,3 rehabilitation and treatment, 4 and the insurance of 

constitutional and legal rights? appear to be the main objectives 

of the majority of states sampled, a few jurisdictions explicitly 

state the purpose of their juvenile code is to punish the 

adjudicated,6 insure restitution? and impose responsibility on 

the juvenile. S 

In addition, Arkansas, Indiana, Montana, New Hampshire, Ohio, 

and Wisconsin all stipulate in their juvenile statutes that the 

juvenile not be treated as a criminal. The potential for 

"tailoring justice" for the juvenile is implicitly suggested in 

certain juvenile statutes. Two examples of this individualized 

handling can be seen in the New'York code which states that when 

dealing with juveniles "a balance must be met bet.ween the 

juvenile and the best interests of society," and the Florida code 

which calls for Hthe application of sanctions which are 

consistent with the seriousness of the offense." 

1 Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Michigan, Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon~ana, ~ebraska, New 
Hampshire, Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, anti WIsconsIn 

2 California Florida, Indiana, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, New 
York Ohio' Rhode Island, Texas, Wa~hington, and Wisconsin 

3 Arka~sas California, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Michigan: Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Mo~tana, Nebras~a, Ne! 
Hampshire Ohio Rhode Island, Texas, WashIngton, and WIsconsIn 

4 Florida indian~ Kentucky, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, ~ew 
Hampshi;e, Ohio,'Texas, Washington, and Wiscons~n 

5 Florida Indiana, Kentucky, Montana, New HampshIre, New York, 
Ohio. Washington, and Wisconsin 

6 Maine and Washington 
7 Florida and Washington 
8 California and Washington 

10 
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Classification of Delinquency and Status Offenses 

In an attempt to destigmatize conduct of a non-criminal 

nature, most juvenile statutes limit the classification of 

delinquency to violations of state and ~ederal laws, and classify 

status offenses as violations that would not constitute a 

criminal act if they were committed by adults. While fifteen of 

the jurisdict.ions sampled employ the term delinquent in their 

juvenile codes,l the remaining five jurisdictions either refer to 

the youthful law violator as offender 2 or ward of the court,3 or 

label the "act", not the violator. 4 

The majority of states in the ~ample maintain a separate 

classifica(tion far status offenders. Maine and Michigan, however 

are exceptions. In fact in 1978, Mctine abolished the status 

offense jurisdiction ar:d only Jnder lind ted circumstances does 

the court maintain jurisdiction over "runaways" or those who,are 

neglected or at risk. Eleven of the states sample'd include 

"unruly" in their classification of status offenses. S In contrast 

to the Michigan slassification of runaway as a delinquent, the 

codes in Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Maine, Mississippi, 

Neb-raska, New Hampshire, Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, Washington, 

and Wisconsin list the violation under the 

1 

2 
3 
4 
S 

--------------------
"I;i 

Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, 'Kentucky, 
Missis'sippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New' 
York, Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, Wisconsin 

Washington 
California . 
Maine, Michigan and Missouri 
Calif6rnia, COlorado, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, and Wisconsin 

~-
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category of status offense. 6 While truancy and other school 

related offenses are considered delinquent acts in Indiana and 

Michigan, they are categorized as status offenses in fourteen of 

the jurisdictions sampled. 7 

Classification of Delinquent 
and Status Offender 

Delinquent 

Offender 

Ward of the Court 

Act termed delinquent 
not the violator 

Separate classification 
for status offender 

No separate classification 
for status offender 

Figure I 

State 

Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, 
Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Missouri, Mississippi, Montana, 
Nebraska, New Hampshire, ·New 
York, Ohio, Rhode Island, 
Texas and Wisconsin 

Washington 

California 
i.. _ 

Maine, Michigan and Missouri 

Arkansas, California, Colorado. 
Florida, Georgia~ Indiana, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire 
New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, 
Texas, Washington, Wisconsin 

Maine and Michigan 

6 Florida, Kentucky, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Ohio, and Wisconsin 
require habitual action. ' 

7 Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Rhode 
Island, Texas, and Wisconsin 
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Minimum and Maximum Age of Juvenile Court Jurisdiction 

The designation of a minimum age for juvenile court 

jurisdiction provides standards for determining criminal 

responsibility for children. This provision has ~een adopted by 

several of the states in our sample. New York maintains the 

lowest minimum age, which is set at seven. Colorado, 

Mississippi, and Texas all designate 10 as their minimum age for 

juvenile court jurisdiction. Wisconsin alone sets 12 years as 

its minimun age. The remaining states either have a. common law 

presumption (3) or no specification. 

Minimum age for Juv'enile 
Court Jurisdiction 

7 years 

10 years 

12 years 

common law 
or 

no specification 

Figure 2a 

State 

New York 

Colorado, Mississippi and 
Texas 

Wisconsin 

Arkansas, 'California, Florida, 
Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Maine, Michigan, Missouri, 
Montana, New Hampshire, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Rhode Island, 
Washington 

The maximum age provision is based on the assumption that 

"'specific treatment' options avaiiable to the juvenile court may 

be co~nterproductive when applied to an individual sufficiently 

mature to warrant treatment as an adult". Of all the 
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jurisdictions -sampled, New York state alone sets the maximum age 

for Juvenile court jurisdiction at 16 years. Four jurisdictions 

,.._ Georgia, Michigan, Missouri and Texas -- set the maximum at 

age 17, and the remaining states set their maximum at 18 years of 

age. It is generally the case, however, that juvenile courts 

have jurisdiction to age 16 for cases involving serious offenses 

and up to the age of 18 for all other offenses. 

Maximum age for Juvenile 
Court Jurisdiction 

16 years 

17 years 

18 years 

Figure 2b 

State 

New York . -:::..-

Georgia, Michigan, Missouri 
and Texas 

Arkansas, California, Colorado 
Florida, Indiana, Kentucky' 
Maine, Mississippi, Montana 
Nebraska, New Hampshire, Ohio, 
Rhode Island, Washington and 
Wisconsin 

14 
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Custody 

The use of the phrase "takirig into custody" instead of the 

term "arrest" is an additional attempt, on the part of the 

legislators, to avoid the stigmatizing effects associated with 

the latter term. The Uniform Juvenile Court Act (1968) 

recommended that "a child may be taken into custody pursuant to 

the laws of arrest, b~t the taking of a child into custody is not 

an arrest, except for the purpose of determining its validity 

under the constitution of the state or of the United States". (5) 

Nine jurisdictions in our sample have followed the guidelines of 

the Act by stipulating in their codes that "the taking of a 

juvenile into custody is not deemed an arrest".1 (6) The Colorado 

statute goes beyond the Court Act recommendation by stipulating 

that "custody is not considered an arrest nor does it constitute 

a police record" . 

Juvenile codes in California, Indiana, Michigan, and 

Washington provide for the "taking into custody", but they do not 

specify whether cir not this act constitutes an arrest. (7) While 

statutes in Missouri, Rhode Island, Arkansas, Maine and New 

Hampshire clearly provide for'the arrest of a child, the New York 

statute permits a police officer to take a person under the age 

of l6years into custody without a warrant in cases in which he 

may arrest an adult, but clearly prohibits the officer from 

taking a juvenile into custody for non-criminal behavior without 

---------------
I Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, 

Montana, Wisconsin and Texas 

15 
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a warrant. The New York statute alone seems to be clear on the 

issue that juveniles should be taken into custody only if the 

acts committed would be considered criminal acts if committed by 

an adult. 

Custody versus Arrest 

Taking into custody is not 
deemed an arrest 

Use of the term custody as 
opposed to arrest, but does 
not stipulate if custody 'is 
deemed an arrest 

Utilization of the term arrest 

Other 

. .. ) 

__ ~""-,.:;..._..,,. '-" .. ...,'" " '··:~·~'_·';~':::'":"""""''''.''~'-~'-'~~;':'''''''''"''"''''''''''''L __ ~ .. ",,,,,-<, ... ,..., --.._.,' 

Figure 3 

State 

Colorado, Georgia, Florida, Mississippi 
Kentucky, Ohio, Nebraska, Montana, 
Wisconsin and Texas 
California, Indiana, Michigan and 
Washington 

Arkansas, Maine, Missouri, New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island 

New York 

I 

Stipulations Surrounding The Takin& of ~ Juvenile i£!£ Custody 

While juvenile codes in every state provide for the taking 

into custody of juveniles pursuant to the laws of arrest for 

adults, many state codes have provisions for the taking of 

juveniles into custody that would not be applicable in the adult 

situation. This somewhat differential standard,coupled with the 

lack of maturity of these offenders,has led to the inclusion of 

certain provisions in the juvenile statutes that are unique to 

the juvenile offender. Each state stipulates the various 

procedures that the police officer must observe following the 

actual taking into custody of a juvenile. 

The majority of states surveyed require that the arresting 

officer immediately notify t~e child's parents or guardian about 

the circumstances surrounding custodyl. In addition to notifying 

the parents~ most codes permit the release of the juvenile into 

the custody of the parents or guardian with the provision that 

the juvenile will appear at a preliminary hearing, if necessary. 

The statutes in Missouri and Arkansas stipulate that the juvenile 

be immediately transported to court after he has been taken into 

custody by the police officer. The California statute requires 

if a child is not released, then the county juvenile probation 

department must be notified. Similarly, the Maine and Arkansas 

statutes require notification of the court intake officer and the 

prosecuting attorney, respectively. 

In addition to these general requirements, Some state codes 

--------------------
1 Colorado, Kentucky, Michiga~, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, 

New York, Washington, and Wisconsin 
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provide their law enforcement officers with greater flexibility 

when taking juveniles into custody. For example, the Maine 

statute permits an officer to maintain custody of a juvenile for 

a period of time up to two hours, if the officer believes that a 

juvenile crime has been committed. (8) This time period is 

permitted for the verification of the youth's name and address. 

The New York Family Court Act permits the officer to question the 

child in a facility designated by the appellate division of the 

Supreme Court, and to question him for a reasonable length of 

time. (9) 

18 n 
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Fi gure 4 a 

Stipulations for taking a juvenile into 
custody 

Immediate Notification of Parents, 
guardian or custodian 

Release 

State 

Colorado, Kentucky, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, 
New York, Washington, Wisconsin 

* * California, Mississippi, Nebraska 

19 

Release to parents Colorado, Florida~*Georgia, In~ian! 
Michigan, Missour1, New Hampsh1re 
Montana,** New York, Ohiot* Rhode 
Island, ** and Texas ** 

Take Immediately to Court 

Notification of Intake worker/court 

Notification of Probati·on Department 

Notification of Prosecuting Attorney 

Does not stipulate 

k 2 M· .* Ar ansas, 1ssour1 

* * Maine, Rho~e Island, Texas and 
Wisconsin 

* California 

3 Arkansas 
4 Montana 

* Previous stipulations adhered to first. 
** With promise to appear for a heqring if necessarY•l refer to diversion 
1 This may be done without court referral and maya so 

programs with parental consent. 
2 This refers to arrest with a warrant. 
3 This refers to arrest without warrant. 
4 While the Montana statute does not stipulate exactly w~at the ar~est~~gd 

officer must do with the child once he has been taken lnto c~s~o y,! oes 
stipulate that a youth may not be ~e~ained prior to a detent10n hear1ng 
except under the most extreme cond1tlons. 



Figure 4b 

Stipulations surrounding the.taking 
of a juvenile into custody, lf the 
child is not released to a parent 
or guardi an 

Immediately taken to court or 
the court notified about the 
custody 

Divert (to the community) with 
permission of a parent or 
guardian 

Taken to probation officer 

Juvenile Code does not 
specify 

State 

Colorado, Georgia, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Nebraska, 1 New 
Hampshire, Ohio, Rhode Island 
and New York 

Kentucky an d Washington 

California 

Florida, Indiana, Maine, Missouri, 
Montana, Texas and Wisconsin 

1 If not· released within 4 hours after being taken into custody. 
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Intake Procedures 

Intake procedures are primarily responsible for "screening 

cut" cases which should not remain under the jurisdiction of the 

juvenile court. Generally, intake personnel act on cases which 

are not sufficiently serious to warrant official court 

intervention, or those where the insufficiency of evidence would 

prevent successful prosecution. When the case does not warrant 

court intervention, it is the duty of the intake officer to refer 

the case to community agencies or otherwise assist the juvenile 

and th~ family with the matter that brought the juvenile to the 

attention of the court system. Since about· one-half of all 

referrals to the juvenile court never proceed beyond the intake 

stage, this stage serves as an economical and productive means of 

processing alleged juvenile offenders. However,it also holds the 

potential for cajoling alleged offenders into informal probation 

programs wi thout determining whether or not they are in fac'l: 

guilty of the delinquent act as charged. 

• The responsibility for the initial intake decisions varies 

among jurisdictions, but usually intake decisions are made by 

probation officers. 1 In some jurisdictions, courts or the 

} prosecuting attorney are responsible for intake decisions. 2 

<' .. ' } 

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

1 Georgia, Montana, New Hampshire, Washington, Nebraska, 
California, and New Jork 

2 In Rhode Island, Missouri and Kentucky the court has the 
responsibility for making preliminary investigations. Missouri 
and Kentucky grant additional power to the district attorney to 
make informal adjustments. Indiana and Colorado grant the 
prosecuting atto:t:ney the power of intake in delinquency 'case. 

21 
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In Florida, the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 

serves the primary intake function. In the remaining 

jurisdictions, intake procedures are well defined in the juvenile 

statutes, but the agencies responsible for intake are not 

specified.3 

rriitfal Intake Decision 

Agency 

Fi gure 5 

State 

22 

Juveni 1 e' Probation Department California, Georgia, Montana, Nebraska 
New Hampshire, New York and Washington 

Juvenile Court Ken.tucky, Mi ssouri and Rhode Is 1 and· 

Colorado1and Indiana2 Prosecuting Attorney 

Other or Unspecified Arkansas Wi!cogsin, Maine, Texas 3 
Michigan4, Ohio~""Mississippi, Florida 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

whil e the d; stri ct attorney in Colorado i nita lly handles the ; ntake dec; s ion, he 
may refer it to the probation office for investigation and other intake procedures. 
The prosecutor decides to file in c.riminal delinquency cases, but in the cases of 
CHINS an intake officer makes the preliminary inquiry and may recommend informal 
adjustment. • 
Law enforcement off; cers may refer cases to the court or to intake workers or 
probation officers or may dispose of the case without referral to court. 
Does not specify which arm of the juvenile justice system shall make preliminary 
inquiry. 
Provides for intake on decisions for detention and not in cases of whether or not 
a petition is filed. 

--------------------
3 Maine, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Texas, Michigan, and Ohio. 
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Basic Rights of Juveniles 

The Supreme Court decision Miranda vs. Arizona (1966) 

provided every accused individual with: 

(1) the right to remain silent 

(2) a warning that any statement he/she makes may be used 

against the accused in a court of law, 

(3) the right to be represented by a counsel and to have a 

counsel present during any questioning; and 

(4) a court appointed counsel, if a private counsel cannot 

be afforded. . 

Although the Supreme Court never declared whether or not these 

basic rights applied to juveniles, eleven of the states sampled 

explicitly provide for these rights in their juvenile codes. l 

Other ju~isdictions provide for other individual safeguards; for 

example, the Mississippi code provides for a telephone call to 

parent?, cOl:1nsel, guardian ad litem or authori'zed pe~sonnel of 

the juvenile cour·t. In addition, it states that "no person shall 

interview or interrogate a child who is in detention or a shelter 

facility unless judicial approval has been obtained." The 

Missouri code stipu~ates that once a child is taken into custody, 

"all admissions, confessions, and statements made by the child ·to 

the juvenile officer or juvenile court personnel are not lawful 

or proper evidence against the child and shall not be used for 

any purpose whatsoever in any proceeding, civil, criminal ..... " 

, 

--------------------
I California, Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, 

Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, Texas, and Washington 
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Although the statutes in Arkansas,2 New Hampshire, Rhode 

Island, New York, and Michigan do not expressly stipulate the 

juvenile's legal guarantees, the Michigan Court of Appeals in 

1966 decided that while it is a legal right to question a 

juvenile suspect under certain protective circumstances in a 

police station, compliance with constitutional and statutory 

safeguards is absolutely necessary when the "search for knowledge 

turns from investigation to accusation." 

In addition to providing for the right to counsel as does the 

Wisconsin statute, the Georgia act guarantees the right against 

self-incrimination and the admissibility of extra judicial 

statements which were illegally obtained. Furthermore, 

confessions made outside the courtroom ~re insufficient unless 

corroborated in whole or· part by additional evidence. The above 

provisions indicate that, while the states are not unanimous with 

regard to the legal rights extended t·o juveniles, these juvenile 

justice systems are moving in the direction of providing the 

juvenile offender with constitutional safeguards comparable to 

adult criminal court settings. 

--------------------
• 2. Arkansas juvenile code stipulates that juveniles are to be 

guaranteed all the protection of due process. 
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Fi gure 6 

Rights of Juveniles State 

Miranda applied when the juvenile 
is taken into custody California, Colorado, Florida 

Indiana, Maine and Montana 

Basic rights given when appearing 
; n court or detenti·on faci 1 i ty Kentu~kY: Nebraska~ ~hi03, 

Texas and Washington 

Juvenile code does not stipulate Arkansas~ Michigan, New Hampshire, 
New York and Rhode Island 

Other Georgia, Missouri, Mississippi and 
Wisconsin 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

Kentucky ~rovides for these basic rights when the court determines that 
forma 1 proceed; ngs are requi red. 
Nebraska's statute provides for these rights at hearings. 
The Ohio statute provides for these rights prior to detention hearings. 
The Texas code provides for these rights when a child is in a detention 
facility. 
Washington provides for these rights when a child appears in court. 
Arkansas I code I~tates thatfljuveniles are ·to be guaranteed all the protection of due process • 
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Diversion and Informal Disposition 

There are several channels through which a Juvenile maybe. 

diverted from the juvenile justice system. Firsts he may be 

placed on informal probation or informal supervision~ This type 

of disposition, which can be handled by either police or 

probation department, is generally given in cases where the 

offender has committed only a minor offense. Its main purpose is 

prevent further penetration into the justice system. The 

rationale behind this type of disposition is two-fold: (1) to 

eliminate the possibility of a formal record and (2) to provide 

the judge with more time to deal with the' serious offender. 

Generally, if the youth cooperates with his probation officer or 

the police 'officer in charge of his supervision and avoids any 

additional confrontations with ~he law, his record will be 

expunged. Several jurisdictions directly address the issue of 

informal probation in their juvenile codes. For example, both 

New York and California include a very general provision for the 

use of informal probation as a disposition, while the Wisconsin 

and Montana codes are somewhat more specific by including a 

provision that requires consent for this type of adjustment prior 

to the filing of a petition. In contrast to the above states, 

the Indiana statute provides for the use of informal probation 

after the close of eviden~e and before a judgment is entered . 

A second means of avoiding further penetration into the 

juvenile justice system is through in-house or community based, 

diversion programs. These programs vary in commitment arid degree 

with the size andteiture of the police department and the 
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surrounding community. They' can range from highly structured 

formal arrangements to very informal operations.(10) Most of the 

jurisdictions in ou~ sam~le had provisions in their juvenile code 

which provided for the use of some type of diversioll,1 either 

through the police department, probation department, or through 

juvenile court. Oniy Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio and Rhode lsland 

did not explicitly provide for diversion in their statutes. 

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

1 Califdrnia, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, 
Tex4s, Washington and Wisconsin. 

-
27 

_---...:. ________ c'--_____ ---....:.~ __ ___.:~~ __ ~, _______ _ 



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

Informal Disposition 

Informal Probation 

Inform~i Adjustment 
Diversion 

Informal Adjustment 
not specified 

Figure 7 

State 

California, Indiana, New 
York Montana and Wisconsin 

California, Colorado, Flori1a, 
Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Maine, Mississippi, MisZouri, 
Monta~a, New Hampshire, New 
York, Texas, Washington, 
and Wisconsin 

Arkansas, Michigan·, Nebraska, 
Ohio and Rhode Island 

--------------------
1. Court may make informal adjustment. 
2 Police or probation officer may refer to court approved 

diversion program, court may order diversion (with consent) 
after an arraignment and prior to adjustment. 

3 New York juvenile statute does not provide for diversion in the 
form of community treatment program; the only type of. informal 
disposition is informal prbbation. 
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Detention Hearing 

In an attempt to protect the juvenile ,against the potential 

harmful effects of a prolonged stay in a police facility, most 

states have followed the guidelines set forth in the Uniform 

Juvenile Court Act (1968) regarding the circumstances that would 

necessitate the detention of a child. The Act states that a 

child shall not be detained unless: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

his detention or care is required to protect the person 
or property of others or of the child, or 
b~cause the child may abscond or be removed from the 
jurisdiction of the ~ourt, or 
because he has no parent, guar~ian, or custodian, or 
other person able to provide supervision and care for 
him and return him to the court when required or 
an order for his detention or shelter care ha~ been made 
QY the court pursuant to the Act. (11) 

-~ . 
In addition to the incorporation of these guidelines into their 

statutes, juvenile codes in most of the jurisdictions sampled 

specifically stipulate a maximum length of time a child may be 

held in custody before he is given a detention hearing. While 

this time limit varies between the states from 24 hours to 96 

hours, the,majority of the states sampled defined the time for a 

detention hearing to' be within t:he range that does not exceed 48 

houors excluding Saturdays, Sl1ndays, and holidays. Montana and 

Nebraska are the only states where a child must be released 

within 48 hours unl,ess a petition or criminal complaint is filed 

and a court order continuing jurisdiction is entered by the 

juvenile court. The Montana statute simply ~tates that a court 

order or hearing is not. required for the detention of a child) 

although a petition to detain must be filed within 5 days after 

"'"""" 
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the child has been taken into custody. 

Detention Hearing 
Held Within 

24 hours 

48 hours 

72 hours 

96 hours 

Not required 

Figure 8 

State 

Florida, Missouri,l'New 2 
Hamsphire, Rhode Island, 
and Wisconsin 

Colorado, Indiana,3 Ma~ne,4 
Michigan, Mississippi, . 
and Texas 

Californi , ,6 Georgia, Kentucky, 
New York, Ohio and 
Washington 

Arkansas 

Montan~ and Nebraska8 

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

1 Child can only be detained if there is a court order, if it is 
a Sunday or holiday or it is impractical to obtain a written 
order from the court, then the child may be detained up to 24 
hours. 

2 Delinquent or wayward child may not be detained in custody more 
tn(ln 24 hours without being referred to the family court for 
consideration. 

3 24 hours if CHINS. 
4 24 hours following a Saturday, Sunday or legal hOliday which 

occurs after placement. 
S Within 24 hours if no court order is obtained. 
6 Petition must be filed within 48 hours. 
7 Within 72 hours or the next day the court is in session 

whichever is sooner. 
8 Child must be released within 48 hours after being taken into 

custody unless a criminal complaint or an.order continuing 
jurisdiction is entered. 

I,' 
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Secure Facilities 

Pre-trial detention of juveniles has three primary 

objectives: 

(1) to ensure that the child will be available for. his court 

appearance; 

(2) to ensure that the juvenile does .not commi t any 

additional offenses while he is awaiting adjudication 

(this is generally refered to as preventive dete~tion); 

(3) to remove the child from his present surroundings when 

the court views them as a potential danger to the child 

(therapeutic detention). 

When it becomes necessary to place a chil~ in detention, the 

designers of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

of 1974 recommend that "no child a.11eged to be wi thin the., 

jurisdiction of the juvenile court shall be held in a facility 

where he would have regular contact with accused or convicted 

adult offenders." (12) Of the sampled jurisdictions, only 

Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Missouri, New 

Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Texas, Wasirtgton and Wisconsin appear 

to be in compliance with this recommendation. (Section 223(a) 13) 

Section 223 (a)(12)(a)of this Act requires;-'lat "juveniles 

who are charged with or who have committed offenses that would 

not be criminal if committed by an adult, or non-offenders such 

as dependent or neglected children shall not be placed in 

juvenile detention or corrective facilities." While twelve of 

the jurisdictions sampled were in compliance with section 

223(a)(13), only eight ~urisdictions complied with section 223 
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(a)(12)(a) . 

Compliance with Secure 
Detention Restrictions 

Section 223(a)(13) 

Section 223(a)(12)(a) 

Figure 9 

State 

Arkansas, California, Florida 
Indiana, Maine, New Hampshire, 
New York, Ohio, Texas, 
Washington and Wisconsin 

Arkansas, California, Indiana 
Maine, New Hampshire, New York 
'Washington and Wisconsin 

---> 

. ';-,;. 
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The ~ of th~ District Attorney 

While the precise role of the district/prosecuting attorney 

is not clearly defined in most of the jurisdictions sampled, two 

functions of the pffice are most frequently stipulated: 

(1) to make the final decision whether or not to file the 
f· I'\m,., 1 a 1· nt· and ---.. ~-. , 

(2) to act as a representative of the state at the juvenile 
court proceeding. 

Role of the. District Attorney 

Appear and Assist 

Determine if action is to be 
taken on the case 

Fi gure 10 

Does not specifically stipulate 

Aid juvenile officer 

State 

Arkansas, Indiana, 1 Michigan, 
MisSi~sipPi, Ohi03 Rhode Is1and, 
Texas s Washington and Wisconsin' 

Californ~~, Colorado,4 Florida, 
Georgia, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, 
New Hampshire and New Yrok 

Kentucky6 

Missouri 

1 If prosecutor requests that the jiJventle court authorize the filing of a 
petition alleging that a child is delinquent, then he must re~resent the 
interests of the state at.all subsequent proceedingson this petition. 

2 Prosecuting attorney files a petition for an adjudication or transfer 
hearing of a chi1d alleged to have engaged in delinquent conduct indicating 
need of supervision. 

3 While the county prosecuting attorney shall be party to a1l juveni1e court 
proceedings involving juveniles, he'may after giving appropriate notice 
decline to represent the state in juvenjle court matters, except felony. 
cases unless requested by'the state ·at· an atr.!judicatory' hearing. 

4 He may refer matter to -probati on. . . 
5 The district attorney or a member of his staff must conduct the proceedings on 

behalf of the state if requested to do so by the juvenile court at least 
96 hours pri or to the proceedi ngs. 

6 County attorney has the authority to modi fy or terminate an order of ,!commi tment, 
protective supervision,or probation at any time prior to its expiration . 

.>' 
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Transfer to Adult Court 

The Juvenile Court's option of waiving its jurisdiction over 

a juvenile and transferring the case to criminal court is 

generally based on the following considerations: (1) the 

juvenile's age, (2) the offense committed, (3) amenability of the 

juvenile to the court's treatment options and (4) what is in the 

bes~ interest of the public. The philosophy underlying transfer 

of juvenile cases to ~dult court is two-fold: first, unless the 

juvenile court has certain boundaries, for the age of the 

individual it processes, it will not be effective in processing 

any of its clients; and second, there exists a certain subset of 

juveniles who either because of age or alleged offense will not 

be properly served by the juvenile court. 

Since the main purpose and function of the juvenile court is 

care and guidance of juvenile offenders, it is necessary to 

resfrict jurisdiction to those individuals who would -be most 

amenable to this type of handling. Of the jurisdictions in our 

sample, only New York and Nebraska do not provide for the waiver 

of juvenile court jurisdiction in their codes. While age and 

offense restrictions vary among the states, we noted that the 

most frequently stipulated age for transfer to adult court was 16 

yearsl. The· Indiana juvenile statute prov_ides the lowest age for 

--transfer from jtlvenile court with their minimum age set at 10 

years 2 .. This i~ followed by Mississippi and Georgia which 

--------------------
1 Arkansas, California, Indiana, Kentucky, Montana, Rhode Island, 

Washington, and Wisconsin 
2 A 10 year old may be transferred for the alleged commission of 

a murder in the first-degree. 
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stipulate 13 years of age for transfer to adult court. 1 Several 

states included in their codes various age/offense combinations 

which provide sufficient cause for waiver of jurisdiction; 

Missouri, Washington, and Indiana are among those in our sample 

which offer the most complex arrays of restrictions of this type. 

--------------------
1 A 13 year old may be transferred to adult court for an offense 

punishable by death or life impri~onment. 
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Transfer to Adult Court 
Age Restriction 

17 - 21 

16 

15 

14 

13 

No age restrictions 

No waiver 

Figure 11 

State 

Missouri 1 

Arkansas~4california, Indiana,3 
Kentucky, Mgntana, Rhode Island, 
Washington, and Wisconsin 

Georgia,6 Michigan, Ohio and Texas 

Colorado and Florida 

Mississippi 

Maine and New Hampshire 

Nebraska 7 and New York. 

1 Mi ssouri vari'es its age restri cti ons .dependi ng on offense alleged to have 
been corranitted-14 or more for a traffic or felony violation and 17-21 
for the violation of any state law or ordinance if the child is already 
within the court's extended jurisdiction. . 

2 Arkansas will w'aiver a juvenile age 15, 16 or 17 years to criminal 
court for felony or misdemeanor violations. . 

3 According to the Indiana statute a juvenile a.ged 14 or more can be walved 
to criminal court for the cOfl1Tlission of a heinous or aggravated act" or 
part of a repetitive pattern of less seriou.s delinquent offenses. A 
10 year old can be waived for first-degree murder and a 16 year old for 
a Class A or B felony or murder. 

4 A juvenile under the age of 16 can be transferred to adult court for a 
capital offense or a Class A feiony. 

5 Washington permits a transfer to adult court for a 16 or 17 year old who 
has been alleged to have corranitt~d a Class A felony; and a 17 year old who 
has been alleged to have cOfl1Tlit:'ed the foll?wing.offenses; second de~ree . 
assault, first degree extortion, indecent l,bertles, second degree kldnapPlng, 

.. - second degr_ee rape and second degree robbery. 
6 Georgia will transfer a 13 year old to adult court for an offense punish­

able by death or life imprisonment. 
7 There is no waiver in Nebraska--the Juvenile and Crjminal courts have con­

current jurisdiction and the prosecutor decides where to file the case. 
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First-time and Serious Juvenile Offender Legislation 

In recent years, a number of states have enacted legislation 

to institute special language, rules, procedures, and sanction 

possibilities to be applied to special categories of juvenile 

~ offenders. These categories include first-time Qffenders and 

serious or habitual juvenile offenders. It is useful tQ view 

both of these types of distinctions as complementary issues. 

Both stem from the original philosophy of the juvenile justice 

system which recognized the special problems and needs of 

juvenile offenders. The first-time offender statutes are 

intended t.O minimize contact wi th the juvenile. justice system for 

juveniles who fall into this cate~;)ry. Habitual or serious 

offenders statutes identify those juveniles whose criminal acts 

or history of misconduct disqualify them from the special 

treatment afforded other juvenile offenders. 

Several of the jurisdictions in our sample include provisions 

in their juvenile codes which differentiate between these two 

classes of offenders. Often the first-time offender distinction 

provides some latitude in the actual classification of 

delinquent. For example, the Texas juvenile statute will permit 

three £! ~ misdemeanor offenses before affixing the label of 

delinquent to a juvenile. l The Rhode Island code -will permit the 

application of the term delinquent to a child only if he has 

committed a felonY'or on more .than ~ occasion violates any 

state or federal law other than a traffic violation.. In contrast 

--------------------
1 This refers to a misdemeanor which is punishable by a fiI\~ 

onlr· \I .. i: 
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to Rhode Island and Texas, the Washington statute is pr.ecise in 

the classification of minor or first-time offender. The code 

provides a list of offense combinations that are to be used in 

assessing whether a juvenile offender falls within this 

category. 1 

Several jurisdictions i'n our sample have recently amended 

their juvenile codes to include serious and habitual offender 

provisions. This classification can have two consequences, 

waiver to adult court, or mandatory sentencing, or both. New 

York' srecent legislation pro"ides for automatic exclusion from 

Family Court jurisdiction for any youth age 13-15 who has 

committed one of a series of specified" violent offenses (e.g. 

rape, murder). Similarly, Florida's juvenile code now includes a 

mandatory waiver hearing for individuals age 13-15 who commit one 

of a series of specified felonies. In addition, the statute 

provides for the exclusion from juvenile court jurisdiction of 

any youth over the age of 16 years who had been previously 

adjudicated a delinquent for a felony or two times adjudicated 

misdemeanant. Additional exalnples of this "get tough" 

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

1 Minor or first-time offender means a person 16 years of age or 
younger who~e current oftense(s) andc~~iminal histQry fall 
entirely within one of the following categories: (1) four 
misdemeanors, (2) two misdemeanors and one gross misdemeanor, 
(3) three gross misdemeanors, (4) one class C felony and one 
misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor, (5) one class B felony. 

---~ •. - .~ ... _---'-.- . \ - ,,"""-. -~........ .~. -~~. -..... - .. _--
" 
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legislation can be seen in California l , Indiana2, and Rhode 
Island 3. 

Colorado and Washington are the only states in our sample to 

have included mandatory sentencing laws in 'their juvenile 

statutes. The Washington code imposes a minimum sentence on 

juveniles who have commi tteid serious felonies, while the Colorado 

statute requirement is imposed on the repe~t or violent offender. 

------------------~~ 
1 California WIC 707 created a presumption in favor of waiving to 

adult court for the commission of one of 11 targeted off. ~nses for 16 and 17 year olds .. ~ 
~:~iana's provision for "waiving to criminal cou~t includes. (1) 

2 

\'.. l~OUS or aggravated act, (2) repetitious pattern of • 
~ellnquent acts, (3) beyond rehabilitation 

'3 The Rhode. Island code notes that if .. a child is , t:. 

found delln9uent for two offen'ses after turnjdig'-i6~r h~v:~lfng~ 
prosecuted ln adult court for any subsequenl offense. 

~--.---
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Conclusion 

From our review of juvenile codes in twenty selected 

jurisdictions, we have observed wide variation in the language of 

the law, its rules and procedures, and the role of the police, 

probation,and prosecution officials in the juvenile justice 

system. These variations reflect the states' attempt to deal 

with the twin concerns of the juvenile justice system, the care 

and protections of juveniles and their correction or punishment. 

These conflicting aims inherent in the juvenile justice system 

can be seen to account for the recent proliferation of rules for 

separating different types of juveniles for differential 

processing. 

Discretion exercised by police can extend beyond the mere act 

of "taking into custody". The laws of our twenty sampled 

jurisdictions allow the police officer substantial effect on the 

fin.al disposi tion of the alleged juvenile offender. This police 

power certainly exceeds the similar effect that police have' over 

the disposition of adult arrestees. 

This legal review ha·s provided us ,d th knowledge about the 

legal parameters within which police officers must function. The 

following section will investigate1:he manner, attitudes and 

self-reported practices pertaining to the police handling of 

.juvenile offenders. 
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REFERENCE NOTES FOR PART 1 

(1) In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967), The Supreme Court held that 
fact-finding adjudicatory hearings were to be measured by due 
process standards. In all cas~s due process requires 
adequate, timely, written notice of the allegations against 
the respondent. Juveniles, in all cases in which they are in 
danger of loss of liberty because of commitment, are to be 
accorded, on due process grounds, the right to counsel, the 
privilege against self-incrimination~ and the right to 
confront and cross-examine opposing witnesses under oath. 

(2) The Uniform Juvenile Court Act of 1968 was drafted by the 
National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws. 
"The Act provides for. judicial intervention when necessary 
for the care of deprived children and for the treatment and 
rehabilitation of delinquent and unruly children, but under 
defined rules of law and through fair and constitutional 
procedures." The Commissioners called for the general 
adoption of this Act citing the need for uniformity in law 
among states as an important issue. 

(3) Common law presumption is that children under the age of 7 
years are not mature enough to understand the consequences of 
their acts; therefore it is not reasonable to charge them 
with·an offense. 

(4) Comparative Analysis of Standards and State Practices, 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1977. . 

(5) Ibid, Section l3(a) 

(6) Ibid, Section 13(b) 

(7) See Klein, Malcolm, Susan Labin Rosensweig, and Ronald Bates, 
"The Ambiguous Juvenile Arrest", Criminology, 13 (May) 1975: 
78-89. 

wac . 
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(8) According to sectio~ 3101 of the Maine Juvenile Code, the 
term juvenile crime shall include: 
(a) conduct which if committed by an adult would be defined 

as criminal 
(b) possession of a usable amount of marijuana, 
(c) offenses involving intoxicating liquor. 

(9) In determining what is a reasonable length of time for 
questioning a child, the child's age and the presence or 
'absence of his parents shall be included among the relevant 
considerations. 

(10) See Klein, Malcolm and Kathie S. Teilmann, "Pivotal 
Ingredients of Police Juvenile Diversion Programs", National 
Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department 
of Justice, May 1976. 

(11) Op cit, Uniform Juvenile Court Act. 

(12) One purpose of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 was to encourage the adoption of 
national standards on juvenile justice. The act provided 
recommendations for administrative, budgetary and 
legislative action at the federal,' state and local level to 
facilitate the adoption of the recommended standards. 

. -... 
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Introduction 

This section consists of the analysis of the 365 returns from 

a mail survey of 452 indfvidual police units randomly sampled 

from the twenty states that were the subjects of the intensive 

analysis of juvenile statutes. The goal of the police 

questionnai~e was to obtain information on what dispositions or 

sanctions are employed by the police, what factors determine 

their use in particular cases and, in particular, how police 

treat first-time offenders differently from repeat offenders. 

Information on the structure of the department was also obtained 

in order to be able to examine how the size and organization of 

the department might relate to use of sanctions. 

METHOD 

The sampling of police agencies 

For each of the stat~~ in the survey a list of all police and 

sheriff agencies was drawl~:,up. Information for these lists were 

obtained from the National Directory of Law Enforcement. 

Administrators (1980) and, in the case of California, The 

Directory of California Justice Agencies Serving Juveniles and 

Adults(198l). Because of. our interest in the operations of the 

police personnel who have direct and immediate contact with 

j juveniles, it was judged that the most valid informant would be 

1 someone working at that level. In addition, the overwhelming 
j 
I 
! 
·f ( j 

number of small agencies compared to large agencies raised the 

concern that large agencies would not be'ad~uately represented 

in the random saniple. For these two reaso~s it was decided in 

... '), 
}'( 
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the case of multi-station agencies to treat each station as a 

separate sampling unit rather than sample the entire department 
-

and enlist a central office staff member as a respondent. 

Employing this strategy would increase the ,probability of 

securing a knowledgeable respondent and would permit a 

representative picture of the larger departments that process the 

bulk of the juveniles. A ten per cent random sample of police 

units w~s drawn from each state with the exceptions of Rhode 

Island and Maine. These two states had so few agencies and were 

of such importance because of their particular approaches to 

juvenile legislation, that more than a ten per cent sample was 

taken. This sampling scheme produced a total sample of 452 

police agencies. 

The distribution of guestionnaires 

The address for each police agency sampled was obtained from 
. 

either the National Directory of Law Enforcement Administrators 

or the Directory of California Justice Agencies Serving Juveniles 

and Adults. Except for -California, which had agency telephone 

numbers listed in the state directory, directory assistance was 

called in the sampled cities and counties in order to obtain the 

agencies' telephone numbers. A letter was sent to the police 

chief or sheriff indicating the nature of our research, -,-, -----'-----'-----. 
requestlng his cooperation for the study and stating that we 

would be calling him to confirm his reply. Within two weeks of 

the mailing of the initial letter, a call was placed to the head 

of the agency by a member of our staff. The police official 

contacted was reminded of the letter, offered an opportunity to 
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ask questions about the research and asked if he' would arrange 

for someone in the department to complete a questionnaire. Where 

possible, the name of a respondent indicated by the head of the 

agency was recorded. A questionnaire along with a second 

explanatory letter and a stamped self-addressed envelope was sent 

to each respondent. If the qUestionnaire was not returned within 

six weeks, a second call was placed. This procedure was followed 

in the majorit~ of cases. Lost mail and changes in personnel 

required additional communications. Very small departments in 

which the head of the agency was to fill out the questionnaire 

required a shorter version of the second letter. 

The construction of the questionnaire 

After an examination of the preliminary review of the, 

juvenile law in several target states and after a discussion of 

the pertinent aspects of early police sanctioning of juveniles 

which could be studied with a ~uestionnaire, a preliminary 

version of the questionnaire was constructed. Five officers at 

three different agencies then ieviewed the questionnaire with one 

of our staff members. A penultimate version of the questionnaire 

was sent to two agencies randomly selected from each of the 

twenty ta'r'geted states. At the same time, the proposed method of 

___ ._. __ ~~tacting prospective agencies was tested. - - ... ~-.- _H _~ __ .. ____ . 
In addition to the considerations of content determined by 

the goals of our overall project, the final questionnaire is 

sensitive to the limited time available to respondents and to the 

range of information that the average respondents would be able 

to provide. The final questionnaire (se~ appendix 1) requires 

P" . J 
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approximately twenty minutes to fill out. The first seven 

questions concern the structure of the police department, the 

background of the respondent, the degree of juvenile 

specialization in the department, the size of the department, the 

amount of contact with juveniles and the hierarchy 6f personnel 

followed in the processing of juveniles. Four questions concern 

the dispositions available to the police~ their bases for 

selecting among them aild which dispositions are used more 

frequently for first-time or repeat offenders. At the end of the 

questionnaire there are places for the respondent to indicate if 

c" there are any laws, case decisions or departmental policies 

specifically concerned with first-time offenders. Finally there 

is a space for the respondent to describe the typical sequence of 

events in the processing of two types "of offenders. 

ANALYSIS 

The results of the survey are organized in terms of several 

general questions and concerns. First, we shall present a brief 

statistical description of the nature of the obta~ned sample of 

police respondents and the nature of their departments. The next 

e' section describes the ftinctioning of the policing units. Here, 

I 

we detail the structure of the department's juvenile policing 

activities. Included is the presentation of results concerning 

the use of various types of dispositions and a series of 

attitudinal questions about the level of punishment associ.ated 

with the various options. The final section contains a 

comparative analysis of jurisdictions grouped by size, structure, 

and state. 
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PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 

The final sample consisted of completed questionaires from 

365 police agencies. These responses were distributed across the 

twenty states selected for our investigation as shown in Table 1. 

As can be seen, six states account for over half of the total 

responses. 

TABLE 1 

STATE OF RESPONDENT 

~ PERCENT 

Arkansas 9 2.S 
California 37 10.1 
Colorado 9 Z.S 
Florida Z9 7.9 
Georgia 15 4.1 
Indiana 15 4.1 
ICen~lI:ky 18 4.9 
Maine 9 Z.S 
Michigm 37 10.1 
Mississippi 10 2.7 
Missouri 15 4.1 
Maltana 3 0.8 
Nebraska 9 2.5 

New ~shire 6 1.6 

New York 43 11.8 
Ohio 30 8.2 
Rhode Island 8 Z.2 

... -.-.- "---Texas---·--__ . -.... -.. ~- ... ---.----- 33 9.0 

Wa'Shlngton 11 3.0 

Wisconsin 19 5.2 
" 

1UTAL 365 100.0 (1) 

-
.51 
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TABLE 2 

SIZE OF RESPONDENT'S DEPAR'IMENT 

FREQUENCY PrRCENT 

NUMBER OF SWORN PERSONt-"mL: 

Less than 10 

10 to 24 

25 to 99 

100 or more 

Missing 

Total 

112 

87 

85 

26 

55 

365 

36.1 

28.1 

27.4 

8.4 

~l.OO. 0 

Table 2 presents a frequency distribution of the size of 

departments from which responses were received. It should be 

noted that since respondents were sampled from a populatio'n of 

policing units that were themselves smaller than a total police 

department, the figures presented here represent both total 

agency size for departments with only one station, and the size 

of police substations for police departments that have more than 
--.. - - .--".~-.-----~-.-.. -'-------'~. 

one precinct. 

,---, ... - ~. ----~.--. -".~ ~ .. -.................. ~ 
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TABLE 3 

DEPAR'IMENTAL srRUCTIJRE RJR JUVENILE PROCESSING 

FREQUENCY PfRCENT 

No specialized juvenile 
tmit or officer 

A sworn officer who acts in 
the capacity of a part­
time juvenile officer 

Full-tnne juvenile officer 
but no formal or central­
ized juvenile tmi t 

Ful1-ttme local or 
centralized jUvenile tmit 

TOTAL 

155 42.5 

59 16.2 

45 12.3 

105 28.8 

364 100.0 

Table 3 displays frequencies for respondents based on a 

classification of juvenile specialization. Here we can see that 

42.5 percent of the re'spondents in the sample work for 

departments that do not have specially defined juvenile units. 

These resp'ondents, then, are officers who spend only part of 

thei~,time dealing ~ith juveniles. Many of the departments in 

this category' are quite small, consisting of fewer than 10 sworn 

officers. Following the -per-centages_..shown_.in.-.T.able 3 we may , 
":'.' 

observe'that 16.2 percent of the responses come frdm departments 

with at least one swo~n officer wHo is designated as a juvenile 
-:e<:-

Ii) officer on a part time basis. Thus almost 60 percent of the 

departments are without full-time juvenile specialization. 

\\ 
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Table 4 underscores the relationship between juvenile 

specializaton and,the distribution of initial contacts with 

juveniles by different types of officers. In the more 

specialized departments, the proportion of initial contacts made 

by patrol officers is lower. Nevertheless, for all types of 

departmental structures, patrol officers have the majority of 

initial contacts with juvenil~s: an average of 7S per cent 

across departments.* 

TABLE 4 

DISTRIBtITION OF INITIAL CONTACI' BY TYPE OF OFFICER 
BY DEP AR'IMENT.AL S'I'RUC'IURE 

NO PART-TIME FOLL-TIME LOCAL'OR 
JUVENILE JUVENILE JUVENILE CEN'mAL 

OFFICER OFFICER OFFICER JUVENILE 
OR UNIT UNIT 

Full time juvenile 
officers 

33.L.. 35.0 

Part-time juvenile 24.0 
officers 

Regular patrol 92.3 
officers 

70.9 63.3 59.0 

Other sworn 4.5 
persormel 

2.5 Z.9 3.S 

--------------------
*Note that this does not reveal who initiated these contacts. 

Many result from calis and referrals by parents, school 
officals, .victims, witnesses, and so on. 

TOTAL 

75.7 

3.7 
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~UVENILE ARREST DISPOSITIONS 

Figure I presents an orde,red list of factors considered to be 

important to the process of making decisions about the 

disposition of juvenile arrestees. The order shown is found to 

be consistent across police departments of various size 

categories, structures and geographic locations. Striking and 

consistent with past research, is the fact that legal factors are 

found to be most important. Both offense. seriousness and prior 

record were observed to be the nearly unanimous choice for the 

number one and two rankings. These facts are identical to those 

most often considered in the adult court system. (2) Notice, 

however~ that the admissibility of evidence is not as highly 

considered as would be the case for adult arrestees. This is 

consistent with what we might expect because the adjudication of 

juvenile arrests is less highly dependent on the formal rules of 
eVidence. 

FIGURE 1 

FAC'I'CRS IMPCRT.ANT 10 DISPOSITION DECISIONMAKING 

1. Offens~ Seriousness 

2. Prior Record 

3. Attitude of Juvenile 

4. Age of Juvenile 

5. Atti tude of Parents 
.-.-~--,,--------------.. ,-~~~. 

6. Admissibility of Evidence 

7. Helpful Home Environment 

8. Gender 

. . .. 

55 

/' 
[ . 

- ~: .. :::'":.:~~~~;;:';:r.;~';":::;:;t~;_:.:.."..~~'W!'_"=::.'''"' ... ...", " .... "",,··.,v··· ...... ·, .... .,· ~._ ~ ....... __ , .. , 

--. -.~-.. ------- , ....... {'iL' ____________ ~.-:....;._~~ _____ ~ ... ~.'~-

'-



f 

) 

TABLE 5 

'!HE USE OF SELECTED ARREST DISPOSITIONS 
(PERCENT OF RESPONSE) 

CCMoiONLY SELOOM 
USED USED 

Release only 67.1 32.9 

Release and official report 86.8 13.2 

Referral to outside agency 58.5 41.5 

Informal probation 53.5 . 46.5 

To court without detention 75.1 24.9 
request 

To court with detention 50.5 49.5 
. request 

Table 5 is the first of a series of analytic displays that 

deals with types of police dispositions available for juvenile 

arrestees. For purposes of these analyses, six possible juvenile 

dispositions have been chosen. These range from outright release 

to court referral with a specific request for detention of the 

juvenile arrestee. This table illustra~es the extent to which 

these dispositional options are commonly or seldom employed in 

56 

the respondents ' departments. Note that these d·i spos-i t.i-ons .. -ar-e--- _______ ._ 

the potential outcomes of arrest events that may include 

transporting a juvenile to a police station. Notice also that a 

release with no further action is reported as a common occurrence 

by 67.1 percent of the respondents but that a release with an 

\. 

official report is more commonly used in 86.8 percent of the 

respondents' jurisdictions. These two release dispositions are 

seen to be more common than referral to the formal court system 

or the two diversion dispositions, ~eferral to an outside agency 

or the use of informal probation. With specific regard to 

referral to outside agencies, we have investigated and will later 

report the details of state jurisdictional differences in the use 

of these dispositions. These analyses suggest that outside 

agency dispositions are more Commonly used in the New England 

states, California and the state of Washington, and are less 

common in southern ~tates. Thl"S f" d" b 
~ ln lng may e explain~d by the 

availability of relevant outside agencies in less populous 

jurisdictions • 

TABLE 6 . 

OPINIONS .ABClJT 'lEE RJNISfMrNl' m'IDS 
OF SELECTED ARREST DISPOSmONS 

(PERCENT OF RESPONSE) 

Release only 

Release and official report 

Referral to outside agency 

Informal probation 

To court without detention 
request 

To court with detention 
request 

2.6 

24.4 

44.7 

65.2 

72 .. 9 

92.5 

97.4 

75.6 

55.3 

34.8 

27.1 

7.5 
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Table 6 presents the results of a series of attitudinal 

questions that investigate whether or not the respondents 

believed that each of the six dispositions constitute punishment. 

This has direct relevance to the issue of sanctioning 

effectiveness. Only 2.6 percent of the respondents considered an 

outright release to be punishment of any sort. The addition of 

an official report increased the proportion to over 24 percent. 

As we would expect, referral to court is considered punishment by 

the majority of respondents. In addition, the presence of a 

detention request increased the assessment of punishment from 72 

to 92 percent. 

The dispositions, referral to outside agency and informal 

probation, fall between the release and the court referral 

( dispositions. Informal probation was considered to be punishment 

by 65 percent of the respondents, a 'higher proportion than that 

observed for agency referral, 44 percent. This finding may be 

C' explained by the amount of control relinquished when the juvenile 

is referred to an agency outside of the formal juvenile justice 

system. 

Table 7, the final element of the dispositional analyses, 

reports on a series of questions about the equal application of 

the six dispos,itions to first-time or repeat juvenile offenders. 

Considering the two release dispositions, we may observe that in 

more departments first-time offenders are more likely to receive 

outright release without an official report than are repeat 

offenders. Similarly, considering the court referral 

dispositions, we may observe that in more ~epartments first-time 

, , ' 
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offenders are far less likely to be referred with an accompanying 

detention request. 

As previously shown in Table 6, referral to an outside agency 

is considered to be less punishing than infgrmal probation~ 

Surprisingly, Table 7 shows that in more departments it is also 

less likely to be a disposition for first-time offenders. 

Forty-five percent of the respondents identify informal probation 

as a common disposition for first-time offenders, which compares 

to 23 percent of ~he respondents who identify outside agency 

'referral as more appropriate for first-time offenders. 

TABLE 7 

APPUCATION OF SEI..ECTED ARRES'I' DISPOSmONS 
FOR FIRSI' -TIME VERSUS REPEAT OFFENDms 

(PERCENT OF RESPONSE) 

--.....---;-
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TABLE 8 

EQUAL 'IREA.'IMENT RJR. FIRST-TIME .AND REPEAT 
OFFENDERS RJR. SELECTED CRIMES 

(PERCENT OF RESPONSE) 

DIFFPRENT ~ 
'IREA'lMENT 'IREA'IMENT 

Truancy 63.0 37.0 

Malicious mischief 65.0 35.0 

Marijuana use 56.9 43.1 

Joy riding 45.0 55.0 

Assaul t and battery 36.0 64.0 

Anted robbery 31. 7 68.3 

Table 8 also addresses the issue of differential treatment 

for first-time and repeat offenders. Here, the dispositional 

treatments of these two categories of juvenile offenders are 

t compared for a list of six types of offenses. From this table we 

may conclude that as offense seriousness increases, disparity in 

the treatment of first-time and repeat offenders decreases. This 

conclusion is consistent with the finding previously reported in 

connection with Figure 1, the ranked list of factors generally 

considered during dispositional decisionmaking. Notice that in 

Table 8, differential treatment for truants is predicted by over 

60 percent of the respondents. In contrast, only 36 p.rcent would· 

predict differential treatment for first-time offenders accused 

of assault and battery. Thirty-one percen\ of the respondents 

predict di,fferential treatment for the more serious offense, 

(i 
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armed robbery. For crimes as 

differential treatment may be 
serious as this, the prediction of 

based on the expectation of 
enhanced punishment for the repeat 

offender, rather than lenient 
treatment for the'first-time juvenile offender. 
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DEPARTMENT DIFFERENCES IN THE APPLICATION OF JUVENILE 

DISPOSITIONS 

As illustrated in Table 9, the dispoiition most often 

reported to be commonly used for police departments of all sizes 

and structures is release with official report, followed by court 

referral without a detention request. It can be observed from 

this table that departments with formal or centralized juvenile 

units or departments with a fUll-time juvenile officer appear to 

utilize the court dispositions request more readily than the 

smaller, less specialized departments. Perhaps the most notable 

differentially used disposition is referral to an outside agency~ 

Release only 
I 

Release with 
report 

Referral to 
agency 

Informal 
probation 

To court without 
detention 

To court with 
detention 

". ,. 
~ ...... ;:- ... ~~~ -~-,~., .,..>~"" ....... -

TABLE 9 

DISPOSITIONS COMMONLY USED 
BY DEPARTMENTAL STRUCTURE 

NO PART TIME FULL TIME 
JUVENILE JUVENILE JUVENILE 

OFFICER OFFICER OFFICER 
OR UNIT 

70.6 60.4 69.8 

86.6 90.7 87.8 

44.3 53.1 71.4 

53.2 51.4 46.7 

71.8 66.7 74.4 

45.5 48.1 46.2 

LOCAL OR 
CENTRAL 

JUVENILE 
UNIT 

65.2 

87.0 

71.3 

58 ~ 6. 

84.2 

59.8 

. 
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From the two categories of less specialized departments, 44.3 and 

53.1 percent of the respondents report this disposition to be 

commonly used, w/hile respondents ftom the larger and more 

specialized dep:lartments reported common use at a significantly 

higher rate, 71.4 and 71.3 percent. More frequent common use of 

referral to outside agencies by larger departments may have 

several explan:lations: (1) an indication that juvenile units or 

larger departments make a conscious effort to divert youngsters 

away from the formal justice system or, (2) it may reflect a lack 

'of available I': ommuni ty based options for police in the smaller 

departments. i 

TABLE 10 

PONISEfENT srAIDS OF SELEC'I'.ED DIsrosmONS 
BY DEPAR'lMENT.AL Sl'RIJC'IURE 

~. PART-TIME FULL-TIME 
JU\lT:NILE JUVENILE JUVENILE 

OFFICER OFFICER OFFICER 
OR UNIT 

Release only 2.1 3.7 2.3 

Release with 25.9 
report 

29.6 20.5 

Referral to 50.0 50.0 41.9 
agency 

Informal 62.9 75.0 67.4 
probation 

To court without 80.0 72.Z 60.5 
detention 

To court with 95.9 92.6 88.1 
detention 

LOCAL OR 
CEN'rnAL 

JUVENILE 
UNIT TOTAL 

3.1 2.6 

Z1.Z Z4.4 

35.7 44.7 

62.1 ·65.Z 

68e4 72.9 

89.2 9Z.5 
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Table 10 displays a range of arrest dispositions and the 

respondent's opinion about whether or not each disposition 

constitutes punishment. While all types of departments view 

these dispositions as an ordered scale of severity, there are 

some interesting differences between the structure of the 

department and percent of respondents who view referral to 

outside agency and the court referral options as punishment. In 

each case, presence of juvenile units is associated with lower 

assessment of punishment. For the referral to outside agency 

option in particular, 50 percent' of the smaller departments as 

opp()sed to 41.9 and 35.7 of the respondents from larger 

d~pa~tments consider this disposition to be a form of punishment. 

This is an interesting finding in light of the fact that these 

laq,er departments responded that they utilized this type of 

disposition more commonly than th~ smaller departments. 

Tables 11a, b, and c display the differential use of 

available dispositions for first-time and repeat offenders by the 

structure of the department. 

As can be noted from Table lla, the overwhelming majority of 

respondents from all types of departments employ release only 

more frequently for the first-time offender. as opposed to the 

repeat offender. As can be observed from this table, while an 

average 11.2 percent of the respondents replied that they used 

release with official report more frequently for repeat 

offen~ers, only 8.7 and 7.4 percent of the respondents from the 

• smaller, less specialized departments replied that they used this 

disposition more frequently for the repeat offender. 
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TABLE lla 

DIFFERENTIAL 'IREA.'lMENT FOR 
FIRST -TIME VERSUS REPEAT OFFENDBtS 

BY DEPARTMEN'IAL SIRUC'IURE 

RELEASE ONLY: 

First G time 
offender 

Repeat 
offender 

No difference 

RELEASE WITH 
OFFICIAL REPORT: 

First-time 
offender 

Repeat 
offender 

No difference 

ro 
JUVENILE 
OFFIcm 
OR UNIT 

90.8 

0.7 

8.5 

58.0 

8.7 

32.6 

PART-TIME FULL-TIME 
JUVENILE JUVENILE 

OFFICER OFFICER 

87.3 92.9 

0.0 0.0 

12.7 7.1 

63.0 50.0 

7.4 14.3 

29.6 35.7 

LOCAL OR 
CEN'IRAL 

JUVENILE 
UNIT 

90.7 

0.0 

9.3 

55.7 

15.5 

28.9 

65 

TOTAL 

90.4 

0.3 

9.3 

57.1 

11.2 

31.4 
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!ABLE lIb 

DIFFERENrIAL 1REA.'IMEN'1' FOR 
FIRST-TIME VERSOS REPEAT OFFENDatS 

BY DEPAR'IMENTAL Sl'RUC'IURE 

m PART-TIME FULL-TIME LOCAL OR 
JUVENILE JUVENILE JUVENILE CENTRAL 

OFFICER OFFICER OFFIcm JUVENILE 
CR UNIT UNIT 'IOT.AL 

REFERRAL TO 
arrsms AGENCY: 

First 5 time 
offender 

15.4 16.7 23.8 37.6 23.5 

Repeat 
offender 

32.3 35.2 38.1 30.7 33.0 

No difference 51.5 48.1 38.1 31.7 43.1 
INFCRMAL 
PROBATION: 

First-time 
offender 

44.8 52.2 45.7 46.3 46.6 

Repeat 21.6 21.7 22.9 28.8 23.8 offender 

No difference 32.8 26.1 31.4 23.8 28.9 

From Table 11b we can observe the most significant variation 

in the use of differential treatment for first-time and repeat 

offenders. Less specialized departments a.re more likely to use 

referral to outside agency equa,lly for these two types of 

offenders, 51.5 and 58.1 percent of the time as opposed to 38.1 

and 31.7 percent of the time for the more specialized 

departments. 
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TABLE llc 

DIFFER.ENTIAL TREA:lM.CNT FOR 
FIRST-TIME ves-US REPEAT OFFENDrRS 

BY DEPAR'IMENTAL SffiUC'ItJRE 

m PART-TIME FULL-TIME LOCAL OR 
JOVENILE JLTVENILE JUVENILE CEN'IRAL OFFICER OFFICER OFFIcm JUVENILE 

OR UNIT UNIT 

TO COURT WI'!HJUT 
DEI'EN'I'ION REQU51': 

First-time 23.2 23.6 19.0 19.4 21.6 offender 

Repeat 39.1 36.4 45.2 53.4- 43.8 offender 

No differen<::e 37.7 40.0 35.7 27.2 34.6 
TO COURT WI'lH 
DETENTION REQJEST:. 

First-time 1.4 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.,9 offender 

Repeat 84.1 82.1 87.8 93.9 87.l offender 

No difference 14.5 16.1 12.2 6.1 12.0 

Table llc illustrates the differential/e~ual application of 

the requested court sanctions for first-time and repea~ 

offenders. As can be observed, for all types of departments 

these dispOSitions are more likely to be applied to the, repeat 

offender. However,the more specialized departments seem to be 

less inClined to use these court d~spositions for a first-time 
offender . 
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TABLE 12 

DIFFERJNrlA.L TREA'IMENT FOR SELECTED OFFENSES 
BY DE? AR'IMENTAL SI'RUC'IURE 

(PERCENr AFFIRMATIVE) 

Truancy 

Malicious mischief 

Marijuana use 

Jay 'riding 

:00 
JUVENILE 

OFFICER 
CR UNIT 

60.9 

64.6 

54.9 

41.3 

Assault and battery 34.3 

Armed robbery 32.2 

PART-TIME FUU.-1'IME LOCAL OR 
JUVENILE JUVe..'IL~ c:EN"mAL 
OFFI~ OFFICER JUVENILE 

75.9 

63.2 

52.6 

56.1 

28.6 

26.8 

52.3 

56.8 

54.5 

34.1 

43.2 

31.8 

UNIT 

63.6 

70.2 

63.1 

48.5 

39.4 

33.7 

TOTAL 

63.0 

65.0 

56.9 

45.0 

36.0 

31.7 

Examining selected offenses, Table 12 indicates for which 

types of offenses first-time and offenders are treated 

differentially. As, can be observed for each, type of offense, 

there is a consistency in the percentage of departments that 

indicated differential treatment. However, there is no clear 

pattern to suggest that these two types of offender will be 

handled in a different manner in departments which have a 

specialized juvenile Tlni t as, opposed to departments which do not. 
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TABLE 15a 

DIFFERENTIAL 'IREA'IMEN'I' OF FIRSI' -TIME VERSUS REPEAT OFFENDERS 
FOR SELECTED DISPOSITIONS, BY STATE 

(PERCEl\'!' OF APPLICATION) 

....... RELEASE ONLy..... . . . ... RELEASE WIm REPORT ... 
1ST TIME REPEAT ~ALLY 1ST TIME REPEAT EQUALLY 

, Arkansas, 100.0 
. 

, California 94.4 

Colorado 62.5 

Florida 88 .5 

Georgia 85.7 

Indiana 80.0 

Kentucky 88 .9 

Maine 71.8 

Michigan 91.7 

MissisSippi' 88.9 

Missouri 100.0 

Montana 100.0 

Nebraska 88.9 

New Hampshire 100.0 

New York 92.3 

Ohio 9Z.6 

Rhode Island 

Texas 

Washington 

, Wisconsin 

Total 

100.0 

85.2 

100.0 

94.7 

90.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

O~O 

0.0 

11.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

5.6 

37.5 

11.5 

14.3 

20.0 

11.1 

22.2 

8.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

11.1 

0.0 

7.7 

7.4, 

. 0.0 

14.8 

0.0 

5.3 

9.3 

f /, 
I-

57.1 

77.8 

57.1 

61.5 

50.0· 

57.1 

58.8 

87.5 

63.9 

50.0 

38.5 

66.7 

62.5 

66.7 

47.5 

53.6 

66.7 

39.3 

66.7 
" 

41.2 

57.1 

1\ 

14.3 

11.1 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

7.0 

11.8 

0.0 

5.6 

25.0 

23.1 

0.0 

12.5 

0.0 

15.0 

10.7 

0.0 

32.1 

0.0 

11.8 

11.2 

28.6 

11.1 

42.9 

34.6 

50.0 

35.7 

29.4 

12.5 

27.8 

25.0 

38.5 

33.3 

25.0 

33.3 

37.5 

35.7 

33.3 

28.6 

33.3 

47.1 

31.4 

(; 

_________________________________________ ~ ____________________________________________ r ________________ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ________ ~ ____ ~ ______________________ ___ 
....... _. ___ . __ ,lkll 
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TABLE lSb 

DIFFERENTIAL 'IREA'lMFNl' OF FIRSI' - TIME VERSUS REPEAT OF?J3NDERS 
FeR SELECTED DISPoSITIONS, BY STATE 

(PERCFNI' OF APPUCATION) 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Florida 

Georgia 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Maine 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New Hampshire 

New York 

Ohio' 

Rhode Island 

Texas 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

TOTAL 

REFERRAL 10 INFORMAL 
••••• OUTSIDE AGENCY....... • •••••••• PROBATION •••••••• 
1ST TIME REPEAT EQUALLY 1ST TIME REPEAT EQUALLY 

14.3 

36.1 

1Z~S 

ZO.O 

15.4 

23.1 

Z7.8. 

ZS.O 

24.3 

ZS~O 

41. 7 

0.0 

1Z.S 

0.0 

1Z.Z 

38.5 

28.6 

16.7 

33.3 

21.1 

ZZ.5 

28.6 

25.0 

2S.0 

20.0 

15.4 

46.2 

33.3 

25.0 

35.1 

37.5 

41.7 

0.0 

6Z.5 

50.0 

46.3 

23.1 

28.6 

.45.8 

0.0 

36.8 

57.1 

38.9 

62.5 

60.0 

69.Z 

30.8 

38.9 

50.0 . 

37.8 

37.5 

16.7 

100.0 

25.0 

50.0 

41.5 
<:y 

38:5 

42.9 

37.5 

66.7' 

42.1 

33.0 ;/ 43.1 
" 

)) 

... 

57.1 

50.0 

42.9 

60.0 

50.0 

66.7 

25.0 

37.5 

44.4 

62.5 

63.6 

0.0 

57.1 

33.3 

29.4 

68.0 

60.0 

19.2 

60.0 

53.3 

46.6 

0.0 

32.1 

14.3 

20.0 

0.0 

16.7 

37.5 

1Z.5 

Z2.2 

1Z.5 

18.,2 

0.0 

14 .• 3 

33.3 

32.4 

1Z.0 

20.0 

38~5 

40.0 

~~.3 

23.8 

42.9 

17.9 

42.9 

15.0 

50.0 

16.7 

37.5 

50.0 

29.6 

25.0 

18.2 

100.0 

28.6 

33.3 

38.Z 

20.0 

20.0 

4Z.3 

0.0 

13.3 

28.9 
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TABLE 15c 

DIFFEREm"IAL TREA'IMENT C~ FIRSI' -TIME VERSUS REPEAT OFFENDERS 
FOR SELEC'I'.ED DISPOSITIONS, BY STATE 

.(PERCrm OF APPLICATION) 

Arkansas 

California 

COlorado 

Florida 

Georgia 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Maine 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New Hampshire 

New York 

Ohio 

Rhode Island 

T~~ 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

10TAL 

10 COURT WITfDUT 
•••.••• • D.EI'El'rI'ION ••. .•.•• a • 

1ST TIME REPEAT EQUALLY 

42.9 

17.1 

12.5 

28.6 

33.3 

33.3 

18.8 

37.5 

19.4 

11.1 

21.4 

0.0 

25.0 

16.7 

15.0 

21.4 

14.3 

31.0 

0.0 

15.8 

21.6 

0.0 

54.3 

50.0 

32.1 

20.0 

40.0 

37.5 

50.0 

5Z.8 

66.7 

42.9 

66.7 

37.5 

50.0 

47.5 

32.1 

57.1 

44.8 

28.6 

57.9 

57.1 

28.6 

37.5 

39.3 

46.7 

26.7 

43.8 

12.5 

27.8 

2Z.,2 

35.7 

33.3 

37.5 

33.3 

37.5 

46.4 

28.6 

24.1 

71.4 

26.3 

43.8 ' 34.6 

0, 

o 

TO COURT WI1H 
• •••••••• D~ION •••••••• 
1ST TIME REPEAT EQUALLY 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.6 

7.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

12.5 

'0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

100.0 

93.9 

87.5 

89.3 

78.6 

86.7 

88.9 

88.9 

86.5 

87.5 

78.6 

66.7 

87.5 

100.0 

80.0 

89.3 

100.0 

83.3 

75.0 

94.1 

87.1 

0.0 

6.1 

1Z.5 

7.0 

14..3 

13.3 

11.1 

11.1 

13.5 

0.0 

21.4 

33.3 

lZ.5 

0.0 

20.0 

10.7 

0.0 

16.i 

25.0 

5.9 

lZ.0 
<oj 
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percent from Kentucky report that this dispostion would be most 

likely employed for a first-time offender. 

Table 15c shows a clear trend for the differential 

application of the referral to court with detention request for 

repeat offenders. Eighty-seven percent of the respondents stated 

that this disposition is more likely to be applied to the repeat 

offender. Referral to court without a detention request is not 

as likely to be used more frequently for the repeat offender 

since more than one-third of the respondents reported the equal 

application of this disposition. Seventy-one percent of the 

respondents from Washington report that they employ this 

disposition equally. This fact is particularly interesting when 

contrasted with the 25 percent reporting the equal application of 

the more severe referral to court with request for detention. 

This differential application of the court dispostion op~ions may 

be an indication of their serious offender legislation. 

Table 16 displays differential treatment for first-time 

versus repeat offenders for selected offenses by state. This 

table demonstrates that as crime seriousness increases the 

dispositional disparity decreases. State differences can be 

observed in this table. One hundred percent of the respondents 

from Washington and Nebraska report that for the offenses of 

assault and battery and armed robbery both first-time and repeat 

offenders are;treated equally. This finding is in contrast to 

the responses,' from police in the remaining states who report that 

differential treatment for these two types of offender exists 

even for the more serious offenses. It is interes'fing to note 

:t:". :.:~:;::.~:: ~~·;..:;;:=.~=""'I<"'.T'" <',~""",,,.~-~, <.~-... 
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TABLE 16 

DIFFERENTIAL 'IREA.1MENT FOR FIRST··TIME VERSUS REPEAT OFFENDERS 
FOR SELECTED OFFENSES BY STATE 

(pmCENT OF AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES) 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Florida 

Georgia 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Maine 

Michigan 

MiSSissippi 

Missour~ 

Montana : 

Nebraska 

New Hampshire 

New York 

Ohio 

Rhode Island 

Texas 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Total 

MALICIOUS MARIJUANA 
mUANCY MISCHIEF USE 

50.0 

57.1 

50.0 

55.6 

64.3 

60.0 

50.0 

28.6 

82.9 

55.6 

64.3 

100.0 

66.7 

50.0 

60.6 

86.7 

50.0 

67.7 

66.7 

44.4 

63.0 

66.7 

75.0 

55.6 

65.5 

64.3 

60.0 

66.7 

66.7 

63.9 

88.9 

78.6 

100.0 

66.7 

50.0 

59.5 

63.3 

62:5 

51.6 

63.6 

68.4 

65.0 

83.3 

74.3 

55.6 

58.6 

57.1 

33.3 

50.0 

77.8 

55.6 

77.8 

SO.O 

100.0 

11.1 

66.7 

59.5 

50.0 

62.5 

48.4 

63.6 

52.6 

56.9 

JOY ASSAULT ARMED 
RIDING BATTERY ROBBERY 

66.7 

57.1 

33.3 

48.3 

42.9 

26~7 

55.6 

55.6 

44.4 

44.4 

35.7 

66.7 

5S.6 

16.7 

43.2 

37.9 

37.S 

4S.2 

27.3 

52.6 

4S.0 

16.7 

54.3 

22.2 

44.8 

42.9 

26.7 

2.7.8 

33.3 

44.4 

66.7 

35.7 

33.3 

0.0 

50.0 

32.4 

27.6 

2S.0 

38.7 

0.0 

36.8 

36.0 

50.0 

37.1 

33.3 

37.9 

3S.7 

26.7 

44.4 

33.3 

27.8 

44.4 

35.7 . 

33.3 

0.0 

33.3 

29.7 

20.7 

12.S 

38.7 

0.0 

42.1 

37.1 
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that, with the exception of Washington, the other states which 

have passed serious offender legislation (California, Colorado, 

Florida, Indiana, Kentucky and New York) all report some degre~ 

of differential treatment for these offenses. 
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Conclusion 

One of the most striking findings from the police research is 

the contrast between the variety in the state statutes and the 

relative uniformity of the police practices across states. Our 

review of the statut~s indicates that while a number of states 

that have explicit requirements in the law for diversion, there 

are several states that make no mention of diversion. Yet this 

difference is not reflected in the data. When examining Table 

13, which indicates the percentage of respondents in each state 

that commonly use diversion, one fails to find any difference 

between the two group of states. It is not clear from the data 

that the inclusion of provisions in the statutes have led to an. 

increase use of diversion. 

Of course, the data may fail to reveal existing differences, 

but there are reasons to suspect that under certain conditions 

the legal codes may not be translated straightforwardly into 

practice. VanDusen (19S1) has argued that implementation is a 

function of the, amou~t of necessary resources avai1ap1e and the 

degree of consistency of the philosophy of the legislation with 

the beliefs and values of the practitioners. In the case of 

diversion legislation, the amount of di\~ersion that actually 

occurs will be a function of the availability of programs into 

which juveniles can be divertdd. Although legislation encouraging 

diversidn might stimulate the formation of diversion programs, 

factors outside the control of legiSlation determine the number 

of diversion programs available. Since most juvenile statutes 

permit law enforcement officers a great of deal of discretion, 

79 



E, 

the amount of diversion in a state wI'll al·so be d etermined by law 

enforcement's willingness to employ diversion. These two factors 

may work relatively independently of the states' recognition of 

diversion in their statutes and may have t' a grea er 1mpact on 

actual police practice. 

A second example of a discrepancy between differences in 

state legislation and in police practices across states o,ccurs 

the case of Arkansas. Unlike other states, their legislation 

in , 

appears to mandate formal entry into the court system whenever a 

youth is contacted. This apparently precludes the use of release 

with no official report as a dispo~rtion. Yet departments in 

this state frequently report that they commonly use this 

disposition. The demands of police work with juveniles make very 

practical a disposition of release with no official report. It 

is likely that Arkansas' use of this dispOS1"t1"on l"S a response to 

pressures on the law enforcement system. 

The homogeneity of police practices across states is not 

matched by homogen~ity within states. There is a variety of 

responses to many of the questionnair~ items. It seems likely 

that muc~~of the difference between departments is a function of 

community and organizational constraints within which the 

agencies operate. 

Another str iking finding is the frequency with whi,ch 

respondents failed to see their options in handlin.go the youths as 

comprising forms of punishment. Only when 'one examines court 

referral wi th detention do the respondents approach agreemerlt 

that the disposition is a form of pun-1"shment. E ' h' ven 1n t 1S case, 

il 
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ten per cent of the respondents did not consider it punishment. 

In addition, it is the larger agencies processing more juveniles 

that more consistently see their disposition options as 

non-punishing. If officers do not see what they do as 

punish~ent, it is likely that they communicate this to the 

juveniles that they process. The net effect may be that the 

police may undermine the ~~errent effect of their encounters 

with juveniles .. 

A final striking finding is the prevalence of differential 
'. 

treatment of first-time offenders. Despite the absence of 

explicit legislat~ve directives to treat first-time offenders 
. ' 

differently from repeat offenders in the great majority of cases, 

first-time offenders are generally treated more leniently than 

repeat offenders. Thirty per cent of the agencies reported 

differential treatment for first-time offenders even in, the case 

of armed robbery. A great many departments gone so far as to 

formulate such policies explicitly. 

There is, however, an interesting exception to this pattern. 

Informal probation is seen more frequently as punitive than 

diversion to outside agencies, yet in a greater percentage of 

agencies it is used more frequently with first-time offenders. 

The data suggest that in some cases agencies use informal 

probation to provide a somewhat harsher response to juvenilels who 

are at the beginning of their involvement with the police. 

In conclusion, t~he relation between a state's statutes and 

police practices is not straightforward. Information about the 

communi ty a~.~ organizational factors might be more predictive of 

() 

."TO ,,'" 
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practice. On the other hand, the imprecise fit between statutes 

and practice is in part a reflection of police discretion. And 

it is the existence of discretion that provides the potential for 

the design of police practices responsive to the characteristics 

of juveniles, especially when they are being contacted by the 

police for the first time. 
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REFERENCE NOTES FOR PART 2 ---
(1) The numbers in all tables are 

nearest hund~edth. rounded to the 

(2) See Green, 1964; Hagan, 1974 
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; and Tiffany, 1975. 
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, Department Name. ____________________________ __ o D o 

t 

Cl 2 3 
Station~ __________________________________ __ 

Name and Title. ____________________________ __ 

PLEASE DISREGARD THE BOXES ON THE RIGHT SIDE OF ALL PAGES 

The following brief questionnaire about the handling of juvenile cases should take ap-
p.roximately thirty minutes to complete. Please recall that it is being sent to juris­
dictions across the country. Since terminology varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, 
some of the terms may be unfamiliar to you. Please take this into consideration and an­
swer the questions as well as possible. Whenever an alternative answer does not apply to 

tyour particular department, put NA ou the line provided. Thank you for your cooperation. 

For the purposes of the questionnaire "contact" is defined as an officer's encounter with 
a juvenile for a possible infraction; this mayor may not lead to a formal arrest. 

f Structure of Department 

1) Are you either a full or part-time juvenile officer? 

2) 

Yes ---
no ---

If yes, how long have you worked in that capacity? 

Years ---
Which one of the following five statements best 
describes the way your department h~dles juvenile 
wo:r:k? 

no juvenile specialization ----
sworn officer(s) assigned part-time to juveniles ---
a full-time juvenile officer, but no formal unit ----
a full-time formal juvenile unit ----
a central juvenile unit, but with juvenile units 

---also in outlying precincts 

D 
C5 

D D 
C6 C7 

D 
C8 

3) In your station, how many of the follOwing are employed? 

juvenile officers ---
---other sworn personnel 

4) Approximately what percent of the initial juvenile con­
tacts are made by each of the following? 

5) 

---% by full-time juvenile officers 

---% by part-time juvenile officers 

---% by patrol officers 

____ % by others, please specify ____________________ ___ 

100% contacted 

Once a juvenile is taken into custody, who processes 
him? If more than one person is involved in the pro­
cessing, place a 1 before the person who handles the 
juvenile first; 1 before the person who handles the 
juvenile second, etc. 

____ ~patrol officer 

____ juvenile officer 

probation officer ---
___ juvenile intake officer 

court intake officer ---
_____ if other, please specify ________________________ __ 

1::1 
~ •• I In questions 6 and 7 we are interested in determining your 
r .. } station's juvenile caseload. 

6) 

. I· 

During an average month, approximately how many juveniles 
are contacted by: 

juvenile officers -_ ..... 
----oth<ar sworn personnel 

o 
C9 

D 
Cl3 

D 
C17 

61 
Q 
61 

-DL&!. 

D 0 0 
CIO Cll Cl2 

D D 0 
C14 C1S C16 

0 D 
C18 C19 

Q bJ 
bJ bJ 
Q D 

C28 

o 
C36 

D 
C37 

o o o 
C38 . C39 C40 



7) During an average month, approximately how many juve-
niles are taken into custody by: 

juvenile officers 

other sworn personnel 

, Juvenile Dispositions 

8) Please indicate which of the following juvenile dispo­
sitions are available to juvenile officers and how 
frequently they are used. If available and, commonly 
used, please place the letter C in the space provided. 
If available but seldom used, please place the letter 
~ in the space provided. If unavailable please place 
a U in the space provided. 

_____ release, with no additional action 

_____ ~elease accompanied by official report 

_____ referral to outside agencies, public or private 

___ informal probation' 

_____ referral to juvenile court without detention re­
quest 

_____ referral to juvenile court with detention request 

____ ~other, please specify __________________________ _ 

. . , 
• • • > •• ~;.~~:::_- ,.;-:::_;:;::::::..:r.r,." .... .;:.:-::,";:a.=.,.r'..:~,::".,.,.,.-''''"_'''''' __ . -" .• "-->-_. - -_ •. 

D 
C4l 

D 
C44 

D 0 i 
C42 C43 t 

D 0 
r 
l 

~ C45 C46 

D C4.7 

DC48 :1 

DC49 i 
it 

Dcso 
:! 

j 
DCSl I 
DC52 I 
DCS3 

'~ 

., 
., 

j 

• 

9) Which of the following are important in choosing among 
dispositions? RANK ORDER those that apply. Mark NA 
where "not appropriate." Please place 1 next to the 
most important, 1 next to the second most important, 
etc. Use each ,number only ~. 

10) 

_____ age of juvenile 

____ sex of juvenile 

seriousness of offense ----
___ attitude of juvenile 

___ attitude of parents 

____ JPrior record 

____ whether home environment of 1".!"1enile is helpful 

____ ~admissibility of evidence 

_____ other, please specify ____________________________ __ 

Which of the following dispositions do you consider a 
form of punisbment? Place a P before those you consider 
punisbment and a ~ before those you do not. 

___ release, with no additional action 

__ . __ release accompanied by official report describing 
encounter with juveniles 

____ ~referral to outside agencies, public or private 

_____ informal probation 

o C54 

DC56 

DC58 

DC60 

DC62 

DC64 

DC66 

DC68 

DC70 

DC72 

DC73 

DC74 

DC75 

0 
0 
0 
I~ 

[J 
0 
.0 
0 
0 

___ referral to juvenile court without detention request 0 
C76 

____ referral to juvenile court with detention request 

_____ other, please specify ______________________ o ______ __ 

. .'.-
---:-----.~'~-:;:--::;::-~~~~~..,,~.~~'...,~~- ~ <, ~ •• ~~.- ••• 

.... ~ 

DC77 

DC78 

o C79 Blank 

WC80 

" 

C55 

C57 

C59 

C61 

C63 

C65 

C67 

C69 

cn 
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11) In your department, all other things being equal, for 

which type of juvenile is a more severe disposition 
more likely? 

). younger 

___ older 

_____ no prior record 

_____ prior record 

First-Time JU't'enile Offenders 

Je want; to know whether or not you handJ e first~t:ime juvenile 
offenders differently from repeat juvenile offenders. 

12) Generally speaking, in comparison with repeat offenders, 
bow frequently are the following dispositions used for 

I first offenders. Please plac~ the letter F before those 
dispositions used more frequently for first-time offen­
ders; put the letter R before those Used more frequently 
for repeat offenders;-and put the letter! before those 
the.t are used equally. 

t, Note: 

F= First-time Offender 
R= Repeat Offender 
E= Equally applied 

___ release, with no additional action 

_____ release accompanied by official report aescribing 
encounter w.:l.tb juveniles 

_____ referral to outside agencies, public or private 

_____ informal probation 

___ referral to juvenile court w.:l.tbout detention re­
quest 

___ referral to juvenile court with detention request 

_____ other, please specify ____________________________ __ 

DC5 

DC6 

DC7 

DCB 
DC9 
DClo 

DCII 

DCl2 

o Cl3 

13) 

14) 

We are ~nte:este~ in kno~-ng for which type of offenses 
first-t~e Juve~le offenders are treated differently 
from repeat juvenile offenders. Please check the offen­
~es for which first-time juvenile offenders and repeat 
Juvenile offenders are likely to be treated differently: 

___ truancy 

____ ~malicious mischief 

____ ~marijuana use 

____ j oy rir.iing 

__ assault/battery 

_____ armed robbery 

.,-.... 

Are there any statutes or codes in your~tate that speci­
fically f:pply to treatment of first-time juvenile offen­
ders as opposed to rep~t juvenile offenders? 

___ Yes 

No-----
If yes~ please describe what it requires for first-time 
juvenile offenders as opposed to repeat juvenile offenders. 

If you happen to know the name of the statute or code, 
cite it ~ere. 

o C14 

OC15 

o CI6 

o Cl7 

OCl8 

OCl9 

OC20 

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

-. 



15) 

) 

16) 

Are thel':e any case decisions from your state or local 
courts i.:hat specifically apply to the handling of first­
time jt.1venile offenders as opposed to repeat juvenile 
offende:rs? 

Ytas ---
No --

If yes, please describe what it requires for first-time 
juvenile offenders as opposed' to repeat juvenile offen­
ders. 

If you happen to know the name of the case decision, 
please cite it here. 

Are there aay policies of police, court or prosecution 
that specifically apply to first-time juvenile offen­
ders as opposed to repeat juvenile offenders? 

___ Yes 

No ---
,I~ yes, please describe what it requires for first-time 
juvenile offenders as opposed to repeat juvenile offen­
ders. 

De21 

De22 

-'. ' !
:. : 
f 

I 

~ 1 I 

',I 
I 

iJ 
,j 

i1 
'I 

17) 

r 

Would you please describe the typical sequence of events 
in the processing of a juvenile for the follow2ng two of­
fenses. Please include who interacts with the juvcu1le, 
where he is kept during the processing and the various 
stages involved in the processing. 

petty theft 

armed robbery 

-= 
-. 
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Abstract 

This research tests the hypothesis that delinquent$ who desist 

from further delinquent acts following their first justice system 

contact may be different from recidivistic juvenile offenders on some 

biological, psychological, or social variables. If these variables 

discriminate the one-time offender from the the non-offender 

prospectively (before onset of delinquent behavior) we may propose 

that the variables predispose the one-time offender to be more 

sensitive than the recidivist to the deterrent effects of negative 

sanctions applied by the justice sys~em. 

Study 1 used a birth cohort of 4,267 Danish males to examine the 

relationship of perinatal factors to the one-time offend~r recidivist 

dichotomy. We hypothesized that one-time offenders would have 

suffered more perinatal complications than recidivists, because 

perinatal complications have been shown to relate positively to 

autonomic nervous system CANS) sensitivity, and ANS sensitivity may 

predispose children to be susceptible to the deterrent effects of 

punishment. Results did not disconfirm this hypothesis. In addition, 

analyses of constructed scales reflecting motor development and size 

development by one year of age showed that the one-time offender is 

both smaller and more precocious in development of motor skills during 

early childhood than are both non-offenders and recidivists. 

Using a subset of 129 males from the Danish birth cohort, SStudy 2 

examined the differences between one-time and recidivist offenders on 

a number of variables measured during preadolescence. Family status, 

J sch001 adjustment, IQ, empathic ability, neurological status, EEG 

measures of eNS activity, and skin conductance measures of ANS r 
i 

'. 
\ 

. ;, I 

responsiveness were considered. One-time offenders were significantly 

different from recidivists in family status, school adjustment, WISe 

verbal IQ, WISe full IQ, Feffer Empathy, and one subtest of the 

neurological examination. It is also noted that the one-time 

offenders scored "better" on family status, school adjustment and 

empathy, and had more neurological abnormalities than did non­

offenders, as well as ~'ccidivists. A regressiori model constructed of 

these variables yielded significant R of .48, but replication may 

reduce this R value. 

In terms of our original hypothesis, the results of Study 1 and 

Study 2 suggest that an individual who desists fr6m delinquent 

behaviol' after one justice system contact shows more evidence of 

characteristics associated with sanction sensitivity than both the 

recidivistic offender and the non-offender. The report culminates 

with suggestions for future investigation, including replicatio~ of 

the present results and examination of the interactions between 

biolo~ical and social variables in producing sanction sensitivity. 

~---

__ ~ ill 
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Analyses of Two Danish Data Sets 

Introduction 

Most researchers are of the opinion that the juvenile justice 

system's sanctions are not effective in controlling crime. They 

point out that 50% of initial offenders go on to commit addi­

tional offenses. From the same data, however, it could also be 

hypothesized that the juvenile justice system's sanctions are 

actually quite effective; after all, one might assert, 50% of 

offen~ers are so affected by initial justice system sanctioning 

tha~ they desist from additional offenses. It could be instruc-
/-

tive to consider ways in which the' assertion that the justice 

system works relatively effectively might be put to empirical 

test. If we assume, for the moment, that the 50% 'of first offen­

ders who go on to r·emain offense-free! are being responsive to 

interventions by the justice system, what mechanisms might we 

posit for this effectiveness? Assuming (for the purpose of dis­

cussion) a rather even-handed application of the justice system 

to first-time delinquents, the reasons that half of the first­

time delinquents desist from further illegal activity may lie 

with characteristics they share or the interaction of such char­

acteristics with the behavior of the justice system. Delinquents 

who are deterred from further offending after an in~tial encoun­

ter with the justice system may bring to the encounter so~e early 

experiences or personal characteristics which render them more 

sensitive to the negative ~anctions applied by the justice system 

than are similarly treated delinquents who continue to offend. 

PAGE 2 

One approach to examining our "assertion" is to compare 

one-time offenders with recidivists on variables theoretically 

related to sens~tivity to sanctions. It is necessary that such 

characteristics be assessed prior to the delinquents' initial 

encounter with the justice system. When differences are found 

between one-time offenders and recidivistic offenders on varia-

bles assessed after the subjects' arrests we cannot rule out the 

possibility that such differences have resulted from dissimilar 

amounts of contact with the justice system~ In the context of 

two prospective longitudinal studies of Danish birth cohorts we 

were able to hypothesize certain subject characteristics that 

migbt make it more likely that delinquent subjec~s will be 

impacted by the actions of the justice system. This report com­

pares, on a number of these variables, delinquents who offended 

only once with delinquents who reoffe~ded. The relative status 

on these variables of a third group, non-offenders, is also pre­

sented for purpo~es of comparison with the two delinquent groups. 

Two studies will be separate~y descr~bed in this report. 

Study 1 examines the differences between one-time offenders, 

recidivists, and non-offenders on some variables from early 

childhood. Study 2 investigates differences between these groups 

on a number of var iables which we.re assessed in early adoles­

cence. Within the Methods sections of both studies, brief ratio­

nales explaining our interest in (and hypotheses about) each 

variable will precede description of the procedures used in ~ea-

\\ suring the variable. The report cUlminates in a joint'discussion 

of the conclusioris and implications from the two studies. 
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study 1: Variables From Birth and Early Childhood 

METHOD 

Subjects. In 1959 a prospective longitudinal study began 

which included all 9,125 irifants delivered between September 1, 

1959 and December 31, 1961 at the University Eospital (Rigshospi-

talet) in Copenhagen, Denmark (Zachau-Christiansen and Ross, 

1975). Extensive data were recorded concerning the prenatal 

social and health status of the subjects' mothers, the birth pro-

cess, and physical and neurological status of the subjects. 

Because of the special facilities available at Riqshospitalet, 

and because of its location in the center of the city, the moth-

ers of subjects in the cohort were more often referred to the 

hospital for problem pregnancies, were of lower social class and 

more often unmarried than the general! population of Danish moth­

ers. Delinquency is relatively rare among the female offspring 

of the cohort~ the present study includes only the 4,267 male 

live births. This study reports on the relationships between 

perinatal measures recorded in the period from 1959 to 1962 and 

registered delinquency assessed in 1978. 

Variables. The following variables were used in Study 1. 

a. Delinquency. The number of dates recorded in the Danish 

National Police Register upon which each subject was ch~rged with 

an offense serves as the measure of delinquency. There is no 

juvenile justice system in Denmark, and official recording of 

offenses begins at the fifteenth birthday. In addition to the 

PAGE 4 

date of each violation, the paragraph of Danish law which was 

violated 

offense. 

is recorded, allowing for classification by types of 

Subje~ts were categorized by whether they had no record 

of offenses, a record of only one offense or a re d f t , cor 0 wo or 
more offenses. Only subjects who had spent at least six months 

offense-free between their single offense and the time of data 

collection were included in the one-time offender group. This 

criterion assured that the juveniles included in the one-time 

offender group had experienced sufficient time in which to reof­

fend. 

b. Perinatal factors. 

£.1. Rationale for study. Neurological problems have been 

reported to be more f~equent among delinquents than non-delin­

quents in some studies (Thompson, 1953, 1961~ Stott, 1969). It 

has 

cal 

been suggested that the relationsrip found between neurologi­

dysfunction and delinqu~ncy may be the result of impaired 

capacity for modulation and control of behavior by the brain 

(White, 1964). Perinatal l' , . comp lcatlons can be an important 

source of neurological dysfunction (Stott, 1962), and retrospec-

tive studies exist Whl'ch h f d ave oun delinquents to have suffered 

more pregnancy and birth co l' t' mp lca Ions (PBC) than non-delinquents 

(Pasamanick and Knobloch, 1960, 1966~ Drillien, 1964). It should 

also be noted that no PBC/dell'nquency relationship was found in a 

1954 study by Pasamanick. There are implications from a 

PBC/neurological dysfunction/~elinquency hypothesis for the one-

time offender. If PBC-induced neurological dysfunctions impair 
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the brain's capacity for modulating behavior, including responses 

to justice system actions, we might expect recidivistic offenders 

to have more PBC's in their perinatal histories than one-time 

offenders, whose response to correction is more appropriate. 

An opposing hypothesis, that one-time offenders have experi-

enced more PBCs than recidivists, is also possible. In earlier 

studies, Mednick (1970) has noted a positive relationship between 

number and severity of PBCs and level of autonomic nervous system 

(ANS) responsiveness. Level of ANS responsiveness has been shown 

very reliably to predict to, and be positively associated with, 

law abiding behavior. A theory has been proposed that links spe­

cific aspects of ANS responsiveness with aptitude to learn inhi­

bition of antisocial behavior (Mednick, 1977). Those with high 

levels of ANS responsiveness have an aptitude for learning to 

avoid antisocial behavior if they rec~ive contingent punishment 

(from parents, peers, or the criminal justice system) for such 

acts. We may predict that those with higher levels' of PBCs would 

have more responsive ANSs, be more affected by official sanc­

tions, and be more likely to desist from delinquent behavior fol-
\\ 

lowing a single contact with the juvenile justice system. 

b.~. Perinatal item variables. A total of 1,734 items were 

recorded for each subject in the course of documenting the 

parents' social and civil status, maternal reproductive history, 

maternal health and prenatal care, pregnancy and delivery compli­

cations and procedures, infant's condition at birth, results of 

physical and neurological examinations at one day and five days 

" 
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of age, medical care, accidents and illnesses experienced during 

the first year, and physical, neurological, and motor development 

status at one year of age. 

b.3. Perinatal Composite Scores. In order to reduce these 

data to a more manageable group of variables, 8 sets of symptom 

composite scores were developed with the collaboration of Ameri-

can and Danish obstetricians and pediatric neurologists. Each 

set includes three scores. A "frequency" score is a count of the 

number of problem'symptoms noted. The "problem of highest sever­

ity" score provides a measure of the magnitude of the subjects' 

most severe symptom. Values for this second score ranged from 1 

(denoting mild level of severity) to 5 (denoting serious level of 

severity). Third, the "weighted score" for each scale was calcu-

lated accounting for severity of the symptom noted. Each symptom 

was given points for severity ranging'from 1 to 5 and these 

points were added for all symptoms to give a score for each sub­

ject. The eight sets of three composite scores are labelled: 

--predisposing factors 
--pregnancy complications 
--delivery complications 
--neonatal physical status 
--neonatal peurological status 
--one-year physical status 
--one-year neurological status 
--one year motor development status 

These sets of composite scores have been used in previous 

research (Mednick, Mura, Schulsinger, and Mednick, 1971~ Mednick, 

. 1977). See Appendix A for a description of these scores. 

- ~~~------'------
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RESULTS 

Perinatal Composite Scores. Table 1 shows the mean perina-

tal composite scores for boys having zero, one or more than one 

offense date. Only those scores are reported for which analysis 

of variance.yielded Fs significant beyond the .01 criterion. The 

Pr~disposing Factors score primarily reflects the mother's social 

conditions prior to onset of the pregnancy. The mothers of reci-

divists experienced a greater mean ~umber of these adverse condi-

tions than did mothers of one-time offenders, who in turn experi­

enced more predisposing factors than did mothers of 

non-offenders. Results for all remaining scales indicate' that 

birth, neonatal status, and status at one year of age were rela-

tively less stressful for recidivists than for one-time offen-

ders, who had experienced fewer of these early difficulties than 

the non-offender group. 

Confounding variables. The possibility was investigated 

that confounds might exist in these results from certain varia-

bles known to relate to delinquency. Because of the nature of 

Rigshospitalet policy, a relatively large proportion of the moth­

ers in the cohort were unmarried at the time of their pregnan-

cies. The unmarried mothers were somewhat more likely to be 

young, and to have delinquent sons, than the married mothers of 

the cohort. Age of mother is positively related to perinatal 

problems in this cohort. It was possible that the relatively 

positive perinatal status found among the delinquent groups was 

partly the result of the youth of these unmarried mothers. Ana-

\, .. ,." 
" 

ji: 1" 
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~~. 
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lyses of variance were performed for the perinatal composite 

scores controlling for effects of the mother's 
age. All differ-

ences shown in Table 1 remained significant (p 
.01) . 

Because the Predisposing Factors Score represents a number of 

items concerning the social environment of the mother, we 

inquired to what extent Predisposing Factors scores were related 

to the perinatal composite Scores shown in Table 1. 
No signifi-

cant Pearson correlations between Predisposing Factors and these 

variables were obtained. 

Finally, it was proposed that some number of individuals may 

have been handicapped by perinatal damage to the extent that they 

were physically unable to engage in delinque~t acts, therefore 

inflating the amount of perinatal t 
symp omatology reported for the 

non-offender groups. All boys (N 
, , 

= 112) were identified whose 

perinatal histories included record -
OL symptoms, diseases, or 

perinatal injury judged by Mednick to be, 
severe enough that del-

inquent involvement would be imp,~obable. Wh h 
~ en t ese subjects 

were excluded from analyses, all differences reported in Table 1 

remained significant. 

-------------------------
Insert Table 1 about here 
-------------------------

Individual ~ analysis. We wished to determine which of 

the original individual perinatal items were contributing to the 

differences found for the groups on the composite scores listed 

in Table 1. 
The individual perinatal items which had composed 

the composite scores for Predisposing Factors, Delivery Condi-
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tions, Neonatal Physical Exam, Neonatal Neurological Exam, One­

Year Neurological Exam, and One-Year Motor Development were 

selected for chi square analysis across the three subject groups. 

Fifty-two of these items yielded chi square values significant 

beyond the .01 alpha level. (See Appendix B for a list of these 

items.) Factor analysis of these items was attempted, but dis­

tribution problems made such an approach fruitless. This lack of 

success matches an earlier experience with these same data (B. 

Mednick, in press) . 

Constructed perinatal scales. As an alternative approach, 

two scales were constrticted which represent rate of motor devel-

opment and size development assessed at one year. Scale con­

struction was conducted using one randomly selected half of the 

subjects, and cross validation was conducted with the remaining 

subjects. Items judged to represent physical development were 

selected from the large pool on a rational basis, and then sub­

jected to an item analysis which attempted to maximize coeffi­

cient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) by emphasizing biserial correlations 

between items and scale totals. This analysis allowed us to drop 

i~ems from the scales which did not maximize alpha. The final 

scale for rate of motor development includes the months at which 

each subject began to sLt up, crawl, stand, and walk. The size 

development scale consist.s- of weight, height, chest circumfer­

ence, and number of teeth present at the time of the one-year 

examination. For the f.our-item motor development scale, Cron­

bach's coefficient alpha, a measure of the internal consistency 
< :: '1 

'1 

,)-
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(reliability) of the scale, was .7~. F th . 

~ or e Slze development 

scale, with four items, alpha was Is 74 a o. . The scale scores 

were standardized, with ~ mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 

1, so that group means reflect group deviation from the popula-

tion mean. Group me d 1 ans an resu ts of analyses of variance for 

these two scales are presented in Table 2. (Scale construction 

and analysis of variance were successfully replicated using the 

remaining half of the sample. Results presented in Table 2 are 

from the initial analyses). !or the measure of development in 

size during the first year, the one-time offenders were smaller 

on the average than the non-offenders. Recidivists were the 

group most greatly developed in size by age 1. Means for motor 

development show that the one-time offender displayed motor 

skills such as crawling, sitting, standing, and walking a good 

deal earlier in their first years thah did recidivists and non­

offenders. Thus, the average future one-time offender seems to 

be both smaller and more precocieus in meter 'behavior during 

early childheed than are the average future nen-effenders and 

recidivists. 

The scales .of meter and size develepment were submitted te 

discriminant analysis .of the ene-time .offender and recidivist 

.offender greups. This attempt yielded a 49% errer rate in dis­

criminatien, suggesting that these variables are net .of practical 

significance in prediciting which individuals will desist frem 

further delinquent invelvement fellewing their first .offense. It 

is, hewever, netable that these perinatal variables de predict 

delinquency, despite a 15 te 20 year time span. 
,; 

____________ .:.......-......... r--.,;,..._~ ________ ~ ____ ___'__ _______ ~_,~_.'__ _______ _ 



, 

PAGE 11 

-------------------------
Insert Table 2 about here 
-------------------------

Analyses within offense types. Analyses of variance of the 

perinatal composite scores were also performed on subjects of the 

cohort who had committed (1) only traffic violations, (2) only 

theft, or (3) violent offenses. Very few subjects had engaged in 

violence to the exclusion of other offense types. Therefore, 

subjects included in the one-time and recidivist violent offender 

group may also have committed one or more non-violent offenses. 

Table 3 reports these results. Only those scores are reported 

for which analysis of variance yielded Fs significant beyond the 

.01 criterion. 

Table 3 shows that, although fewer significant differences 

were found for composite scores when groups were defined within 

offense types, differences found to b~ significant among traffic 

offenders and thieves were in the same direction as the differ­

ences reported in Table 1 for the whole cohort. Subjects with 

only a single traffic violation scored somewhat more poorly in 

motor development at one year of age than subjects with multiple 

traffic offenses. Subjects with no offenses fared even more 

poorly in motor development than the one-time traffic offenders. 

Recidivistic theft offenders appeared to be characterized by less 

severe conditions during their mother's pregnancie~ than did 

one-time theft offenders, who had less severe pregnancy problems 

than the non-offender group. 
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For the cohort as a whole, subgroups of traffic offenders and 

subgroups of theft offenders, recidivist groups have repeatedly 

been found to be characterized by more healthy perinatal condi-

tions than one-time offender groups, who are in turn character-

ized by more healthy perinatal conditions than the non-offender 

groups. Results for the violent subgroups provide an exception 

to this pattern. Table 3 shows that recidivistic violent offen­

ders are not more healthy at the one-year neurological examina­

tion than one-time violent offenders.' Within the violent offen-

ders, recidivists and non-offenders score similarly and 

relatively more poorly than do one-time offenders. 

-------------------------
Insert Table 3 about here 
-------------------------

Study 2: Variables from early adolescence 

METHOD 

Subjects. The project began in 1972 with a group of 265 

children who were intensively examined during that year (Mednick, 

et al., 1971). The subjects of the second study were drawn from 

the same Danish birth cohort used in Study 1. A group of 144 of 

the children were selected because they were judged to be at high 

risk for antisocial behavior; at least one of their parents had 

hospital records of deviance (schizophrenia, psychopathy, or 

character disorder). The remaining 121 subjects were controls; 

their parents had never had a psychiatric hospitaliz~tion. ~hese 

controls were matched to the r~sk subjects for (J.) sex of criter-

ion parent, (2) sex of child, (3) race, (4) multiple birth sta-

-,"-~:~":-:~-.. -:.,.-::.";;:'~;:;:~-::-~.~~~~,-,.,..-""'< .... -~,<--" .. ~.-- ......... ,;~ ..... 
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tus, (5) pregnancy number, (6) social class, (7) mother's age, 

(8) mother's height, and (9) father's age. Because of the low 

number of females with official records of delinquency, only the 

129 males were included in the present analysis. The final group 

of subjects consisted of 36 boys with a schizophrenic parent, 36 

boys with a psychopathic father, or a character disordered 

mother, and 57 boys with parents who had never been admitted to a 

psychiatric hospital. This study reports the relationship bet-

ween 1972 measures of social, psycholosical, and biological sta-

tus and registered delinquency assessed in 1978. 

Variables. Social, psychological, and biological variables 

wElre eX.!,3,mined in Study 2. 

a. Delinguency. Delinquency for individuals in the study 

involved primarily traffic and theft offenses, with a few ins-

tances of arrest for violent crimes. ~As a measure of delinquent 

involvement, the subjects were categorized by whether they had no 

registered offenses, one offense (with at least six offense-free 

m.onths between the offense and the time "at which the data were 

collected) or more than one offense registered in the Danish 

National police Register. 

b. Socioeconomic Status. SES was assessed by a scale der-

ived from one developed by Svalastoga (1959), a Danish sociolo­

gist. The scale yields seven levels of SES based on the level of 

prestige associated with the occupation held by the subject's 

father in 1972. 

1 
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c. Family Factors. 

c.l. Rationale for Study. Among others, Reiss and Rhodes 

(1961) and more .recently Hirschi (1969) have proposed that fai­

lure on the part of individuals to internalize adequate and 

appropriate sets of social norms may be a mechanism contributing 

to delinquency. The acquisition of such internalized standards 

of conduct is posited as being critical to the control of antiso­

cial behavior. These theorists hypothesize that internalized 

control mechanisms are developed in the course of normal sociali­

zation and in the process of integration into conventional social 

groups. Thus the sociocultural environment in which an indivi­

dual develops and the child-rearing techniques employed by his 

parents may play important roles in determining the extent to 

'which an indi~idual does internalize social norms" For those 

individuals for whom interna'lization (,)f appropriate norms has 

been only partially successful (as evidenced by~he fact that 

they have been apprehended once), a single unpleasant experience 

with the juvenile justice system may ~e sufficient to complete 

their apprecia~i~n of appropriate social rules. If parental 

child-rearing techniques do not include consistent delivery of 

contingent punishment for antisocial acts, internalization of 

norms may be impeded. There are a variety of factors which might 

be posited as restricting the consistency of parental puniShment; 

ab~;ence of a parent, large family size, siblings very close in 

ages, institutional placement of the child, poor disciplinary 

habits of primar.y caretakers, and mother's employment outside the 

home are a few. 

",. ", 
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c.2. Scale of deviance from the ideal family. A social 

worker rated the family of ea=h subject on a number of character­

istics indicative of quality of the early home environment and 

parental supervision. In order to combine these variables into a 

single summary score and reduce measurement error, a scale was 

constructed from these characteristics which yields a single 

, re~resentatl've of the extent to which his score for each subJect ~ 

family was found to deviate from an "ideal" family (r.abrielli, 

1981). Two judges chose 47 items reflective of this construct 

from the social worker's interview. A number of items were drop­

ped from this pool because of linear dependence on other items, 

or because they were descriptive of less than 10% or more ,than 

90% 0 t e samp e. f h 1 Item analysis was performed using Spechts 

(1977) reliability program, and items were dropped if they did 

not contribute to t~e reliability of the scale thiough maximiza­

tion of coefficient alpha. Seventeen items were retained; these 

are presented in Table 4. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

Each subject receives a score on this scale which is stand-

f 10 and S tandard deviation of 1, where ardized to have ~ mean 0 

low scores indicate a more "socially" desirable family and high 

d ' t f l'ly The scale has been scores indicate a more eVlan am .• 

cross-validated successfully using a second group of subjects 

(Gabrielli, 1981). 

\ 
\ 
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d. School Factors. 

d.l. Rationale for Study. Hirschi and Hindelang (1977, 

p. 583) have stated that the significance of school variables for 

delinquency" ... is nowhere in dispute and is, in fact, one of 

the oldest and most consistent find{ngs of delinquency research." 

Advocates of strain theory and control theory have found the 

school experience to have an important relationship to delin­

quency (e.g. Elliott and Voss, 1974; Empey and Lubeck, 1971; 

Frease, 1973; Gold, 1963, 1970, 1978; Hirschi, 1969; Polk and 

Halferty, 1966; Rhodes and Reiss, 1969). The importance of 

school-related variables in the etiology of delinquency is firmly 

established. The role of the school as a variable affecting res-

ponsiveness to the deterrence actions of juvenile justice has not 

be~n so widely examined. 

d.2. Scale of adjustment in sch091. Generally, the same 

scale construction procedure which was used in creating the 

family scale was fOllowed in developing a scale of the teacher's 

assessment of subjects' school' adjustment and performance (Swi­

taj, in preparation). Questionnaires filled out by the subjects' 

math and Danish teachers were analyzed, yielding a final scale 

consisting of items presented in Table 5. The scale has a mean 

of 5.17, standard deviation of 3.22. Higher scores represent 

relatively greater evidence of positive adjustment in school and 

lower scores indicate less evidence. 

-------------------------
Insert Table 5 about here 
-------------------------
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e. Intelligence. 

e.l. Rationale for study. A number of studies have estab-

lished the existence of a relationship between low IO and delin-

quency (Prentice and Kelly, 1963; Hirschi and Hindelang, 1977; 

west and Farrington, 1973; Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, 1972; 

Kirkegaard-Sorensen and Mednick, 1~77). In addition, Moffitt, 

Gabrielli, Mednick, and Schulsinger (1981), Wolfgang et ale 

(1972), and West and Farrington (1973) reported higher IQs among 

one-time offenders than amon, .. recidivists. Most studies have 

found the largest IQ deficiency for delinquents to be in verbal 

IQ (see Prentice and Kelly, 1963 and Wechsler, 1958 for reviews). 

It is likely that relatively greater verbal intelligence will 

contribute to the one-time off~ndersl positive response to con­

tact with the juvenile justice system. He is mor~ likely to ver­

balize, and hence conceptualize and r~call, the relationship bet-

ween his antisocial act and its consequences. 

e.2. The WISC. Five subtests of a Danish translation of the --
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) were adminis-

tered: Vocabulary, Similarities, Block Design, Object Assembly, 

and Mazes. Since no Danish norms existed for the WISC, American 

norms were used for the IQ scores, a c~mmon practice in Denmark. 

f. Empathy. 

f.l. Rationale for Study. A measure of the subjects' abili­

ties to empathize with others was included among the psychologi-

cal variables examined. In etiological considerations of crimi­

nality it may be hypothesized that individuals with impaired 

I 
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ability to understand the impact on ~ictims of criminal acts 

might be more willing to engage in such harmful acts. However, a 

somewhat different role may be hypothesized for empathic abili-

ties in susceptibility to negative sanctions among first-time 

offenders. A boy who is high on empathic ability may be more 

likely to understand why agents of law enforcement are responding 

negatively to his delinquent act, and thus be mo~e likely to 

decide to desist from further delinquency. 

f.2. The Feffer Test. The measure of empathic ability used 

was the Feffer Test (Feffer, 1959). In this test the subject 

views a scene and is asked to make up a narrative describing his 

perception of the even~ that is taking place in the picture. The 

subjec~ is next asked to tell a second story, describing the same 

situation, but from the perspective of one of the 'characters in 

the scene. Each subject receives a s~ore (from one to three) 

reflecting the extent of similarity between the stories. Dissi­

milarity (a high score) is interpreted as reflecting a subject's 

ability to understand and relate events as they might be per­

ceived by someone other than himself. 

~. Neurological Factors. 

~.l. Rationale for Study. 

In the investigation of perinatal factors in Study 1 it was 

found that recidivists 'had experienced fewer pregnancy and birth 

complications (PBes) than one-time offenders. Despite the fact 

that PBCs do'not seem to be a source of neurological dysfunction 

for delinquents, such dysfunction from other sources may be 

---------~~-----------
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important in determining the strength of delinquent's behavioral 

controls. Previous studies have found neurological problems to 

be more prevalent among delinquents than among non-delinquents 

(Thompson, 1953, 1961; and Stott, 1969). We investigated the 

neurological symptoms detected during an examination of our sub­

jects in early adolescence with the hypothesis that one-time 

offenders might evidence fewer signs of neurological impairment 
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nary situations. Thus it is possible that EEG differences may 

contribute to the varying reactions of juveniles to justice sys­

tem sanctions. 

than recidivists. t 

h·l· CNS Measures. Central nervous system activity was mea­

sured by electroencephalogram recording and analyses. Electrodes 

were placed over the right and left parietal, temporal, central 

and occipital areas. Eight EEG derivations were used; left and 

right temporoparietal, right and left central (ear as reference), 

right and left parietoccipital, and right and left occipital (ear 

as reference). The EEG used in this study was recorded while 

subjects were resting with their eyes closed. A Beckman Type R 

Dynograph was used for amplification and paper recording. Ten­

minute EEG segments were also recorded on magnetic tape, and 

these tape records were later subjected to per iodana'lys is by 

Itil et ale (1974). For each of the ~ight derivations, the ana­

lysis yielded relative amounts (percentages) of activity in eight 

frequency bands (in Herz): 1.5 - 3.5, 3.5 - 5.5, 5.5 - 8.0, 

~.l. Neurological Examination. A complete neurological exa­

mination was conducted in 1972 (Mednick and Michelsen, 1977). 

The examination consists partly of subtests from an adult neuro­

logical examination (Touwen and Prechtl, 1970), partly of pedia­

tric neurological tests, and partly of motor control and develop­

ment tests (Rutter, Graham and Yule, 1970; Bakwin, 1968; Stott, 

1966) • 

h. Central !~ervous System Factors. 

h.l. Rationale for study. A number of studies indicate that 

the EEGs of adult criminals are more frequently classified as 

abnormal than those of non-criminal subjects. Slowing of the EEG 

f a prl'ncl'pal finding in these studies. In alpha requency was 

addition, Mednick, Volavka, Gabrielli, and Itil (1981) have 

reported that this slowing involved increased amounts of EEG slow 

alpha waves. The results of Mednick et ale (1981) supported an 

hypothesis that the EEG abnormalities noted may represent low CNS 

arousal among delinquents. Mednick (1977) has theorized that low 

arousal may attenuate the fear responses of children in discipli-
I" 

I 

8.0 - 10.0, 10.0 - 13.0, 13.0 - 18.0, 18.0 - 26.0, and above 

26.0. 

The frequency band associated with maturity and arousal for 

subjects in the age range of our subjects is the sl?w alpha band 

(8 - 10 Hz). Since the relative activity across the eight deri­

vations within this band is essentially redundant for the purpose 

of this study (i.e., each measure can be taken as a separate mea­

sure of the same relative brain wave activity), a summary varia­

ble was constructed. The 'scores for each of the eight deriva-

~---.--"", ... , ""-.. 
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tions within the slow alpha frequency band were summed to yield a 

single summary variable reflecting relative slow alpha EEG activ­

ity (Gabrielli, 1981). This summary variable is standardized 

with a mean of 10 and standard deviation of 1, where low scores 

suggest more slow alpha activity and high scores reflect rela­

tively less alpha activity. 

i. Autonomic responsiveness. .. 
i.l. Rationale for Study. An incidental finding of a pros­

pective, longitudinal study ih Sweden noted that delinquents who 

reported being frightened by their first police contact tended to 

refrain from further antisocial activity. On the other hand, 

delinquents who stated that they were not frightened by their 

first police contact tended to become recidivists (Rydelius, 

1981). per~1aps some personal characteristics of the first-time 

delinquent help determine whether he is frightened enough by his 

first police contact to discourage him from engaging in further 

anti-social behavior. The response of fear is, in part, cont-

rolled by the autonomic nervous system (ANS). We can estimate 

the nature of the activity of the ANS by means of peripheral 

indicants such as heart rate, blood pressure and skin conduc-

tance. This line o.f reasoning leads us to a testable hypothe­

sis--namely, that an individual who is apprehended by the police 

for the first time will tend to desist from further criminal 

activity if his autonomic nervous system is highly responsive. 

That is, youths who are more easily frightened are more likely to " 

respond to an initial police contact as an effective specific 

.. .~. 
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deterrent. If such an hypothesis were supported, it would imply 

that, for autonomically reactive individuals, contact with the 

criminal justice system may be effective to some degree in pre­

venting recidivism. 

l·~· ANS measures. Psychophysiological recording was made 

using an Offner-Beckman Type R Dynograph using couplers built 

especially for this cohort. Onilateral bipolar recording was 

made continuously from the nondominant hand. In addition, levels 

were obtained from the other hand during the rest periods. The 

procedure involved the constant voltage method advocated by Vena­

bles and Christie (1973) using a coupler designed by them. 

The stimuli consisted of 14 orientation tones each of 1 sec, 

400 Hz. This was followed by a rest period of 10 minutes. After 

the rest period a series of 36 stimuli comprising a conditioning, 

generalization and extinction schedul~ followed. 

The stimuli used were: 

Conditioned stimulus 1 
Onconditioned stimulus 

(occurred only with C.S. 1) 
Conditioned stimulus 2 
Generalization stimulus 1 
Generalization stimulus 2 

1 kHz 60 db 12.5 sec 

noise 96 db 4.5 sec 
500 Hz 60 db 12.5 sec 
1311 Hz 60 db 12.5 sec 
1967 Hz 60 db 12.5 sec 

This procedure took approximately 25 minutes. 

The ANS measures relevant to this investigation are the sub­

ject's general level of arousal, his orienting response (related 

to attentional factors), his responsiveness to stimuli, his abil­

ity to associate a response to the anticipation of a fear induc­

ing stimulus (classical conditioning), and the speed with which 

he recovers from the stimulus-induced arousal, once the threat is 

removed. 

. ,) 
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The subject's general level of arousal is measured by his 

basal conductance level. Although this measure is recorded for 

each trial (it is the conductance level at the beginning of the 

trial before the stimulus tone is presented), for the purposes of 

this investigation, the measure of the subject's basal level of 

arousal is taken as the mean of the basal conductance level for 

the first 14 (orienting) trials. Such a measure minimizes random 

measurement error by using multiple measurements. Basal levels 

from later trials were not used because these levels could be 

somehow influenced by a residual arousal level remaining after 

the presentation of the ues. 

The subject's orienting response (which should be closely 

related to his level of arousal) is taken as the number of the 14 

orienting stimuli to which he had a measureable chahge in skin 

conductance (responsiveness to the or~enting stimuli), and the 

number of the last orienting trial (habituation of the orienting 

response) to which the subject responded. The quality of the 

subject's responsiveness to the noxious stimulus, the ues, is an 

indication of his responsiveness. The number of ues stimuli to 

which he responded with a measureable change in the skin conduc-

tance level reflects his level of responsiveness. The average 

onset latency (after the ues) , the average peak amplitude, and 

the average rise time from the onset of the ues are also measures 

of this characteristic. These averages were taken over the 12 

trials in which a ues was presented. 
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Only one measure is used for how well the subject is able to 

associate the fear response to the ues with the conditioning tone 

to which the DeS is sometimes paired. This measure is the number 

of the conditioning tones in which no ues was presented, to which 

the subject responded after the time the ues would have been pre­

sented. (The maximum possible number of such responses is 12.) 

The final ANS measure, refl~cting how quickly the subject 

recovers from his fear arousal, l'S taken th ' as e rec1procal of his 

half-recovery rate; i.e., it is the time required for the subject 

to recover one unit of skin conductance amplitude. This measure 

was chosen over ·half-recovery time because the time required to 

attain half-recovery depends upon the amount of change as well as 

the rate of change. 

Since measurements were taken from both hands, a total of 18 

measures were used in this analysis. !Because of the high corre­

lation between right and left hand measures and because tradi­

tionally the left-hand measures are used for indication of ANS 

activity, only the left-hand measures were used in further ana­

lyses. Because of skewness, a log (base 10) transformation of 

one plus the initial value was used for peak amplitude and reci­

procal balf-recovery rate. The transformation provided more nor­

mal distributions of these variables. 

Principal-components analysis (Barr et al., 1979) of the cor­

relation matrix for the left-hand measures revealed three eigen­

values above 1.0 with a possible break between the second and 

third eigenvalue. Interpretation of the eigenvalues would sug-

;;', 
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gest either a one-component solution or, perhaps, a two-component 

one. In the present context, a one-component solution was 

selected. 

A number of rotations of the factors were completed with 

two-, three-, and four-factor solutions. None of these provided 

better interpretation than the simple unrotated solution 

(Gab~ielli, 1981). 

Perhaps the most meaningful interpretation of the results is 

that which relates all of the ANS measures to a single factor, 

the reactiveness of the subject. Such a factor would reflect the 

basal attention, responsiveness and recovery of the subject to 

stimuli, and general association of the threat (UeS) to the con-

ditioning stimulus. 

An ANS summary variable was constructed by summing the nine 
,~-

l~NS var iables from the one factor sol~tion discussed above. 

These variables are listed in Table 6. The summary variable is 

standardized to have a mean of 10 and standard deviation of J. 

Low scores reflect less ANS reactiveness and high scores reflect 

relatively greater reactiveness. The procedures involved in 

reduction of the ANS data have been successfully replicated in 

another sample (Gabrielli, 1981). 

Insert Table 6 about here 

RESULTS 

Individual variables. Table 7 presents the mean scores for 

non-offenders, one-time offenders, and multiple offenders for the 
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Study 2 variables yielding significant (p .05) values for the 

t-test of the difference between the means of the one-time offen­

der and multiple offender groups. Differences between the groups 

for SES, the ANS summary variable, the EEG summary variable, and 

several of the neurology examination subtests did not attain sig­

n~ficance. In a previous report (Mednick, Volavka, Gabrielli, 

and Itil, 1981), EEG was found to discriminate significantly bet­

ween non-offenders, one-time thieves, and offenders with multiple 

thefts. Analysis in the present study of EEG in subjects with 0, 

1, or more than one theft offenses yielded similar significant 

discrimination (F = 4.64, P .01). However, the focus of the 

present report is on the ability of variables to discern the 

one-time delinquent in general, so that the resu~ts of analyses 

conducted wi thin offense types will not be eI(iiph:~s'i zed here. 
\' 

-----------------~------
Insert Table 7 about'here 
------------------------

For 5 of the 6 variables shown in Table 7, the status of the 

future one-time offender is more positive than that of the fu~ure 

mUltiple offender. That is, relative to the multiple offenders, 

the one-time offenders had families closer to the "ideal" family, 

were better adjusted at school, scored higher on intelligence, 

an'd were. m~re able to be empathic wi th the viewpoints of others. 

For the neurological subtest of associated movements, the one­

time oefenders showed more evidence of neurological abnormality 

than the multiple offender group. In addition to these differ-

ences between the one-time and multiple offender groups, it is 

, 
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useful to consider the status of the one-time offender group 

relative to that of the non-offender group. The one-time offen­

ders also have more positive families, better school adjustment, 

greater empathic abilities, and more evidence of neurological 

abnormality on the associated movements test than the non-offen-

ders. 

In terms of our original hypothesis, this suggests that an 

individual who desists from delinquent behavior after ~ crimi­

nal justice system contact shows evidence of characteristics 

associated with greater sanction sensitivity. 

Regression analysis. An SAS procedure was used which per­

formed all possible regressions for the dependent variable; sub­

ject group (one-time or multiple ~ffender), and the collection of 

all independent variables investigated in Study 2: The procedure 

yielded an R2 for each model (Cuthber~ and Wood,,197l). The 

model was selected from all the possible combinations of four 

variables which yielded the greatest value of R2 Selection was 

limited to those models including combinations of four variables 

because increases in R2 for models combining five or more of the 

large as the l'ncrease in R2 between the variables were not as 

three-variable models and the four-variable models. 

Stepwise regre~tS ic;:m of the four-var iable model selected 

"showed that the variables were entered in the following order: 

'bl (2) scale of devl'ance frbm t"he ideal (1) ANS summary varla e, 

family, (3) wrsc Verbal IQ, (4) Neurological examination: asso­

ciated movements subtest. Note that while ANS was not one of the 

. 
~--""->-~'--~,-' -" ".- .. "~-~ . ......;---..:-.:-

.,< ........ --:.,. :..: 

~ f l; 
i 
r 
f 
! 
i 

It 
I'l 
11 
r , 
I , 
J 

l 
I r 
! 
I' 
I 
I 

f 
r 

~ 
f 

I 
( 

I 
I 
~ 
~ t 
1 

I 

I 
t 

·1 I 

\\ 

PAGE 28 

variables which differentiated the offender groups in Table 7, it 

was an important component of the regression model. We have 

found frequently that biological variables can explain deviance 

where social variables fail in explanation. Therefore, the ANS 

summary variable may account for variance that is not explained 

by the social and psychological measures. R2 for this model was 

.48 (F = 6.07, P .01). This result must be viewed with caution 

becaus~ the regression procedure employed maximizes effects. It 

is most likely that on replication the R2 would shrink. Replica­

tion of these results is needed before conclusions can be drawn. 

Discussion 

We began this report with the assertion that there may be a 

group of individuals who are deterred from further delinquent 

behavior by their initial experience with negative sanctions 

imposed by the juvenile justice system. The phase of study 

reporte6in this paper was limited to testing the hypothesis that 

an individual who commits a single offense, but desists from 

further offending following contact with the justice sys~em, has 

characteristics that mark him as different from individuals who 

continue to offend, and perhaps also fr,om individuals who have no 

offenses regis±ered at all •. ~oth Study I, which examined varia­

bles from birth and e~r}y childhood, and Study 2, which examined 

variables from pre-adolescence, have demonstrated that a number 

of characteristics do exist which distinguish the one-time offen­

der from the non-offender and multiple offender. In addition, 

q . ~"". 0 .. 
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these are characteristics which were assessed six years prior to 

the onset of offending, so that differences found between offen-

der groups do not reflect the results of differential amounts of 

delinquent involvement or justice system contact. 

Results from Study 1 did not lend support to the hypothesis 

that perinatal and birth complications are a source of neurologi­

cal dysfunction which impairs the brain's capability for appro­

priately modulating responses to punishment. Both one-time 

offenders and multiple offenders (especially multiple offenders) 

had experienced fewer and less severe problems during birth, neo­

natal develop~ent, and the first year of life than did the non-

offender gtoup. These results did not disconfirm the alternate 

hypothesis that perinatal complications are positively related to 

responsiveness of the ANS, which is positively associated with 

the ability to benefit from pu~i5hment. Analyses of size and 

motor development indicate that the one-time offender is quite 

different from the recidivistic offender on these measures (~ee 

Table 2). 

Measures. from early adolescence. In Study 2, a number of 

variables measured in early ado~escence were found to distinguish 

the one-time offender from non-offenders and multiple offenders-­

-verbal intelligence, school adjus.brtent, family character istics, 

ability to empathize with the viewpoints of others, and neurolo­

gical dysfunction as evidenced by the subtest for associated 

movements. For each of these measures the one-time offender 

groups scored "better" thah the multiple offender group. 
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We proposed that one-time offenders might be expected to have 

greater verbal ability than multiple offenders if good verbal 

skills enable them more to easily label, conceptualize and recall 

the contingency between their delinquent acts and the sanctions 

they received. Aronfreed (1968, p. 72) has stated that verbal 

communication abilities may serve "the most crucial function of 

cognitive representation in the socialization process, the media­

tion of the temporal gap between the child's behavior and its 

punitive consequences." (See Section II of this report, "Rele-

vance to delinquency/deterrence of the learning theory model of 

punishment," for further explanation of the role of verbal intel­

ligence in deterrence.) Results from analysis of Verbal IQ in 

Study 2 do not disconfirm this proposal. 

The data also supported our hypothesis regarding the role of 

the. family in offenders' responses to! sanctioning. The sociocul­

tural milieu in which a child develops and the approach of his 

parents to their child-rearing responsibilities are crucial det­

erminants of the extent to which the child internalizes behavior 

norms. Individuals with relatively more positive family back­

grounds may be expected to respond well to sanctioning. While 

situational factors might lead a well-socialized child to commit 

a delinquent act, a single unplea$ant experience with th~ juven­

ile justice syste~ m~y be sufficient to complete the process of 

norm internalization for these children. Children with less sta­

ble family background!;j would probably need more than a single 

unpleasant sanction to complete their internalization of the 
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importance of social rules and should therefore be more likely to 

join the multiple offender group. 

The one-time offenders we studied were rated by their teach-

ers as better adjusted in school than the multiple offenders. It 

is possible to interpret this result in the context of Hirschi's 

(1969) version of control theory. Children who experience more 

positive adjustment in school may be more likely to be mo~e com­

mitted to the educational goals of school and also may be more 

involved in school-related activities than are children who are 

less well adjusted in school. In Hirschi's view, individuals who 

are committed and involved are less likely to engage in delin­

quent acts. It is also possibl~ that, when a child who is com­

mitted and involved at school does offend, he will desist from 

further offending as soon as he learns that officfal sanctions 

can jeopardize his positive relations9ip with the school. He has 

stakes in conformity. 

We proposed that individuals who are characterized by 

impaired ability to empathize with the viewpoints of others might 

have greater difficulty than individuals with empathic talents in 

understanding why the agents .of the juvenile justice system res-

pond negatively to their delinquent acts. We hypothesized that 

the one-time offender group wbuld have a greater mean s.core on 

the Feffer test of empathic ability than the multiple offenders, 

and the data fulfilled this hypothesis. 

Sanction sensitivity. The intention of this initial analy­

sis was to examine the general hypothesis that the one-time 
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offender displays unique characteristics which make him more sen­

sitive to a juvenile justice system aversive contact. The gen-

eral hypothesis could not be rejected by our observations. A 

variety of factors which seem intuitively reasonable and which 

are in accordance with earlier literature findings indicate that 

the one-time offender may be better (family) socialized, more 

intelligent, more empathic, and display better school adjustment 

than either the multiple offender or the non-offender. Our 

hypothesis concerning sanction sensitivity seems worthy of 

further study. 

Suggestions for future directions. First and foremost is 

the need for replication of these results in other longitudinal 

cohorts. A proposal for such .an investigation is currently being 

submitted. A second and related interest is more intensive exa­

mination of the biosocial inte~action!terms as they are related 

to one-time offender status. We tested one such interaction to 

t determine whether the one-time offender would be high in ANS res­

pons·i veness and high on family stabil i ty. An interaction term 

was created by simply multiplying the ANS sensitivity score by 

.~ the family deviance scale score. The highest score (indicating 

the worst family and least responsive ANS) was obtained by the 

multiple offender; next was the non-offender. The one-time- " 

) offender had a significantly lower interaction score than either 

of the other two groups. They included the most sensitive ANS 

and the most stable families. 
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We have been assuming that the fact that the one-time offen-

der can be distinguished by antecedent characteristics reflects a 

special sensitivity to punishment. Our results could also be 

interpreted as a purely etiological effect. That is, perhaps 

these characteristics simply relate to severity of delinquency. 

The one-time offender is different from the multiple offender 

because he is simply less severely delinquent. Arguing against 

this, however, is the fact that on a number of the variables exa­

mined, the one-time delinquent evidences less delinquency-associ­

ated characteristics than does the non-offender. A definitive 

study might examine the relationship between sanction sensitivity 

variables and degree of recidivism at different levels of juven­

ile justice system sanctions. Those high in sanction sensitivity 

should only receive mild punishments to attain the same level of 

inhibition of delinquent acts as seveEe punishment levels in 

those low in sanction sensitivity. 

," 

Table 1 

Mean perinatal composite scores for 
non-offenders, one-time offenders &nd multiple offenders 

in Study 1 

Higher scores indicate relatively less desirable status. 

Perinatal 
Composite Score 

Predisposing Factors, 
Frequency Score 

De~ivery Conditions, 
Frequency Score 

Delivery Conditions, 
Weighted Score 

Neonatal Physical Exam, 
Frequency Score 

Neonatal Physical Exam, 
Weighted Score 

Neonatal 
Neurological Exam, 
Weighted Score 

One-Year 
Neurological Exam, 
Frequency Score 

One-Year Neurological 
Exam, Problem of 
Highest Severity 

One-Year 
Neurological Exam, 
Weighted Score 

One-Year Motor 
Development, 
Frequency Score 

None 
(N=3l23) 

2.35 

2.85 

6.33 

3.32 

5.64 

16.98 

0.84 

0.78 

1.23 

1.85 

Number of offenses 
One 2 or more 

(N=572) (N=572) 

2.48 2.59 

2.60 2.54 

5.75 5.62 

3.10 3.07 

5.11 5.03 

16.33 15.78 

0.75 0.67 

0.69 0.60 

1. 06 

1. 63 1.46 

F 

7.68 

12.45 

9.89 

4.87 

7.21 

5.65 

4.98 

7.75 

5.48 

13.66 
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p 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<.01 

<. 01· -

<.01, 



t 
Scale 

Size 
Development 

Motor 
Development 

Table 2 

Mean Z scores on constructed perinatal scales for 
non-offenders, one-time offenders, and multiple offenders 

in Study 1 

Positive scores indicate greater development. 

Number of offenses* 
None One 2 or more 

(N=1040) (N=182) (N-168) 
F 

-.166 -.218 .578 4.41 

-.199 .638 .152 4.86 
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P 

.01 

<.01 

*Ns for Table 2 differ from those of Table 1 because these analyses were conducted 
(and replicated) using split halves of the cohort. Means reported are from tb.! 
half of the sample analysed initially; results from the replication were also 
significant. 

Table 3 

Mean perinatal composite scores for 
non-offenders, one-time offenders, and multiple offenders 

wi thin crime types in Study 1 

Higher scores indicate relatively less desirable status. 

Perinatal 
Composite Score 

None 

(N=3123) 

TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

Number of offenses 

One Two or more 
Traffic Only Traffic Only 

(N=409) (N=106) , F 

One-Year Mo1:or 
Development, 
Frequency Score 1.84 1.60 1. 45 5.37 
One-Year Motor 
Development, 
Weighted Score 2.98 2.54 2.27 5.15 
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P 

<.01 

<.01 

\/'-------------------------------,------1\ 
,I 

THEFT OFFENSES 

Number of offenses 

Perinatal 
Composite Score 

Pregnancy, Problem 
of Highest Severity 

Delivery Conditions, 
Frequency Score 

Delivery Conditions, 
Weighted Score 

Perinatal 
Composite Score 

One-Year Neurological 
Exam, Problem of 

None One Two or more 
Theft Only Thefts 

(N=3l23) (N=13l) (N=82) 

2.11 

2.85 

6.33 

None 

(N=3123) 

1. 74 1. 91 

2.38 2.42 

5.21 5.51 

VIOLENT OFFENSES 

Number of offenses 

One Two or more 
Violent Violent 
(N=102) (N=32) 

Highest Severity O. 78 0.45 0.71 

; ... 

F P 

6.25 <.01 

7.46 <.01 

5.66 <.01 

F P 

','1 

4.73 <.01 

____ ~_~ _________ • ______ c _____ ~~~~,~~. __ 



Table 4 

Items deviating from an "ideal" family 

--The biological parents are not maTTied to each other. 

--The child has spent less than seven )ears with a single 
family organization. 

--The child has spent time in whole day care. 

--The child has spent t:ime in an orphanage. 

--The child has spent less than seven years with his 
mother. 

--The child has spent less than seven years ·,'lith tis 
father. 

--The child was not always with his mother during the 
first year. 

--The child's father has problems with alcohol. 

~-There are not at least two adults in the home. 

--The social worker judges the home atmosphere to be 
inadequate. 

--The mother does not like the child. 

--The mother is judged to be immature. 

--The mother is judged to be somewhat neurotic . 

.. , -"The parents of the child fight. 

~-1be mother worked full-time during the first five years 
of the child's life. 

--The mother has been hospitali.zed with a psychiatric 
problem. 

--The mother has had a serious physical illness. 

-. ----_."._----------------------
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Table 5 

Teacher's assessment of school adjustment 

--The child attends a normal class. 

--The child's performance (in Danish or Math) is generally 
not of lower quality than expected from his ability. 

--The child is ambitious and wants to be among the best in 
the class. 

--The child is not often in fights. 

--The child does not often tease other children. 

--The child does not talk back to the teacher in a provoc-
ative way. 

--The child does not interrupt the teacher or other children 
when they are talking. . 

--The child occupies a central position in the class. 

--~ne child has average or above average ahility relative 
tl3' the rest of the class. 

--The quality of the child's work does not vary. 

--The child does not underestimate his own abilities .. 
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Table 6 

Variables combined in ANS Summary Variable 

--Basal level 

--Number of OR responses 

--Last OR response 

--Number of ues responses 

--Onset latency 

--Peak amplitude 

--Risetime 

--Number of eSI responses 

- -Half -recover'j 

\ 

-~-) -------~--------

c 
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Variable 

Table 7 

Mean scores on social, psychological and biological variables for 
non-offenders, one-time offenders and multiple offenders 

in Study 2 

None 
(N=84) 

Number of offenses 

One 
(N=21) 

2 or more 
(N=22) 

t p 

Scale of Deviance from 
the ideal family 10.07 10.24 9.17 2.58 <.05 
Scale of adjustment 
to School 

WIse verbal IQ 

WISe ful_l IQ 

Feffer Empathy 

Neurological Exam: 
Associated Movements* 

5.22 

110.31 

113.80 

2.53 

2.23 

6.56 

107.80 

112:.30 

2.82 

2.00 

4.36 2.08 <.05 

97.77 2.46 <.05 

102.54 2.60 <.05 

2.40 2.38 <.05 

2.40 2.45 <.05 

Note: Only those variables are presented for ~hich t-tests of the means of the 
one-time offender and multiple offender groups were significant beyond the .05 
criterion. Means for the non-offender group are shown for comparison. Larger 
scores indicate relatively more positive status. 

*Eight sub-tests of the neurological examination werE~ analyzed separately. One 
sub-test, associated movements, yielded a significant t. This sub-test include~ 
examination for mimic, diadochokinesia, reciprocal coordination, walking tests, 
and Prechtl's and Fog's tests. 

--~ .. - ...• --_ .. _-. --.~- --~--~~~ 
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Appendix A 

Description of Perinatal Composite Scores from Study 1 

Pregnancy and Birth 

Material available for investigation in the study was logi-

cally grouped into four basic sets of pregnancy and birth scores: 

Predisposing Factors Score, Pregnancy Score, Delivery Score, and 

Non-Maturity Score. 

predisposing Factors Scores: The PF composite scores con­

sisted of items which were concerned with the mother's physical 

and emotional state prior to the pregnancy under investigation. 

Information included such material as whether the,mother was mar­

ried when she conceived and whether she had previously had an 

aborti6n, a miscarriage, or a stillbirth. Points 6n the PF 

Scores indicated that conditions (phy~ical and emotional) were 

probably less-than-optimum for conception. 

Pregnancy Scores: The P composite scores consisted of items 

which were concerned with the mother's physical and emotional 

state during the pregnancy under investigation. Information 

included such material as whether the mother had experienced any 

illnesses during the period of gestation and whether she had been 

exposed to radiation or taken drugs during the pregnancy. Points 

on the-p-s'co~res-"rndlcab:~-a~-'that conditions (physical and emo­

tional) we~e probably less-than-optimum for the period of the 

pregnancy. 
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Delivery Scores: The D composite scores consisted of items 

which were concerned with the mother's delivery from the begin-

ning of labor to the evaluation of the neonate's condition at the 

point of birth. Information included such material as whether 

the mother's labor had been induced or artificially stimulated in 

any way and whether the fetal presentation was atypical (for 

ex~~ple, breech birth). Points on the D Scores indicated that 

delivery conditions were probably less-than-optimum. 

Non~"Maturity Scores: The NM composite scores consisted of 

items which were c~ncerned with the neonate's physical maturity 

at birth. Information included evaluation of three areas: 

whether the neonate was born before or after the optimum number 

of weeks of gestation, whether the neonate's birth weight was 

below 3000 grams, and whether the neonate was judged at birth' to 

be premature or postmature. Points on the NM SC'ores indicated 

that at the point of birth: the neonate's physical condition was 

probably less-than-optimum to insure normal post-natal develop-

ment. 

Children's Neonatal and One-Year Examinations 

Material available for investigation in the study was logi-

cally grouped into five basic sets of childrenvs examination 

scores: -Neona-t'al Physlcai" Ex:ami"nation Scores, Neonatal Neurolo-

gical Examination Scores, One-Year Physical Examination Scores, 

~~ne~Year Neurological Examination Scores, and One-Year Motor 

Development Examination Scores ... 

·~·"···'·"~"":"'-'.~(::·;A::'~';:::'''':l!!~::~'~'''''·'''''''"~''''=~''''''''·''''''~ ' .... _., ·~">;$'-'O'_-_-___ "", __ ._.......-...J."'4--"_ '_' 
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Neonatal Physical Examination Scores: The NP Composite 

Scores consisted of items which were concerned with the neonate's 

physical condition during the first five days of life. Informa-

tion included such material as the use of special treatment in 

the delivery room (for example, an incubator or an oxygen mask) 

and whether the neonate was cyanotic or jaundiced. Points on the 

NF Scores indicated that the neonate's physical condition in the 

first five days of life was less-than-optimum. 

Neonatal Neurological Examination Scor.es: The NN composite 

scores consisted of items which were concerned with the neonate's 

condition during neurological examination and indications of pro-

bable brain damage during the first five days of life. Informa-

tion included such material as abnormal responses when reflexes 

were tested on Day 1 and Day 5 of life. Points on the ·NN Scores 

indicated that the neonate's neurological condition in the first 

five days of life was abnormal. 

Qne-Year Physical Examination Scores: The OP composite 

scores consisted of items which were concerned with the child's 

physical condition during the first year of life. Information 

came from two sources: a questionnaire which the mother filled 

out regarding illnesses and physical difficulties during the 

first year, and a physical examination which a pediatrician con­

ducted at approxfmateiy-·oiie--year--of'-age-~--:fnformation included 

such material as whether the child had had illnesses or surgery 

during the first year and whether the child's physical condition 

(for example, height and weight) was within the normal range at 

~<,' .. l . :'1 
,< .'.! 
. ,',1 
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one year. Points on the OP Scores indicated that the child's 

physical condition during the fl'rst year was k d mar e by difficul-
ties. 

One-Year Neurological Examination Scores: The ON composite 

scores consisted of items which were concerned with the child's 

neurological condition upon examination by a pediatrician at one 

year of age. Information included head circumference outside 

normative values and abnormal responses when r.eflexes were 

tested. Points on the ON Scores indicated that the child's neu­

rological condition at one year of age was abnormal (' 
1. e ., he 

showed signs of brain damage). 

One-Year Motor Developmental Examination Scores: the 

OD composite scores consisted of items which were concerned with 

the child's' motor development during the first year of life. 

Information came from two sources: a~questionnaire which the 

mother filled out regarding the attainment of motor milestones 

(for example, crawling and sitting) during the first year, and 

observation by a pediatrician of the child's level of development 

during a one-year examination. Information included such mater­

ial as whether the child was within the normal range (as judged 

by evaluation of attainment of motor milestones for approximately 

9,000 Danish children born within the same time period as the 

children used in the study) when-he---n:r-s-t--s·miied·,--crawled, sat 

with and without support, etc. Points on the OD Scores indicated 

that the child's motor development during the first year of life 

was retarded when he was compared to a large group of peers. 

.. _-.-.-. --~'~····---------~·7~··· 
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Appendix B 

Individual perinatal items for which chi squares across the 

non-offender (0), one-time offender (1), and multiple offender 

(2+) groups were significant beyond the .01 alpha level. Numbers 

in cells indicate row percents. 

Items assessed prior to birth 

1. Mothers marital status: 

a 
1 
2+ 

unmarried 
3Q 
35 
41 

married 
70 
65 
5.9 

2. Mother's attitude toward present pregnancy: 

a 
1 
2+ 

wanted 
45 
41 
32 

0' 

unwanted 
55 
59 
68 

3. Mother experienced genitalia-related illness p~ior to 
pregnancy: 

a 
1 
2+ 

4. Mother's age: 

a 
1 
2+ 

~ 
90 
86 
85 

14~-20 

26 
34 
39 

5. Number of cigarettes smoked 
trimester of pregnancy: 

none 
a 51 
1 44 
2+ 40 

daily 

no 
10 
14 
15 

21-30 
51 
46 
43 

by mother 

21 
47 
55 
57 

in last 

31+ 
23 
20 
18 

20 
2: 

1 
3 

f 
I 
1 
! 

r 
I 
f 

I 
I . 

t . 

, 
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6. Mother took any drug at least 5 days in succession during 
last month of pregnancy: 

7 • 

8. 

a 
1 
2+ 

no 
69 
71 
76 

Mother took diuretics in last month 

a 
1 
2+ 

Mother exposed to 
in last trimester 

a 
1 
2+ 

no 
86 
88 
91 

radiation during 
of pregnancy: 0 

no 
95 
94 
92 

Ite~s assessed dur{ng delivery 

yes 
3I 

29 
24 

of 

yes 
14 
12 

9 

pregnancy: 

routine TB exam 

yes 
5 

6 
8 

9. Mother experienced proteinurea following delivery: 

a 
1 
2+ 

no 
95 
97 
97 

10. Labor was drug-induced: 

a 
1 
2+ 

no 
91 
93 
95 

11. Birth was spontaneous and normal: 

a 
1 
2+ 

.. 

no 
70 
66 
60 

~ 
5 
3 
3 

~ 
9 
7 

.5. _ .-0 •• ______ 0. __ •. __ • ____ •. ____ .. 

yes 
30 

34 
40 

,.' .... ;.-~ -""\'::,k.':-:r:::;:;:;~::::!';~~;..~:::;;:;."..:::t.. • .r!=:ij;::!t;)l;\l:r~,~~~.; _ __"~ .... ..;._" ... _""_ .... ~ ...... """"w_·_ ,r" 1_~ ... "",......,.~"", .... c_""".w 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

t 16. 

t 

17. 

Caesarian section was performed: 

no 
0 91 
1 94 
2+ 96 

Fetal presentation was 
anterior): 

0 
1 
2+ 

Feta.1 head 

0 
1 
2+ 

Anesthesia 

0 
1 
2+ 

1i~nesthesia 

0 
1 
2+ 

l~nesthesia 

o 
1 
2+ 

no 
18 
15 
12 

position was 

given 

given 

given 

no 
93 
96 
97 

during 

no 
62 
59 
54 

during 

no 
90 
93 
95 

during 

no 
91 
93 
96 

~ 
9 
6 
4 

in normal position (occiput 

~ 
82 
85 
88 

indeterminant at delivery: 

birth was 

birth was 

birth was 

yes' 
7 
4 
3 

obstetrical tri1ene: 

yes 
38 
41 
46 

nitrous oxide: 

a 

yes 
10 

7 
5 

relaxant: 

~ 
9 
7 
4 
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18. Anesthesia given during birth was atropine: 

Items 

o 
1 
2+ 

assessed 

19. Treatment 

0 
1 
2+ 

no 
92 
94 
96 

following delivery 

given to facilitate 

no 
74 
77 
80 

~ 
8 
6 
4 

b,reathing 

~ 
26 
23 
20 

of 

20. Peripheral cyanosis in infant: 

no 
~ 0 94 6 

1 92 8 
2+ 96 4 

21. Infant given any drug: 

no 
~ 0 85 15 

1 87 13 
2+ 91 9 

22. Infant given penicillin: 

no Les 0 88 12 
1 90 10 
2+ 93 17 

23. Infants extremities move in a lively manner: 

no ~ 0 42 58 
1 41 59 
2+ 33 67 
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infant: 
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24. Opacity of media seen at examination of infant's eyes: 

25. 

0 
1 
2+ 

Infant's 

o 
1 
2+ 

eyes 

no 
99 

100 
100 

uncoordinated: 

no 
93 
97 
96 

~ 
1 
0 
0 

yes 
7 

3 
4 

26. Plantar reflex: infant spreads toes without dorsal 
flexion of hallax: 

27. 

28. 

29. 

a 
1 
2+ 

Patellar 

a 
1 
2+ 

reflex 

no 
47 
54 
54 

absent: 

no 
99 
98 
0"" ~ I 

Leg movement alone seen 

Javar 

a 
1 
2+ 

reflex 

a 
1 
2+ 

is 

no 
100 
100 

99 

present: 

no 
36 
37 
36 

in crawling 

yes 
53 
46 
46 

~ 
1 
2 
3 

reflex: 

~ a 
a 
1 

~ 
70 
63 
64 
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30. Hanging reflex: 
bilateral extension present: 

no 
~ a 83 

1 80 17 
20 2+ 77 23 

31. Neck-arm reflex: right arm normal: 

no Yes 0 99 - 1 1 97 3 2+ 98 2 

32. Moro reflex cannot be elicited: 

b 
no 
4" 

1 5 
2+ 2 

Items assessed at one year of age --
33. Child experienced accident in 

. no a 98 
1 1.00 
2+ 94 

". 

34. Child· experienced accident in 

no a 97 
1 91 
2+ 93 

35. Child had pertussis: 

no 
0 92 
1 81i 
2+ 87 

~ 
96 
95 
98 

fourth month 

yes 
2 
a 
6 

sevenfh month 

~ 
3 
9 
7 

yes 
8 

14 
13 

of age: 

of age: 
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36. No AD vitamins were given to child in first year: 

37. When 

o 
1 
2+ 

child 

0 
1 
2+ 

no 
100 

99 
98 

first began to 

1st month 
62 
65 
71 

lift head: 

2nd 

~ o 
1 
2 

month 
31 
28 
20 

38. When child can sit without support: 

39. 

40. 

4l. 

42. 

Child 

Child 

0 
1 

0 
1 
2+ 

received 

o 
1 
2+ 

received 

2+ 

Child's height 

0 
1 
2+ 

month 1-6 month 7-12 
18 82 
22 78 
25 75 

tetanus vaccinations: 

BCG 

at 

none 
27 

31 
37 

vaccination 

no 
47 
51 
58 

age 1: 

76 cm 
45-

46 
45 

for 

some 
73 

69 
63 

TB: 

ves 
53 

49 
42 

77-.78 
24 
23 
18 

cm 

Child's skin was dirty at examination: 

o 
1 
2+ 

no 
97 
95 
93 

-.'- -."-.,,.~,.-. ~ ..... , 

~ . 3 

5 
7 
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2nd month 
7 
7 
8 

78 cm + 
31--

31 
37 

+ -

\ 

i 
I 

:1 

, 

) 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

Number of teeth present at age 1: 

none 1-8 
0 --r 75 
1 2 71 
2+ 0 69 

Child has tachycardia with normal respiration: 

no 
~ 0 98 2 

1 95 5 
2+ 96 4 

Positive pulse detectable in femoral artery: 

o 
1 
2+ 

no 
21 
28 
33 

~ 
79 
72 
67 

Abnormal ske1eto-musculative apparatus: 

no ~e~ 0 88 12 
1 92 8 
2+ 92 8 

Child stands with strong support: 

no ~ 0 92 8 
1 94 6 
2+ 95 5 

Child able to stand independently: 

no yes 
0 48 52 
1 40 60 
2+ 33 f$7 
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27 
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49. Child cannot walk despite support: 

no yes 
92 -'0 8 

1 95 5 
2+ 95 5 

50. Child walks with support: 

no ~ 
0 64 36 
1 66 34 
2+ 73 27 

- 51. Child walks well independently: 

no ~ 
0 56 44 
1 48 52 
2+ 40 60 
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Police Survey Data, 

Description and Location of Variables 

.An attempt was made to enlist a respondent at each department who was 
most familiar with juvenile processing. In multi-station departments, 
the respondent worked at the particular station sampled. The sample' 
consists of 365 police jurisdictions. 

Reference 
Number 

1 

Variable 
Name 

ClID 

Description* 

Case ID Number Card 1 
Value Range 101-2019 
Missing value none 

Column** 

1 - 4 

Are you either a full-time or part-time juvenile officer? 

2 VOX1 

o. NA 
1. Yes 
2. No • 
8. Do Not Know 
9. Missing 

* Includes missing data code and valid values. 

** All data are integers. 

5 

1 

Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Column 

How long have you worked in that capacity? 

3 VOX2 Value range 1-27 
Missing value 99 

6 - 7 

Which best describes the way your department' handles work? 

4 V02 

1. no juvenile specialization 
2. sworn officer(s) assigned 

part-time to juveniles 

8 

3. a full-time juvenile officer 
but no formal unit ' 

4. a full-time formal juvenile 
unit 

5. a central juvenile unit, but 
with juvenile units also in 
outlying precincts 

9. missing 

-

2 

__________________________________________________________ ~ ______________ ~ ___ c~ ________________________________________________ ~ ______ ~ __________ ~_~_ 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Column 

In your station how many of the following are employed? 

5 V03Xl 

6 V03X2 

Juvenile officer 
Value Range 0 - 86 
Missing ·9999 

Other sworn personnel 
Value Range 0 - 2009 
Missing Value 9999 

9 - 12 

13 - 16 

Approximately what percent of the initial juvenile contacts 
by each of the following? 

7 V04Xl Full-t';··,'e juvenile officer 17 - 19 
Value h~Lge 0 - 100 
Missin.g 999 

8 . V04X2 Part-time juvenile officer 20 - 22 
Value range 0 - 100 
Missing 999 

9 V04X3 Patrol Officer 23 - 25 
Value range 0 - 100 
Missing • 999 

10 V04X4 Other 26 - 28 
Value range 0 - 100 
Missing 999 

are made 

3 

II 
'I I,' 
I 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Column 

Once a juvenile is taken into custody, who processes him? If more 
than one person is involved in the processing, place a (1) before the 
person who handles the juvenile first; (2) before the person who 
handles the juvenile second, etc. 

11 VOSX1 

12 V05X2 

13 V05X3 

14 V05X4 

Patrol officer 
O. NA. 
1. Handles first 
2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 
6. Handles sixth 
9. Missing 

Juvenile Officer 
O. NA. 
1. Handles first 
2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 
6. Handles si~h 
9. Missing 

Probation Officer 
O. NA. 
1. Handles first 
2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 
6. Handles sixth . 
9. Missing 

Juvenile Intake Officer 
O. NA 
1. Handles first 
2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 
6. Handles sixth 
9 .• Missing' 

30 

31 

32 

4 
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Reference Variable Description 
Number Name 

15 V05X5 Court Intake Officer 
O. NA 
1. Handles first 
2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 

t 6. Handles sixth 
9. Missing 

16 V05X6 Other 
O. NA 
1. Handles first 

t 2. Handles second 
3. Handles third 
4. Handles fourth 
5. Handles fifth 
6. Handles sixth 

I 
9. Missing 

• 

) 
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Colunm 

33 

34 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Colunm 

In Questions 6 and 7 we are interested in determining your juvenile 
case load. During an average month, approximately how many juveniles 
are contacted by: 

17 V06Xl Juvenile Officer 3~ - 37 
Value range 0 - 300 
Missing 999 

18 V06X2 Other sworn personnel 
Value range 0 - 752 

38 - 40 

Missing 999 

During an average month, 
into custody by: 

approximately how many juvneiles are taken 

19 V07Xl Juvenile Officer 41 - 43 
Value range 0 - 525 
Missing 999 

20 V07X2 Other sworn personnel 
Value range 0 - 800 

44 - 46 

Missing 999 
• 

6 
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11 
[1 ) 
II Reference Variable Description Column J Reference Variable Description Column Ii Number Name 1;1 Number Name 
1 
F 
J , 

Please indicate which of the following juvenile dispositions are I • 25 V08X5 Referral to juvenile 51 1, available to juvenile officer~ and how frequently they are used. If 
t court without detention available and commonly used, please place the letter C in the space I request 

provided. If available but seldom used, please place-the letter S in 
I O. NA 

the space provided. If unavailable please place a U in the space-
t 1. Commonly used provided. - r 2. Seldom used 
f 3. Unavailable 

I 
;;$ 21 V08X1 Release with no 47 

i 4. Missing 
additional action j 

O. NA I 26 V08X6 Referral to juvenile 52 I 
I 

1. Commonly used .j 

court with detention I 
I 2. Seldom used 
n request 

t 3. Unavailable 1 0 .. NA t! 9. Missing 1. Commonly used 

J 
2. Seldom used 22 V08X2 Release accompanied 48 3. Unavailable 

by official report I 4. Missing 
O. NA 

I 1. Commonly used ~ ,1";) 27 V08X7 Other 53 2. Seldom used r O. NA 
3. Unavailable 1. Commonly used 
9. Missing 2. Seldom used 

3. Unavailable 23 V08X3 Release to outside 49 4. Missing • agencies, public or (fl; 
private 
O. Na 
1. Commonly used 
2. Seldom used 
3. Unavailable 

':' 4. Missing (2:1 " 
~ 

24 
V08X4 Infonnal Probation 50 

O. NA 
1. Commonly used 
2. Seldom used G 
3. Unavailable 
4. Missing 

7 8 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Coltmm 

Which of the following are important in choosing among dispositions? 
Rank. order those that apply. Mark NA where "not appropriate". Please 
place (1) next to the most important, (2) next to the second most 
important, etc. Use each number only ~. 

28 V09X1 

29 V09X2 

30 V09X3 

Age of Juvenile 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in importance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Sex of Juvenile 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in impqrtance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Seriousness of Offense 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in importance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

54 - 55 

56 - 57 

58 - 59 

9 

1'\ 
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Reference 
Number 

31 

32 

33 

Variable 
Name 

V09X4 

V09X5 

V09X6 

Description 

Attitude of Juvenile 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in importance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importan~e 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Attitude of parent 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in importance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importa;!ce 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Prior Record 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in importance 
6. 6th in importance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Coltmm 

60 - 61 

62 -63 

64 - 65 

10 
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Reference 
Number 

34 

35 

36 

Variable 
Name 

V09X7 

V09X8 

V09X9 

Description 

Helpful Home Environment 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in llnportance 
6. 6th in llnportance 
7. 7th in importance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Admissibility of Evidence 
1. 1st in llnportance 
2. 2n4 in importance 
3. 3rd in importance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in llnportance 
6. 6th in llnportance 
7. 7th in llnportance 
8. 8th in llnportance 
9. 9th in llnportance 
O. NA • 

99. Missing 

Other 
1. 1st in importance 
2. 2nd in importance 
3. 3rd in in~ortance 
4. 4th in importance 
5. 5th in llnportance 
6. 6th in llnportance 
7. 7th in llnportance 
8. 8th in importance 
9. 9th in importance 
O. NA 

99. Missing 

Column 

66 - 67 

! 68 - 69 ij 
~ 
II 

70 - 71 

11 

~ 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable Description 
Name 

Column 

Whi~ of the following dispositions do you consider a form of 
punIshment? Place a f before those you consider punishment an a NP 
before those you do not. ' 

37 VlOXl 

38 VlOX2 

39 VlOX3 

40 VlOX4 

41 VlOX5 

Release, with no 
additional action 
1. Ptmishment 
2. Not punishment 
O. NA -
9. Missing 

Relf:lase accompanied by 
official report describing 
encounter with juvenile 
1. Ptmishment 
2. Not punishment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Referral to outside agency 
public or private 
1. Ptmishment 
2. Not punishment 
O. NA • 
9. Missing 

Informal Probation 
1. Ptmishment 
2. Not plIDishment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Referral to juvenile court 
without detention request 
1. Ptmishment 
2. Not plIDishment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

12 
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Colurrm. 

We want to know whether or not you handle first-time offend ... rs 
offenders differently form repeat juvenile offenders. 

Generally speaking, in comparison with repeat offenders, how 
frequently are the following dispositions used for first- time 
offenders. Please place the letter F before those dispositions used 
more frequently for first-time offenaers; put the letter R before 
those used more frequently for repeat offenders; and put the letter 
before those that are used equally_ 

Note: 
F = first-time offender 
R = repeat offender 
E = equally applied 

48 Vl2X1 

49 Vl2X2 

50 Vl2X3 

51 Vl2X4 

Release with no 
additional action 
1. First-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally applied 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

• 
Release accompanied by 
official report describing 
encounter with juvenile 
1. First-time oEfender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally applied 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Referral to outside agency 
public or private 
1. First-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally appH(~d 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Informal Probation 
1. First-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally applied 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing .. 

,/ 

)i 

7 

8 

9 

10 

15 

52 Vl2X5 

53 Vl2X6 

54 Vl2X7 

c 

Referral to juvenile court 11 
without detention request 
1. rirst-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally applied 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Referral to juvenile court 12 
with detention request 
1. First-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
3. Equally applied 
8. Don't know 
O. NA-
9. Missing 

Other 13 
1. First-time offender 
2. Repeat offender 
.3 • Equally appli ed 
8. Don't know 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

• 

-
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Reference 
Number 

Variable 
Name 

Description Coltmm 

We are interested in knowing for which type of offenses first-time 
juvenile offenders are treated differently from repeat juvenile 
offenders. Please check to offenses for Which first-time juvenile 
offenders and repeat juvenile offenders are likely to be treated 
differently. 

55 Vl3Xl 

56 Vl3X2 

57 V13X3 

58 Vl3X4 

59 Vl3XS 

60 V13X6 

Truancy 
1. Different treatment 
2. Same treatment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Malicious Mischief 
1. Different treatment 
2. Same treatment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Marijuana Use 
1. Different treatment 
2. Same treatment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Joy Riding 
1. Different treatment 
fi: ~e treatment 
9. Missing 

Assaul t and Battery 
1. Different treatment 
2. Same treatment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

Armed Robbery 
1. Different treatment 
2. Same treatment 
O. NA 
9. Missing 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

17 

, 
}\ 
;\ 
i l 
I 11 

11 
:,','1 1 

Ii" 

l' 

r c 
r 
I 
! 

, 1 
.1 
1 , 
.J 
! , j 

• 

' .• 

d 

Are there any statutes or codes in your state that specifically apply 
to treatment of first-time juvenile offenders as opposed to repeat 
juvenile offenders? . 

61 Vl4 
O. NA 20 
1. Yes 
2. No 
8. Do not know 
9. Missing 

Are there any case decisions from your state or local courts that 
specifically apply to the handling of first-time juvenile offenders as 
opposed to repeat juvenile offenders? 

62 VlS 21 
O. NA 
1. Yes 
2. No 
8. Do not know 
9. Missing 

Are there any policies of police, court or prosecution that 
specifically apply to first-time juvenile offenders as opposed to 
repeat juvenile offenders? 

63 Vl6 22 
O. NA 
1. Yes 
2. No 
8. Do not know 
9. Missing 

64 C2NUM Card Number Two 80 

18 
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NarES 

1. The first two colt.mms of the identification number is 
an identification number for the state of the respondent. 

1. Arkansas 11. Missouri 
2. California 12. Montana 
3. Colorado 13. Nebraska 
4. Florida 
5. Georgia 

14. New Hampshire 
15. New York 

6. Indiana 16. Ohio 
7. Kentucky 17. Rhode Island 
8. Maine 18. Texas 
9. Michigan 

10. Mississippi 
19. Washington 
20. Wisconsin 

2. The different sub-questions for this group of items 
may be coded with the same number of order (ties are 
acceptable) . 

3. If V08X7 is blank, code 3. 

4. Ties are acceptable (see note 2) 

5. If a corresponding item from V08X1 through V08X7 is coded 3, 
the missing data for variables fromV12X1-V12X6 are coded o. 
If V12X7 is blank, code O. 
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FREQUENCY DIS'IRIBlITIONS 

VARIABLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 

V01Xl 191 170 

V02 155 59 

V05X1 312 4 

45 

o 

8 

29 

33 

88 17 

o 0 0 

V05X2 45 127 200 

VOSX3 2 31 26 14 3 

V05X4 2 44 801 

V05X5 

V05X6 

4 35 36 22 

11 42 9 1 

V08X1 204 100 19 

V08X2 264 40 19 

V08X3 161 114 38 

V08X4 99 86 127 

V08X5 235 78 23 

V08X6 148 145 29 

V08X7 

V09X1 

V09X2 

37 8 284 

44 59 54 39 

1 12 

V09X3 285 41 

4 

9 

4 

5 

23 48 77 83 

16 19 34 68 

37 139 77 43 

11 19 13 28 

23 36 33 26 

11 0 

o 1 

29 30 

8 13 

3 0 

50 23 

84 S6 

15 13 
/;/ 

68 86 

29 43 

V09X4 

V09X5 

V09X6 

V09X7 

VO.9X8 

V09X9 2 1 o 0_ 0 0 

7 

41 

8 

o 

9 0 

2 2 

1 

5 44 

5 178 

5 255 

6 271 

6 251 

5 296 

38 

37 

47 

49 

25 

38 

4 

5 

5 

4 

4 

5 

10 26 

99 

5 0 51 13 

40 104 1 165 ~3 

o 
8 

23 

4 

61 

o 0 10 12 

2 0 37 14 

5 0 45 15 

1 0 23 13 

9 1 54 15 

52 32 0 77· 14 

o 2 2 351 7 

20 
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fi Ii i r "11 FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS 

Ii r ',1 
',\ 

:1 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 99 
,i 
;;~ 

it 

~ VlOXl 9 331 22 '3 
'\,. 

VlOX2 83 257 23 2 
~C j VlOX3 149 184 25 7 

VlOX4 215 ?,~15 1 26 8 

VlOX5 248 92 23 2 

VlOX6 319 26 18 2 

VlOX7 26 6 13 320 
-' Vl1X1 7 249 104 5 G~ 

VlIX2 2 345 16 2 

Vl2Xl 303 1 31 0 15 15 

(3., Vl2X2 189 37 104 1 19 15 

Vl2X3 77 108 141 1 13 25 

Vl2X4 129 66 80 2 18 70 

(!i V1.2X5 73 148 117 0 11 16 

Vl2X6, 3 290 40 0 11 21 

,) 
Vl2X7 10 5 10 0 24 316 

C V13X1 211 124 11 19 
r;) Vl3X2 227 122 11 5 ('';.,: 

Vl3X3 198 150 11 6 
q 

'j ':; (ji Vl3x4 " 156 191 11 7 
J __ j~;~ 

Vl3XS 125 222 11 7 
" 

" 
() 

Vl3X6 110 236 1 11 7 \ 0 (~, 1.',1 

Vl4 57 281 1.2 13 2 0 
0' '" () 

It J 
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CONTINUOUS VARIABLES I r-
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i 
Variable Mean Standard Range Number r -'w Deviation of Cases 

V01X2 5.94 4.77 26 182 
.". 

V03X1 1.57 6.15 86 358 
lUi 

V03X2 54.54 198.15 2009 311 
V04Xl 14.78 25.64 100 346 

10\ V04X2 4.88 15.96 100 347 
'~:J 

V04X3 75.51 30.24 100 356 
V04X4 3.95 12.63 100 346 

/0 V06X1 21.80 44.88 300 349 
/ 

V06X2 41.89 91.35 752 312 
I 
I 
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V07X1 9.83 36.67 525 350 
• (ll V07X2 25.75 72.54 800 337 
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